ROUTT COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
September 5, 2019
6:00 PM
County Commissioners Hearing Room, Historic Courthouse
522 Lincoln Avenue, 3rd Floor, Steamboat Springs, Colorado

Live audio is available by calling (970) 870-5499
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PUBLIC COMMENT
Members of the public may address the Planning Commission on items not on the
agenda. (Comments regarding items on the agenda will be taken during that agenda
item.)
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Minutes From The July 18, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting
Documents:
071819-pc-corrected.pdf
B. Minutes From The August 1, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting
Documents:
080119-pc-corrected.pdf
4. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION
A. Cheney Creek Tiny Homes
Activity #:
Petition:
Applicant:
Legal:
Location:

PL-19-132, PL-19-133, and PL-19-134
1. Final PUD 2. Preliminary and Final Subdivision
Micro Living, LLC
Lots 4-7 Block 2 Milner
38970 Main Street of Milner

Documents:
Staff Report Tiny Homes 9.5.19.pdf
5. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
A. Discussion Regarding Residential Treatment Facility Standards; PL-19-141
Documents:
PC memo 9.5.19.pdf
B. Discussion Regarding Recreational Facility Standards; PL-19-164
Documents:
PC memo for RF 9.5.19.pdf
6. ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
Administrator's Report may include the reading of future Planning Commission agendas
and recent Board of County Commissioner decisions.

PC memo for RF 9.5.19.pdf
6. ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
Administrator's Report may include the reading of future Planning Commission agendas
and recent Board of County Commissioner decisions.
7. ADJOURNMENT
WiFi access is available in the Hearing Room, and agenda packets can be accessed at www.co.routt.co.us/AgendaCenter .
All programs, services and activities of Routt County are operated in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
If you need a special accommodation as a result of a disability, please call the Commissioners ’ Office at (970) 879 - 0108
to assure that we can meet your needs. Please notify us of your request as soon as possible prior to the scheduled event.
Routt County uses the Relay Colorado service. Dial 711 or TDD (970) 870 - 5444.

ROUTT COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
July 18 , 2019
The regular meeting of the Routt County Planning Commission was called to
order at 6:00 p.m. with the following members present: Chairman Steve Warnke
and Commissioners Troy Brookshire, Brian Kelly, Bill Norris and Geoff Petis.
Commissioners John Merrill, Peter Flint, Andrew Benjamin, Greg Jaeger and
Roberta Marshall were absent. County Commissioner Beth Melton, Planning
Director Chad Phillips, Assistant Planning Director Kristy Winser and staff
planners Chris Brookshire, Alan Goldich and Tegan Anderson also attended.
Other staff members in attendance included County Manager Tom Sullivan,
Deputy County Manager Dan Weinheimer, and Environmental Health Director
Scott Cowman. Board of Adjustment members in attendance were Don Prowant,
Gerard Albers and Rohail Abid. Sarah Katherman recorded the meeting and
prepared the minutes.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
MINUTES – June 6, 2019
Commissioner Kelly moved approve the minutes of the Routt County Planning
Commission meeting held on the above stated date, as written. Commissioner
Petis seconded the motion. The motion carried , 5 – 0.
MINUTES – June 20 2019
Commissioner Kelly moved approve the minutes of the Routt County Planning
Commission meeting held on the above stated date, as written. Commissioner
Petis seconded the motion. The motion carried, 5 – 0.
MASTER PLAN UPDATE RESOURCE PRESENTATION – DOLA
Chairman Warnke reviewed the previous discussions of the Master Plan update
process at Planning Commission meetings in January, March (joint meeting with
the Board of County Commissioners), April and June. He stated that at each of
these meetings, Planning Commission had affirmed that the underlying theme
and vision of the existing Routt County Master Plan remains intact. Chairman
Warnke stated that a Master Plan Update Steering Committee had been formed
and has met three times to date. The Steering Committee consists of County
Commissioner Beth Melton, County Manager Tom Sullivan, Deputy County
Manager Dan Weinheimer, Planning Director Chad Phillips, and Planning
Commissioners Steve Warnke and Troy Brookshire. Chairman Warnke stated
that representatives of the Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) were in
attendance to offer assistance and discuss the resources available to Routt
County for the update process. Copies of the presentation were distributed and
are available electronically.
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Demographics
Ms. Cindy DeGroen, the state demographer, presented data regarding recent
population growth of the state, noting that while Colorado continues to grow, the
rate of growth is slowing and the vast majority of the growth is occurring on the
Front Range. She reviewed how Routt County’s recent population growth
compares to other counties in the state and to the state as a whole. She also
reviewed growth trends of different geographical areas within Routt County,
noting that 48.4% of Routt County’s growth since 2000 has been in Steamboat
Springs and 41.8% has been in the unincorporated areas of the County. Ms.
DeGroen separated the components of the growth into natural growth (births
minus deaths) and net migration. She reviewed the relative migration to different
counties in the state, noting again that the largest increase of migration growth is
to the Front Range. She also discussed the age distribution and stressed that the
population of Colorado and of Routt County in particular is aging for a
combination of reasons.
Ms. DeGroen reviewed the formula used to forecast future population, and
discussed the close relationship between job growth and net migration. She
discussed the variables that can influence projections and affect accuracy. In
Routt County the total number of jobs has just recently exceeded the number of
jobs reached prior to the great recession. Ms. DeGroen reviewed the distribution
of jobs in Routt County by industry and wage range. She noted that 40% of
employees working in Routt County live outside the County. This number
includes commuters and remote workers. In her discussion of the aging
population, Ms. DeGroen stated that the population in the 75-84 age group is
projected to increase 65% and the population in the over 84 age group is
projected to increase by 48% by 2025. The next faster growing age group over
that same time period (at 24%) is expected to be the 16–24 year olds.
In summary, Ms. DeGroen stated that all the demographic elements discussed:
population, jobs, age, migration and labor force are connected. She stated that
the increasing age of the population will have an impact on the labor force, the
industrial mix, housing, service demand, tax base, etc.
Commissioner Kelly noted that Ms. DeGroen had mentioned the availability of
water as a constraint on growth, and stated that the same thing was being
discussed in the 1970s. Ms. DeGroen agreed, and stated that three counties in
Colorado are now at full capacity due to water. She noted, however, that water
conservation per capita has increased and that the current projection of an
additional 3 million people in Colorado by 2050 can be accommodated by the
current water supply.
Chairman Warnke asked whether official projections of growth are influenced by
local policy. Ms. DeGroen stated that they can be, if policies and regulations are
in place that will impact growth patterns. She cited examples of some locales that
do not allow growth in certain areas, or others that do not have sufficient water to
support growth.
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Commissioner Kelly asked if the current trends in different counties have been
going on continuously, or if there have been changes in certain areas over time.
Ms. DeGroen said that while most have stayed the same (growing areas continue
to grow), some counties have switched. She cited Weld County, which is quite
young, has a low cost of living and is growing rapidly, as one example.
Mr. Rohail Abid asked if changes in energy sources have an impact of growth
trends. Ms. DeGroen said that changes in the energy industries have influenced
jobs, which influences population.
Comprehensive Planning
At Chairman Warnke’s request, Ms. Andy Hill of the DOLA Community
Development Office offered a brief review of the steps to creating a
Comprehensive Plan. She then returned to the beginning of her presentation.
She enumerated the Planning Resources that DOLA can provide to communities
as they develop/update their Plans. She asked Mr. Phillips what had prompted
Routt County to create a Master Plan in the first place. Mr. Phillips discussed the
proposal to develop a new ski area in the vicinity and a growing concern with the
loss of open spaces. Ms. Hill suggested that prior to undertaking a Plan update, it
is important to understand why it is being done. She noted that most Master
Plans are Comprehensive Plans, in that they include much more than land use
(transportation, housing, wildlife, etc.). She said that most are advisory in nature,
but are used to drive the adoption of regulations designed to implement the vision
laid out in the Plan. Other tools used to implement the Plan include, but are not
limited to, zoning, building codes, intergovernmental agreements, incentive
programs, etc. Ms. Hill reviewed the list of typical Plan elements, noting that the
only one that is required by law is recreation and tourism. She also reviewed the
minimum notice and adoption requirements and the statutory guidance regarding
master plans.
Ms. Hill discussed the inter-connected nature of various issues such as land use,
transportation, water and other elements that are often included in
Comprehensive Plans, noting that development patterns have wide reaching
impacts on everything from wildlife habitat to access to daycare and energy use.
She also discussed how other long range plans, such as water conservation
plans and hazard mitigation plans must work with the Comprehensive Plan and
its sub-area plans.
Ms. Hill reviewed the trends, key issues and best practices in planning, stressing
the importance of ensuring that the Comprehensive Plan is useful in guiding the
regular processing of land use applications. She stated newer Plans often
address the aging demographic, public health and livability; potential hazards and
mechanisms for adapting to climate change; protecting and ensuring the water
supply; affordable housing; economic diversification and social equity. Ms. Hill
stated that Comp Plans should include vision statements, clear policies and
specific strategies. She emphasized that the more specific the Plan is, the more
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useful it will be. She offered that the Plan should be very clear about the role of
the County in implementation. It should also include action plans that hold
specific parties accountable.
Ms. Hill reviewed a variety of recently completed Comprehensive Plans from
around the state and the region, noting differences in style, formatting, metrics
and tone. She then discussed the importance of public engagement and
reviewed the strategies and techniques that different communities have used to
get people involved in the Comprehensive Planning process. She stressed the
need to take the process to the people and not rely on the small number of
people that will attend public hearings. Ms. Hill also revisited the steps involved in
creating a Comp Plan and discussed best practices of working with consultants.
She recommended gathering data first and taking the time to identity the
challenges, issues, opportunities and threats to the community that Comp Plan
should address prior to engaging a consultant.
Commissioner Kelly asked how often a County like Routt should be revising its
Master Plan. Ms. Hill suggested that the Plan should be reviewed every five
years or so to evaluate if an update is warranted. She said that if the Plan
contains a work plan, it is useful to check it periodically to assess what has been
accomplished and to redefine the action plan, if necessary. Mr. Phillips noted that
the existing Master Plan does not contain demographic data and does not include
a Future Land Use Map, so it lacks some elements that often get out of date
quickly.
In response to a question regarding the use of surveys, Ms. Hill suggested that
they can be useful, particularly as early outreach to provide guidance on the
update, but warned that good surveys are difficult to design.
Commissioner Brookshire expressed concern that even with robust outreach, the
Plan could be based on the responses and input of a very small percentage of
the total community. There was further discussion of effective strategies for
outreach, including getting students involved. Mr. Rick Garcia, Executive Director
of DOLA, offered that Planning Commission needs to lead the process and can
act as a conduit for feedback. He added that putting some controversial topics
out there will increase participation. He stated that ultimately it is the County
Commissioners that will enact the measures that implement the Plan’s policies.
County Manager Tom Sullivan noted that the future plan should consider some
potential big changes to the community, such as the future of coal production in
the area and the future of the power plant.
Mr. Gerard Albers noted the ongoing work on the Yampa Basin Implementation
Plan and suggested that this plan could be tied in closely with the Master Plan.
Environmental Health Director Scott Cowman agreed, and stated that there are a
variety of other groups with pertinent plans and studies that could be incorporated
into the update process. Commissioner Kelly offered that water and affordable
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housing are two very important issues that could serve as hooks to get people
involved.
Noting the light attendance, Chairman Warnke asked staff to ensure that the slide
presentations from this meeting are made available to all Planning Commission
members. He also asked staff to send out a notice to Planning Commission
asking everyone to re-read the existing Master Plan and put together a list of
what is missing that they want to see in the update in preparation for a workshop.
County Commissioner Melton advised Planning Commission to consider the
bigger issues of vision, strategy and tools, and not limit its focus to specific topics
within the Plan. She warned against assuming the end point of the Plan before
the process starts. Commissioner Brookshire suggested that the Board of County
Commissioners should also weigh in on the shortcomings and/or vision of the
Plan to ensure all are moving in the same direction. Commissioner Warnke noted
that Planning Commission deals with the Plan on a daily basis, which provides a
very different perspective than the public has of the Plan. He offered that the
public would also provide a very different sort of input. County Commissioner
Melton noted the educational piece of public outreach.
Deputy County Manager Dan Weinheimer recommended that staff develop a
framework for moving forward with the process through which the update will be
done. He noted that the application for DOLA assistance is due on August 1st. In
response to a question from Ms. Winser, Ms. Hill confirmed that Routt County
has the material needed to satisfy DOLA’s requirements.
In response to a question from Chairman Warnke, Ms. DeGroen stated that
seasonal workers are not taken into account in the official demographic data.
Commissioner Norris discussed his outreach efforts at CMC and suggested that
the students as well as the faculty and staff would be a good resource.
LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL TRAINING
Mr. Phillips stated that the County Attorney was unavailable to conduct the
annual legal training. He suggested that rather than trying to reschedule a joint
meeting, it might be preferable to schedule individual training sessions.
Mr. Phillips reviewed how the staff reports are organized. He noted that staff
comments are included that address the pertinent policies and regulations cited
in Planning Commission packets. Only the applicable regulations are included in
the Board of Adjustment packets. The staff reports also contain a staff
recommendation on variance requests presented to the BOA, whereas the only
applications presented to the PC that include staff recommendations are LPS
applications.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the elements included in staff reports. He noted that the
basic findings of fact provided to the BOA are always the same, as they refer
back to the statutory requirements for granting a variance. Each of these findings,
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however, must be supported by evidence of how the particular application meets
the specific requirement.
Mr. Phillips reviewed conditions of approval, noting that PC staff reports usually
include general conditions that are based on templates that address standard
requirements. Staff reports usually also contain suggested site specific conditions
particular to the application. Mr. Phillips stated that the goal of the staff report is
to provide all the information that is needed for the body to make a properly
supported decision. He stated that complete applications often include lengthy
reports and technical studies that are not included in the printed version of the
staff report. The complete applications are always available online. Mr. Phillips
urged Planning Commission and the Board of Adjustment to tell staff if they have
ideas on how staff reports could be improved.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the essentials of Robert’s Rules of Order and discussed
motion making in particular. He stated that once a motion has been made and
seconded, it belongs to the body – not the motion maker – and any amendment
must be approved by the body as a whole, either by unanimous consent or by
vote.
Chairman asked about the practice of requesting the rationale for dissenting
votes. Mr. Phillips offered that while it is not required, it helps to create a
complete record of the proceedings and is important to the Board of County
Commissioners. He cited examples in which the Board has been significantly
influenced by the reasoning for a dissenting vote.
There was a discussion of why call-in participation is not allowed at PC or BOA
meetings. Mr. Phillips offered that the visual presentations discussed by
applicants and staff are frequently crucial to a decision.
Planning Commission discussed the proper way for a motion to be withdrawn. It
was agreed that once the motion has been seconded, it belongs to the motion
maker and can only be withdrawn with the consent of the full body.
There was no administrator’s report.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:50
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MINUTES
August 1 , 2019
The regular meeting of the Routt County Planning Commission was called to
order at 6:00 p.m. with the following members present: Chairman Steve Warnke
and Commissioners Brian Kelly Andrew Benjamin, John Merrill, Greg Jaeger and
Geoff Petis. Commissioners Roberta Marshall, Bill Norris, Peter Flint and Troy
Brookshire were absent. Planning Director Chad Phillips, Assistant Planning
Director Kristy Winser and staff planner Alan Goldich also attended. Sarah
Katherman recorded the meeting and prepared the minutes.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
ACTIVITY: PL-18-143 (tabled from June 6, 2019)
PETITIONER:
Butch Dough erty, represented by Peter Patten
PETITION: 1) Final Planned Unit Development (PUD); and
2) Lot Line Adjustment to allow limited commercial use and other
uses on two parcels totaling 9.3 acres
LOCATION: 753 Dougherty Road, Steamboat Springs, CO; located adjacent
to the City limit
Ms. Winser reviewed the items, listed on page 1 of the memorandum dated
August 1, 2019, cited in the motion to table the petition on June 6. 2019. She
noted that the applicant had hired a consultant (Paul Currier of Water Resources
Consultants) to address the concerns regarding the potential impacts of the
development on the watershed and the Mt. Werner Water infiltration galleries and
to respond to the analysis of the watershed provided by the City of Steamboat
Springs. She reviewed the attachments to the memorandum
Mr. Peter Patten of Patten Associates, representing the petitioner, reviewed the
petition for a lot line adjustment and a Final PUD Plan to define the uses on Lot 1.
He noted that the proposed project would provide an easement for the Core Trail
and an easement for raw water lines for Mt. Werner Water. Mr. Patten presented
an aerial photo of the site, outlined the proposed lot lines and indicated the
locations of the proposed uses.
Mr. Patten stated that since the last hearing the site plan for the eastern portion of
Lot 1 had been completely revised. The site plan for the western portion of Lot 1
remains as initially presented. Mr. Patten noted the addition of fencing and
landscaping, the realignment of the storage unit buildings and the addition of a
small office/entry structure to provide security. He stated that the caretaker unit
was left at the back of the lot, as it is assumed that the on-site caretaker would be
living there with a family and this was a more appropriate location for a single
family residence. The realignment of the storage unit buildings will result in fewer
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visual impacts, as the ends rather than the sides of the structures will face the
neighboring homes. The landscaping will help to buffer the impact of headlights.
Mr. Patten stated that in response to the request from the City, the approach to
the bridge had been changed to gravel to reduce the amount of impermeable
surfaces.
Mr. Patten indicated on a site plan to the proposed future access easement for
Lot 2 through Lot 1. The utility easement will follow the same alignment. This
access easement will not be used until CDOT requires that the access to the
nursery is right-in right-out only. Mr. Patten noted that there would be two fire
hydrants on the west side and one on the east side of the property.
Mr. Patten presented architectural drawings of the proposed structures. The
buildings have stone and metal elements and barn door-style ends. Mr. Patten
discussed the visual impact (balloon) analysis that had been conducted. He
presented photos from the balloon test taken from various locations. He stated
that the visual impact of the project would be minimal due to the distances
involved, the screening of the site and the realignment of the structures.
Regarding the bridge, Mr. Patten stated that it had been reviewed by Fire
Marshall Doug Schaffer, who had stated that it is adequate for firefighting
equipment and that he would approve its use provided that the gaps in between
the surface members are eliminated and that adequate guard rails are installed.
The bridge, which is 17 ft. wide, will be one-directional.
Mr. Paul Currier of Water Resources Consultants reviewed his background and
experience. He noted that the Dougherty parcel accounts for only a tiny portion of
the watershed (less than 1/100,000th) and that the river, not the aquifer, is the
source of water for the infiltration galleries. He stated that the proposed
development would have no measurable impact on the quantity or quality of the
water collected by the galleries. In response to the concerns raised at the last
hearing regarding the impact on the water from a potential firefighting event and
the use of firefighting foam, Mr. Currier stated that the toxic foam was completely
phased out in 2015 and has not been manufactured since 2002. He stated that
the only sites still using the foam are military bases. He stated that PFOS/PFAS
usage is no longer a concern, and that fluorine free firefighting foams are
available.
Mr. Patten summarized the business plan for the storage unit operation. He said
that the proposed hours are 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and that there would be one fulltime employee (the caretaker) who would live on site. Contractors would be hired
as needed. Fencing, gates and a security checkpoint have been added to the site
plan.
Mr. Patten requested that two suggested conditions of approval be removed: #8
and #10. COA #8 requires the applicant to obtain a Watershed Protection Permit
(WPP) from the City prior to the recordation of the resolution for the Final PUD.
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He stated that this condition is unnecessary because it is redundant. The
applicant knows that the WPP is required. Regarding COA #10, Mr. Patten stated
that the existing accesses currently comply with CDOT regulations, and that an
access easement for the future has been included that will ensure that the
accesses will comply when a right-in right-out only access is mandated.
Mr. Patten stated that all concerns and questions cited in the tabling have been
addressed.
In response to a question from Commissioner Petis regarding the alignment of
the Core Trail, Ms. Winser referred to the comments submitted by Craig
Robinson included in the packet. She stated that the Core Trail alignment
identified in the City’s Trails Master Plan is conceptual in nature and that several
constraints will have to be taken into account, but that crossing the Yampa River
twice is cost prohibitive. She stated that the City intends to work with individual
property owners when easement opportunities arise, and that Mr. Robinson
would discuss potential alignment options with Mr. Dougherty’s neighboring
property owner (Mr. McArthur). Ms. Winser stated that Mr. Robinson remains
supportive of the easement, as proposed.
Commissioner Petis asked Mr. Currier if additional information from the City was
needed to determine the potential impact from run-off on the water quality. Mr.
Currier said that the City had provided the data that Mt. Werner has gathered. In
addition, information is available through the Colorado Department of Public
Health and the Environment. And since 2014, the state has regulated all
infiltration galleries with ground water sources that have direct influence from the
surface, which changes what they test for. Because the water quality is very high
here, not much testing is required. Mr. Currier stated that the water has never
been tested for volatile organic compounds, for instance, because the treatment
plant does not address them and they have never been detected in the treated
water. Mr. Currier stated that it is his opinion that the development proposed for
the Dougherty site will not have a measurable impact on the aquifers or the water
source (the river). He stated that his decision is based on the hydro-geologic
information available regarding the river, which is the source of water for the
infiltration galleries. He reviewed the procedures that would occur in the event of
a catastrophic failure and commended the community’s efforts to establish
redundancy in its water supply.
Commissioner Merrill offered that this does not address the questions and risks
outlined in the Leonard Rice report.
Ms. Michelle Carr, Distribution and Collection Manager for the City of Steamboat
Springs, noted that the water source is very clean here, which is why volatile
organics are not a concern. She stressed the importance of the protections in
place that keep the water source clean. She stated that the City is fully compliant
with all required testing.
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Commissioner Kelly expressed concern regarding the conflict in opinions
between the Leonard Rice report and Mr. Currier’s. He stated that the question is
whether the proximity to the well heads, regardless of the size of the parcel in
relation to the overall watershed, creates a risk of contamination from a spill. He
acknowledged that the system would heal in the long term, but asked about the
risk of short-term problems.
Mr. Currier reiterated that the source of water for the infiltration galleries is not the
aquifer, but the river. He reviewed the precautions and procedures that would
protect against a spill, or treat a problem if it should occur. He said that the
activities for this site are no more significant because of the location than any
other site within the greater watershed. He also reiterated that the firefighting
foam is not an issue.
Chairman Warnke asked why the applicant is requesting the removal of
suggested COA #10. Mr. Patten stated that compliance with the CDOT access
plan is already a requirement, without the County including it in the approval of
the PUD. He stated that the development plan, as proposed, is in compliance.
Public Comment
Mr. David Randles, a resident of the River Place Subdivision, offered that the
balloon test does not adequately reflect the way that buildings will be seen
because buildings are so much larger than balloons. He added that much of the
screening is vegetation, which will not act as screen in the winter. He expressed
concern with the additional traffic on Dougherty Road that the proposal would
generate. He stated that traffic is already a problem due to the church. Regarding
the comparison to the D Bar K WPP approval, Mr. Randles said that this
development is significantly further away from the infiltration galleries and the
river. He expressed concern with putting a private property owner’s desire to
develop storage units over the protection of the community’s water supply. In
addition to traffic and water, Mr. Randles expressed concern with light pollution,
insufficient landscaping and negative visual impacts. He stated that by far, the
water is the biggest concern.
Ms. Carr stated that the City has already informed the applicant that the denial of
the WPP for the proposal will stand. She said it is up to the applicant to decide if
they want to pursue a hearing before City Council.
Seeing no further comment, Chairman Warnke closed public comment.
Chairman Warnke stated that if the petition is approved, he would be in support
of retaining suggested COAs #8 and #10.
Roundtable Discussion
Commissioner Jaeger stated that the proposed use is compatible with the site,
and is probably a better use in this location than residential development due to
the reduced risk of fire. He agreed with Chairman Warnke that COAs #8 and #10
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should remain. He stated that he would support the proposal if the WPP is
approved.
Commissioner Kelly offered that there was little point in a hearing until the WPP
is approved. He stated that all of his concerns are related to the water. He asked
what would happen if Routt County approved the PUD and the WPP is denied.
He asked if the applicant would be vested with any rights. He added that COA
#10 should remain, noting that CDOT plans often change.
Chairman Warnke stated that if COA #8 is included, and the WPP is denied, the
approval would go away.
Commissioner Merrill stated that he agrees with all of the comments made so far.
He stated that COA #8 and #10 must remain. He reiterated Commissioner Kelly’s
concerns regarding the conflicting opinions regarding the potential impact on the
water, adding that the difference in expert opinion does not satisfy the need for
certainty about the protection of water quantity and quality.
Commissioner Benjamin offered that retaining COAs #8 and #10, even if
redundant, emphasizes the importance of these two issues. He said that he
generally agrees with the previous comments, but added that the City’s water
consultant didn’t provide sufficient data to support his opinion. He said that the
plan includes retention basins that allow surface contaminants to settle out prior
to the water entering the river. He offered that the development would probably
have little impact on the yield. Commissioner Benjamin expressed frustration that
the City continues to avoid dealing with projects that lie within the Urban Growth
Boundary. He noted that there are very few uses that would be allowed on this
parcel under County regulations, and storage units is one of them. He stated that
the proposal should move forward.
Commissioner Petis said that he had nothing to add to the previous comments,
noting that the proposal meets the criteria of the Routt County Zoning and
Subdivision Regulations. He stated his support for retaining COAs #8 and #10.
Chairman Warnke agreed with the unhelpfulness of the conflicting expert
opinions on the water issue, but agreed that the Leonard Rice letter did not
provide sufficient data to back up its opinion.
MOTION
Commissioner Petis moved to recommend approval of the Final PUD and Lot
Line Adjustment with the following findings of fact:
1. The proposal with the following conditions meets the applicable guidelines of
the Routt County Master Plan and is in compliance with the applicable
provisions of Sections 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the Routt County Zoning Regulations
and Sections 2, 3 and 4 of the Subdivision Regulations.
2. The Final PUD is substantially similar to the Conceptual PUD.
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3. In review of the Final PUD Criteria for a Change of Zone has been met.
4. The proposal is:
1) Located inside the UGB, and
2) Eligible for annexation, and
3) Designated on the Future Land Use Map for residential
development that requires water and sewer service, but
4) The City has stated that this property is not a good candidate for
annexation, and
5) The District will only extend water and sewer lines for one
residential unit in exchange for an easement to run a service line,
and
6) The project has been re-designed with additional sensitivity to the
floodplain and floodway and Well Head Protection Zone.
Therefore, based on these factors the proposal is found to be reasonable when
considering the
unique situation.
This approval is subject to the following conditions:
General Conditions:
1. The Lot Line Adjustment and Final PUD approval is valid for 12 months.
This approval is contingent upon recording a final plat and resolution.
Extensions up to 12 months may be approved administratively.
2. The PUD/ Plat shall not be recorded until all fees have been paid in full.
3. The following uses have been approved and shall be listed on the Final
PUD:
a. All existing uses on Lot 2 including, an existing caretaker unit as
accessory to the nursery operation with an office, nursery
operations and buildings, water pump, outdoor storage of nurseryrelated materials, equipment, machinery and implements.
b. Greenhouse and plant nurseries-retail
c. Log and soil storage
d. Camping; Non-Commercial
e. Balloon rides
f. Self-storage units with a caretaker unit
g. Accessory uses and structures
h. Fishing; private non-commercial
i. Outdoor storage non-hazardous (no vehicle storage)
j. Yampa River Core Trail
k. Utilities for on-site caretaker unit, house on Lot 2 and service lines for
Mount Werner Water
l. Open Space
4. A resolution shall be recorded with the plat rezoning the property to PUD.
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5. All terms, conditions and obligations of both permit PP2011-012 and
associated letter continue to be honored by the Farm owner and enforced
by the County.
6. Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) certified dumpsters and trash
receptacles be used at all times.
7. Nursery plants/stock should be protected by high fence at all times to
minimize the likelihood of moose or other wildlife from damaging
commercial plants.
8. The applicant shall obtain a Watershed Protection Permit (Permit) from the
City’s Public Works Department prior to recording the resolution.
9. Prior to recordation, a flood plain development permit shall be approved.
10. All access to HWY 40 shall comply with the Access Control Plan.
11. Prior to recordation, the 20’ easement for the extension of the Core Trail
shall be finalized.
Specific Conditions:
12. The property owner shall finalize an agreement for shared sewer
maintenance with the Steamboat Springs Christian Center (SSCC) for
sewer service connection for the portion of the sewer line on SSCC’s
property.
13. Contact Environmental Health to receive proper septic system
abandonment
procedures for Lot 2 per 43.9.C of Regulation 43 for Onsite Wastewater
Treatment Systems.
14. Fire hydrant(s) and access shall meet Steamboat Springs Area Fire
Protection District
Standards.
15. Final architectural elevations shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Department.
16. Lighting shall be downcast and opaquely shielded.
17. Any signage proposed in the future will meet the sign code.
18. An emergency vehicle access will be created on the eastern portion of Lot
1 connecting with an existing gravel drive on the northerly part of Lot 2
19. A Final Landscaping plans shall be submitted for review and approval by
the Planning Director prior to construction.
20. Per the Conceptual PUD condition of approval # 9, and in agreement
with the recommendations in the Traffic Report, the developer shall
contribute proportionate share of the current cost estimates for the
identified future projects. The contributions are required prior to issuance
of a building permit and should be paid directly to the City of Steamboat
'Springs Finance Department where the monies will be deposited in
accounts specifically for the projects:
a. The developer shall pay the proportionate
share of potential· future bridge
improvements at Stone Lane over Walton
Creek, calculated at 0.1% of $3,554,000
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or $3,554.00. Payment shall be
submitted prior to issuance of building
permit.
b. The developer shall pay the proportionate share of potential
future
signalization improvements at the
intersection of Stone Lane/Dougherty
Road at US40, calculated at 0.6% of
$512,000 or $3,072.00. Payment shall be
submitted
prior to issuance of building permit.
21. The hours operation for the storage unit operation are limited to 7 a.m.
to 10 p.m.
Commissioner Jaeger seconded the motion.
Discussion and Friendly Amendments
Ms. Winser suggested adding a COA to set the hours of operation on the storage
unit facility to 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., as proposed by the applicant. This suggestion
was accepted, as indicated above.
The motion carried 5 - 1 , with the Chair voting yes.
Commissioner Merrill stated that his dissenting vote was based on the lack of
certainty that the proposed use would not be detrimental to the health, safety and
welfare of Routt County residents. He added that this lack of certainty is
supported by the follow-up engineering report and the denial of the WPP by the
City of Steamboat Springs.
ACTIVITY: PL-19- 127
PETITIONER:
Yampa Valley Sportsman Education Foundation (YVSEF)
PETITION: Conditional Use Permit for a Recreation Facility – Outdoor Rural
for a shooting range
LOCATION: Approximately 0.5 miles west of the City of Steamboat Springs,
east of the intersection of US 40 CR 42
Commissioner Jaeger disclosed that he was formerly a member of the Routt
County Rifle Club RCRC. He stated that he is no longer a member and feels that
he can make an impartial decision. There was no objection to his participation in
the hearing.
Mr. Goldich stated that the petition is for a new CUP for the shooting range. He
stated that YVSEF had assumed ownership of the property and leases it out to
RCRC, who operates the range. He reviewed the history of the shooting range on
this site. He stated that although the application is for a new permit, not a transfer
of the existing permit, no changes are proposed for the operation of the facility.
Mr. Goldich presented photos of the site, indicated the location of different uses
8
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and reviewed the heights of the hills that serve as backdrops for gunfire. He
stated that many different types of trainings and events are held at the range. The
applicant has estimated that a minimum of 110 events with more than 15
participants are held each year. Mr. Goldich noted that Colorado Parks and
Wildlife leases a storage shed on the site. There have been no complaints about
the operation.
Mr. Goldich stated that RCRC had been involved in litigation with Steamboat 700
in 2008 concerning the shotgun range. Mr. Goldich reviewed NRA specifications
for shotgun ranges, which staff assumes are for a flat areas. The RCRC range
falls somewhat short of the standard, but it is surrounded by hills that serve as a
backstop for shot. Mr. Goldich reviewed the test that had been done showing that
falling shot could reach outside the property boundary. RCRC sold the area of
potential shot fall to Steamboat 700 and a shot fall easement was placed on the
area, with the stipulation that once a certain portion of land was annexed into the
City of Steamboat Springs, RCRC would cease operation of the range. At this
time, 99% of that land has been approved for annexation. Another test conducted
by RCRC a couple of years ago indicated that shot was not falling into the area.
Subsequently, RCRC, Steamboat 700 and Brynn-Grey (the developer of the
land) entered into an agreement stating that RCRC would not be required to
cease operations when the property was annexed, provided RCRC does not
oppose the annexation of any of the Steamboat 700 land into the City. All of
these agreements involved RCRC and not the applicant (YVSEF), which is not
bound by the agreements.
Mr. Goldich reviewed the items for discussion, noting that the noise issue no
longer applies, as under state statute noise complaints cannot be the cause for
imposing mitigation or shutting down existing shooting ranges. He stated that in
addition to the stated items, staff would like Planning Commission to consider if a
new shot fall study by an independent third party should be required.
Mr. Goldich stated that staff had contacted the Police Department, the Sherriff’s
Office and CPW regarding this application. No comment was received.
Chairman Warnke asked about current water testing. Mr. Kent Holt, representing
the petitioner, stated that the drainage across this property typically runs from
March through June. He said that beginning over a decade ago he started testing
the water for lead. He said that there is a background level of lead in the water
that is about ½ the public standard for drinking water. He said that he suspects
that ammunition is the source of the lead, but that the geology of the area and the
soil pH level of around 8 prevents lead soluble compounds from forming. Mr. Holt
stated that he is a retired engineer for the Colorado Division of Water Resources.
In response to a question from Commissioner Petis, Mr. Holt stated YVSEF
would not oppose a COA requiring water testing.
Commissioner Petis asked for an explanation of the relationship between RCRC
and YVSEF. Mr. Bill Forbes, representing the petitioner, stated that YVSEF was
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created to form a shield for RCRC against any liability issues that may arise. He
said that YVSEF owns the land and is seeking a completely separate CUP for the
facilities to ensure that RCRC would be able to continue without concerns for
liability. Once this CUP is issued, RCRC will surrender its CUP to avoid any
confusion regarding enforcement of the permit. YVSEF would then enter into
formal agreements with the Police, the Sherriff and CPW regarding their use of
the facilities. Mr. Ken Constantine, representing the petitioner, stated that RCRC
and YVSEF are two entirely separate entities, although they share a purpose and
have overlapping memberships.
Commissioner Kelly asked why a full year is allowed for the surrendering of the
existing CUP. Mr. Constantine stated that settling lease agreements, with CPW
for example, entails a great deal of bureaucracy that can take time. He added that
YVSEF also wants to execute agreements with law enforcement agencies for
training.
Commissioner Merrill asked if there had ever been a comprehensive safety study
of shot fall area, sight lines, etc. conducted by an independent third party. Mr.
Constantine said that there had not. Testing has been done by club members. He
said the primary concern at the gun clubs is safety. He said that the berms have
been increased and realigned, and that the backstops are refreshed periodically.
He noted that while all the testing has been done by the club, they do follow NRA
guidelines. Mr. Forbes noted that the organization is a non-profit and is fully
supported by membership fees.
In response to a question from Commissioner Benjamin, Mr. Constantine
reviewed the 4-H activities and other youth programs that operate at the facility.
He stated in addition to users from Routt County, groups from Jackson and
Moffatt Counties and from Montrose also utilized the range.
Chairman Warnke asked about the events with more than 15 participants. Mr.
Constantine reviewed the schedule of weekly and bi-weekly events, 4-H, etc. He
stated that the range is open from 7 a.m. or sunrise, whichever is later, until
sunset. He noted that law enforcement sometimes conducts indoor training after
sunset.
There was no public comment.
Chairman Warnke asked about the shot fall agreement. Mr. Goldich stated that
the agreement that states that RCRC can continue operations provided it does
not object to any annexation of Steamboat 700 land is still in effect. The applicant
is not a party to this agreement. Regarding the shot fall agreement, Mr. Forbes
stated that the shooting has been modified to the extent that no shotguns are
fired in the direction of the area to which the shot fall agreement applies. Mr.
Constantine said that RCRC has been in discussion with Brynn-Grey over
several years. He stated that the two entities share a commitment to safety and
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that they do not anticipate any issues to arise with the development of the West
Steamboat Neighborhoods.
In response to a question from Commissioner Petis, Mr. Constantine said that he
was not sure setting a limit on the number of events allowed makes sense. Mr.
Goldich offered that the only reason to set a number is to include as much
specificity in the permit as possible to clarify expectations and protect both the
neighbors and the applicant.
Commissioner Petis asked about fencing or other proposals for the perimeter of
the site as the nearby residential neighborhood develops. Ms. Michael Marchand
of Brynn-Grey said that the location of the annexation boundary is such that it is
not an issue. Mr. Goldich stated that he did reach out to Steamboat 700 and to
Brynn-Grey. Steamboat 700 did not respond and Brynn-Grey stated that they did
not have any concerns regarding the application.
Chairman Warnke reviewed the topics for the discussion. There was consensus
that the use remains compatible with the surrounding land uses. Planning
Commission stated that it could not comment on future development. There was
consensus that no limit on events was needed and that water testing should be
required.
Mr. Goldich reviewed a potential additional COA requiring a shot fall study by an
independent third party. Planning Commission agreed that this COA was
unnecessary.
Commissioner Petis proposed some changes to the language of suggested COA
#20 that would allow administrative amendments to be made for minor
modifications to the permit. Planning Commission and the applicant approved the
suggested change.
MOTION
Commissioner Petis moved to approve the CUP for a Recreational Facility –
Outdoor Rural for a shooting range with the following findings of fact:
1. The proposal, with the following conditions, meets the applicable guidelines of
the Routt County Master Plan and the Steamboat Springs Area Community
Plan and is in compliance with Sections 4, 5, and 6 of the Routt County
Zoning Regulations.
2. The Planning Department does not have any complaints on file in relations to
this use.
This approval is subject to the following conditions:
General Conditions:
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1. The CUP is contingent upon compliance with the applicable provisions of
the Routt County Zoning Regulations including but not limited to Sections
4, 5, and 6.
2. Any complaints or concerns that may arise from this operation may be
cause for review of the CUP, at any time, and amendment or addition of
conditions, or revocation of the permit if necessary.
3. In the event that Routt County commences an action to enforce or interpret
this CUP, the substantially prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its
costs in such action including, without limitation, attorney fees.
4. No junk, trash, or inoperative vehicles shall be stored on the property.
5. This permit is contingent upon the acquisition of and compliance with any
required federal, state and local permits. The operation shall comply with
all federal, state and local laws.
6. Fuel, flammable materials, or hazardous materials shall be kept in a safe
area and shall be stored in accordance with state and local environmental
requirements.
7. All exterior lighting shall be downcast and opaquely shielded.
8. All trash shall be stored either inside a garage or inside Interagency
Grizzly Bear
Committee (IGBC) certified receptacles
9. Prior to the issuance of the permit, the permittee shall provide evidence of
liability insurance in the amount of no less than $1,000,000 per
occurrence. Permittee shall notify the Routt County Planning Department
of any claims made against the policy. Routt County shall be named as
an additional insured on the policy. Certificate of liability insurance shall
include all permit numbers associated with the activity.
10. Accessory structures/uses associated with this permit may be
administratively approved by the Planning Director, without notice.
11. Transfer of this CUP may occur only after a statement has been filed with
the Planning Director by the transferee guaranteeing that they will comply
with the terms and conditions of the permit. If transferee is not the
landowner of the permitted area, transferee shall submit written consent
for the transfer by the landowner. Failure to receive approval for the
transfer shall constitute sufficient cause for revocation of the permit if the
subject property is transferred. Bonds, insurance certificates or other
security required in the permit shall also be filed with the Planning
Director by the transferee to assure the work will be completed as
specified. Any proposal to change the terms and conditions of a permit
shall require a new permit.
12. The Permittee shall prevent the spread of weeds to surrounding lands, and
comply with the Colorado Noxious Weed Act, as amended in 2013, and
Routt County noxious weed management plan.
Specific Conditions:
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13. The CUP is limited to uses and facilities presented in the approved project
plan. Any additional uses or facilities must be applied for in a new or
amended application. The approved project plan consists of:
a. Firearms training, practice, competition, and recreation
b. Law Enforcement training
c. Youth education
d. Archery training and practice
e. Hunter safety education
f. Hunter rifle site ins (open to the public)
g. Dog training
h. CPW equipment storage
i. Existing structures shown on the site plan
j. 4’x8’ sign
14. The CUP is valid for the life of the use provided it is acted upon within one
year of approval. The CUP shall be deemed to have automatically lapsed
if the uses permitted herein are discontinued for a period of one (1) year.
15. Hours of operations shall be from 7 a.m. until sunset, 7 days per week.
Occasional nighttime use by law enforcement is allowed. The hours of
operation for the indoor range is 7:00 am to 10:00 pm.
16. Prior to issuance of this permit, the existing permit held by the Routt
County Rifle Club shall be surrendered. The existing permit shall be
surrendered within one year of approval of the YVSEF permit.
17. The existing 24’ x 60’ storage shed on site is specifically for CPW
equipment. Any other use is subject to review by the Planning
Commission.
18. Outdoor storage shall be limited to hay, elk panels, horse trailers, and bear
traps.
19. This permit is for the operation as described in the application. If staff
determines that any changes would create impacts to the environment,
adjacent property owners, wildlife, etc., administrative adjustments to the
permit may be made. Should the changes create negative impacts that
cannot be mitigated, the Routt County Planning Commission will review
the changes.
20. Neither the issuance of this Permit nor any action taken pursuant to this
Permit shall create a liability on the part of or be the basis for a cause of
action against the County or any officer, employee or technical advisor
thereof. The issuance of this Permit does not imply that the land uses
permitted will be free from danger as a result of natural hazards, human
error or mechanical problems.
21. All applicable standards set forth by the Colorado Department of Health
and the Routt County Department of Environmental Health shall be
complied with. The operation shall comply with all federal, state and local
laws.
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22. The permittee will provide bathroom facilities on-site. This may include
portable toilets, a septic tank or septic system. These facilities must
comply with all Environmental Health requirements.
23. Any accidents shall be reported to the Planning Department.
24. Revegetation of disturbed areas shall occur within one growing season
with a seed mix that avoids the use of aggressive grasses. See the
Colorado State University Extension Office for appropriate grass seed
mixes.
25. The applicant shall use Best Management practices to keep lead
compounds from leaving the site. Tests shall be conducted annually to
determine if lead is leaving the site and at what concentrations. Test
results shall be submitted to the Planning and Environmental Health
Departments.
Commissioner Merrill seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6 - 0, with the Chair voting yes.
ADMINISTRATOR ’S REPORT
Mr. Phillips reviewed the Planning Department Project List, described how it is
used and discussed several items on the list.
Mr. Phillips reported that no Planning Commission decisions had come before the
Board since the last hearing.
Mr. Goldich reviewed the upcoming agendas.
.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
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Cheney Creek Tiny Homes
Final Planned Unit Development and
Preliminary & Final Subdivision
ACTIVITY #:

1. PL-19-132
2. PL-19-133 and PL-19-134

HEARING DATES:

Planning Commission:

9/5/19 at 6:00 pm

Board of County Commissioners:

9/24/19 at 1:30 pm

PETITIONER:

Micro Living, LLC

PETITION:

1. Final PUD
2. Preliminary and Final Subdivision

LEGAL:

Lots 4-7 Block 2 Milner

LOCATION:

38970 Main St.
Main St. of Milner

ZONE DISTRICT:

Existing:
Low Density
Residential (LDR)

Proposed:
Planned Unit Development (PUD)

AREA:

Existing:
.29 acres

Proposed:
1. Six lots ranging in size from
1,216 square feet to 1,552
square feet
2. Common area of 4,506 square
feet

STAFF CONTACT:

Alan Goldich, agoldich@co.routt.co.us

ATTACHMENTS:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Narrative
Fee-in-lieu proposal
Water usage report
Division of Water Resources comments
Routt County Public Works comments
Public comments
Planning Commission minutes from 2/21/19
BCC minutes from 3/12/19
Architectural renderings
Civil plans
Proposed plat
1 of 64

Planning Commission – 9/5/19
Board of County Commissioners – 9/24/19

Activity # PL-19-132, 133, and 134
Final PUD and Preliminary & Final Subdivision

History:
These lots were created in 1915 when the plat for Milner was recorded. Based on the
dilapidated structure that is currently on the site, it is clear that this site was used for something,
but staff is unsure what that might have been.
The Board of County Commissioners approved the Conceptual PUD and Sketch Subdivision on
March 12, 2019.

Site Description:
This site is located on Main St. in Milner, south of US Highway 40. It consists of four of the
original Town of Milner lots, which individually measure 25’x125’. The totals area of the project
is 12,500 square feet. The site is generally flat except for some piles of dirt in the rear of the lot.
The entire parcel is vegetated with grasses. There is a dilapidated and unusable structure on
the property. An alley exists to the east (rear) of the lot, but this alley has not been developed
and would require improvements if it were to be used to access the site.
The parcel to the north of the site consists of three of the original lots, has a shed on it, and is
zoned Commercial. The Spoke and Spur saloon is located diagonally across Main St. from the
site on a lot that is zoned Commercial. The other surrounding lots are either vacant or have
residences on them.

Project Description:
The applicant is requesting a Final PUD and Preliminary and Final Subdivision for a 6 lot/unit
development complete with tiny homes. A common area parcel is also proposed. The housing
units are proposed to have footprints that range in size between 200-260 square feet, not
including decks/porches. Height restrictions for these structures are proposed to be 25’.
Renderings of the architectural style for these structures are included with this report.
The proposed setback from Main St.for the buildings and decks is 16.5’, which is greater than
the setback on surrounding properties. Structure setbacks to adjacent properties to the north
and south are 9’ and setbacks from the alley are 6.5’. The setback from the property lines
shared with the common area is 6’. Setbacks from property lines that divide the individual lots
are 6’.
Wastewater services are proposed to be provided by the wastewater treatment plant that is
operated by the County. The sewer line for this system runs in the alley behind the lots. One
well with a cistern is proposed to provide water to the residences. The well has not yet been
drilled. Access to the development will be from Main St. and the alley to the east of the site.
Parking areas are shown adjacent to these two areas. Eight parking spaces are being
provided. This equates to 1.33 spaces per dwelling unit. The required open space is located
within the common area which is in the center of the lots. It totals 3,140 square feet, which
accounts for 25.12% of the site. Eight-foot utility easements are proposed along the northern
lot lines of Lots 1-3 and the southern lot lines of Lots 4-6. Electricity and gas are proposed for
the lots.

Staff Comments:
•

During the Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision review, it was stated that based on the
current zone district (Medium Density Residential), two residences could be placed on the
site. Staff conducted further research on this topic and the determination has changed.
The application includes four of the original Town of Milner lots (platted in 1915). Because
these lots were platted prior to the County adopting zoning in 1972, these lots are legal nonconforming, and each one is buildable. This means that the landowner could put one
residence on each of the four lots. Because of the small size of these lots and the setbacks
in the MDR zone district, property line setback variances would be needed.

Routt County Planning Department
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•

In its approval of the Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision, the Board capped the number of
people that would be allowed to reside in each of the proposed homes at two. This
restriction is contained within the covenants.

•

The Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision approval required certain elements to be included
in the covenants. They include:
o
o
o
o
o

o
o

Conveyance of the open space and parking areas to a HOA – Included
Maintenance of the common elements provided on the property – Included
Provision requiring downcast and opaquely shielded lighting – Included
CPW’s recommendation to use certified bear resistant trash receptacles - Included
Parking - Each of the lots receive one parking space. The other two lots are not
allocated however it is assumed that they are for visitor parking. The covenants allow
three wheelers, quadrunners, and snowmobiles to be parked on-site.
Snow storage – There are areas in the common area, on Lots , 3, 4, and 6, and in the
alley
Solid fuel burning device restrictions - Included

•

The Water Usage Analysis and Hydrogeologic Review submitted by the applicant states that
the water use of the proposed development is similar to two single family homes. This
report was prepared prior to the Planning Department determining that a total of four
residences could be built on the four existing lots.

•

As evidenced by the Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision approval, this application has
been deemed to be in compliance with the Routt County Master Plan. Because of this
approval, staff will focus the review on compliance with the Zoning and Subdivision
Regulations only.

•

The traffic impact study, drainage study, and covenants have not been included with this
report. They are available upon request.

•

In the past, a change of zone associated with a PUD involved a separate application,
additional fees, and a separate motion for approval. In an effort to streamline the PUD
process, the separate application and motion are no longer required and the zone change
criteria are addressed at the Conceptual PUD stage. Because this project already had
Conceptual PUD approval when this change to the process was made, the zone change
criteria are being addressed during this review. Staff included finding of fact #4 of the Final
PUD motion to acknowledge the change of zone.

Issues for Discussion:
1. With the restrictions that the County have required to be placed in the covenants, how does
the County ensure that those restrictions are enforced?
2. Is the water usage analysis sufficient to show that water is available for this development
and that it will not have a negative effect on surrounding wells?
3. The applicant is requesting that the fee-in-lieu be waived. Should this waiver be granted or
should a fee be collected?
4. Do the covenants adequately address parking and associated restrictions?
5. Are there any concerns with the amount of space provided for snow storage?
6. Should the request to have the standard requiring gutters and street and road signs be
waived?
7. Does Planning Commission have any concerns with the landscaping that is proposed,
particularly with screening of the development?
Routt County Planning Department
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Compliance with the Routt County Master Plan, Sub
Area Plans and Subdivision Regulations
The Routt County Master Plan, Sub Area plans and Subdivision Regulations contain dozens of
policies and regulations regarding land use. Section 3 of the Subdivision Regulations are in place
to ensure that a subdivision application is designed in a manner to best serve the public. Section 4
Regulations are in place to make sure that all of the required infrastructure is accounted for,
designed so as to create efficient and buildable lots and to ensure that the required infrastructure
is installed.
The following checklist was developed by Planning Staff to highlight the policies and regulations
most directly applicable to this petition. The checklist is divided into eight (8) major categories:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Health, Safety and Nuisances
Regulations and Standards
Community Character and Visual Impacts
Roads, Transportation and Site Design
PUD Standards
Zoning Amendment Standards
Subdivision Improvements Standards
Natural Environment

Interested parties are encouraged to review the Master Plan, Sub Area plans and Subdivision
Regulations to determine if there are other policies and regulations that may be applicable to the
review of this petition.
Staff Comments are included at the end of each section, highlighting items where the public,
referral agencies, or planning staff have expressed questions and/or comments regarding the
proposal. Staff comments regarding compliance with regulations and policies are noted
in bold below.

Public Health, Safety and Nuisances
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
6.1.7.C

Natural Hazards

6.1.7.H

Wildland Fire

Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1.D

Steep land greater than a 30% slope, unstable land, land subject to flooding or to
inadequate drainage, or otherwise substandard land shall not be platted for occupancy
or any use which might endanger health, life, property or which may aggravate flood or
erosion hazards. Land not usable for residential purposes may be set aside for open
area uses such as parks, conservation areas, farm land, recreational areas.

3.1.M

The soil and drainage conditions shall be of a sufficiently stable nature, as shown in a
current soils test, as to support development including whatever sewage disposal
treatment is utilized.

Routt County Planning Department
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The proposed subdivision shall not create fire hazards and shall include wildland fire
mitigation measures if necessary.

Staff comments: There are no mapped natural hazards on this site and there does not
appear to be any substandard land that is not suitable for building. The Colorado Geologic
Survey stated, “The property is not exposed to any geologic hazards or unusual
geotechnical constraints that would preclude the proposed residential use and density, so
CGS has no objection to approval.” A detailed soils report will be required to be submitted
for any building permits. Due to the surrounding residential development, it appears that
the soil will support the addition of the proposed lots and associated structures. The site
is mapped as a moderate wildfire hazard, however as a result of the surrounding land uses
and the amount of developed land immediately surrounding this site, wildland fire is not
expected to be a concern. During the previous review, the Fire Department stated that new
fire hydrants are not required and that their mobile firefighting apparatus will be able to
provide fire protection.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No

Regulations and Standards
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
5.5

Addressing Standards

Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1.K

The proposed subdivision shall not create water, air, noise or visual impacts that cannot
be mitigated.

3.1.O

No subdivision of land shall occur on an area of land with commercial mining potential
when such subdivision would preclude the extraction of a mineral resource of a
commercial value greater than that of the proposed subdivision. This shall not apply in
a case where the surface rights and the mineral rights are owned by the same
individual.

3.1.Q

Proposed subdivisions shall be in substantial conformance with Section 6 of the Routt
County Zoning Regulations.

Staff comments: Addresses will be assigned during the building permit review process
and will have to comply with Routt County standards. A plat note on the final plat
regarding addressing is suggested. There are no noise or visual impacts anticipated with
this development.
As long as best management practices during construction are
employed it does not appear that this application will degrade the environment and no
impacts to surface water or wetlands, or air, are anticipated. There is no potential for
commercial mining operations on the site. Through the current analysis staff has
determined that it is in compliance with Section 6 of the Zoning Regulations.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No
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Community Character and Visual Impacts
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
5.9

Sign Standards

6.1.6

Outdoor Lighting: The proposal shall comply with the Outdoor Lighting Standards in
Section 6.3 of these Regulations.

6.1.7.G

Visual Amenities and Scenic Qualities.

6.1.7.K

Land Use Compatibility

6.1.7.O

Historical Significance

Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1.L

The proposed subdivision shall include plans for adequate screening from major
access roads, including landscaping and other means to preserve privacy and mitigate
visual impacts to surrounding areas.

4.5.5

All fixtures shall be downcast and opaquely shielded. For purposes of this section,
opaquely shielded shall mean fixtures constructed so that light rays emitted are
projected below, and not above, the horizontal plane of the fixture and not onto the
facades of nearby residential dwellings.

Staff comments: No sign is proposed as part of this application. A stop sign to be placed
at the intersection of the alley and Highway 40 is mentioned in the application. CDOT has
stated that they will not allow access to the highway from the alley, so no stop sign will be
placed there. All exterior lighting must be downcast and opaquely shielded and this
requirement is included in the covenants. Because of the site’s proximity to the highway
and since the parcel to the north is vacant, the proposed development will be visible from
the highway. No plan for screening of the development was submitted, nor required by the
Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision approval. Since this site is in a residential setting, no
negative impacts to visual amenities or scenic qualities are anticipated because the
proposal is consistent with the existing residential character. This site does not have any
known historical significance.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No

Roads, Transportation and Site Design
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
5.4

Parking Standards

5.4.2

Location
Parking spaces, aisles, and turning areas shall be entirely within lot lines and shall not
encroach on any public right-of-ways. For parking facilities accommodating more than
four cars, off-street parking areas shall be designed so that it will not be necessary for
vehicles to back into any street or public right of way.

5.4.3

Size of Space
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5.6

Access to Buildable Lot Standards

5.7

Right of Way Access Standards and Permits

6.1.4

Public Road Use Performance Standards: The proposal shall comply with the Public
Road Use Performance Standards in Section 6.2 of these Regulations.

6.1.7.A

Public Roads, Services and Infrastructure

6.1.7.B

Road Capacity, traffic, and traffic safety

6.1.7.N

Snow Storage

Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1

General Design Standards

3.1.A

The subdivision layout shall result in the creation of lots that are capable of being built
upon.

3.1.B

Street layout shall provide direct access to all lots.

3.1.C

The roads and trails within the proposed subdivision shall provide for existing and future
connectivity to surrounding lands.

3.1.G

The subdivision layout shall be designed to preserve natural topography and existing
vegetation to the greatest extent possible while still meeting all the technical
requirements of these Regulations (street width, street grade, access etc.). Overlot
grading shall not be allowed.

3.1.H

The proposed subdivision shall not create undue traffic congestion or traffic hazards.

3.1.J

An adequate water supply shall be available for the proposed subdivision.

3.2

Roads, Streets, and Alleys – General Standards

3.2.2

Alleys and Easements

3.2.2.C

Utility easements shall be provided to and approved by the utility companies. Utility
easements shall be sufficient in width to make maintenance practical and utilities easily
accessible regardless of slope or other conditions of terrain.

3.4

Lots

3.4.A

Lot dimensions and sizes shall conform to applicable zoning requirements.

3.4.B

Each lot shall have access to the public street system.

3.4.E

Side lot lines shall be substantially at right angles or radial to street right-of way lines.

3.4.F

Wedge-shaped lots or lots fronting on cul-de-sacs shall not be less than thirty (30) feet
in width at the front property line.

3.4.G

Gerrymandered lot lines shall be discouraged unless necessary for specific open space
or conservation easement requirements.

3.5

Open Spaces and Public Sites

The Commission and the Board shall require, in addition to subdivision streets, the dedication of
sufficient open spaces (parks, greenbelts, trails, etc.) and other land of a character, extent, and
location suitable for a use that is essential to the public. Such essential uses may include schools,
Routt County Planning Department
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fire stations, and similar facilities. In determining an essential public use, the Commission and
Board shall consider:
●
●
●
●

the Master Plan;
nearby recreational amenities;
nearby public buildings and facilities; and
the particular type of development proposed in the subdivision.

The total requirement for public sites and open space shall be 15% of the gross area of the
proposed subdivision.
The requirements of this section do not alter and shall not be in addition to the twenty-five percent
(25%) “useable open space” requirement as set forth in the Planned Unit Development Zone
District of the Routt County Zoning Regulations. However, the 5% dedication for public sites is still
required for Planned Unit Developments and is included within the 25% total.
3.5.1

Open Space: All subdividers in Routt County not applying for a PUD shall convey a
minimum of ten percent (10%) of the gross area of the subdivision as open space,
parks, or recreation area. The conveyance shall be to a property owners association or
similar organization formed for purposes including the perpetual maintenance of such
designated areas within the subdivision. Any such organization must provide for
funding of said maintenance. The open space area must meet the following
requirements:

3.5.1.A

The use of the open space must be restricted for park, recreation, or passive open
space purposes on the plat.

3.5.1.B

A percentage of the open space shall be reasonably adapted for use for park and
recreational purposes, taking into consideration such factors as the number of
proposed lots, size, geology, presence and condition of ground cover and timber,
condition of soil, drainage topography, access and availability of water.

3.5.1.C

Be designed to assist in enhancing the environment and in preserving community
integrity in the most practical, attractive manner possible.

3.5.1.D

Promote continuity of open space links, trails and an overall recreation system.

3.5.1.E

Be consistent with the Master Plan and applicable sub-area plans.

3.5.1.F

Protect natural and historical features, scenic vistas or watercourses.

3.5.2

Public Sites: In addition to the requirement for Open Space in Section 3.5.1, the
County shall require the dedication of land and/or payment in lieu thereof for public
sites such as schools, fire stations, or other necessary public facilities, as determined
by the Board. Such dedication shall be five percent (5%) of the gross land area of the
proposed subdivision. The developer shall have the option, in its sole discretion, to
accept the County's calculation of the required dedication, or to perform studies to
demonstrate the actual impact of the subdivision upon public services and facilities and
the resulting appropriate dedication or other contribution.

3.5.3.A.2 Cash-in-lieu for Public Sites - When, after recommendation of the Commission,
dedication of all or portions of the land for public sites is not deemed feasible or in the
public interest, the Board may require the subdivider, in lieu thereof, to pay the County
a fee. Such payment shall be based on the fair market value, based on completion of
proposed platting, of the entire property as it may exist when all required infrastructure
is completed and functioning. The fee shall not exceed the full fair market value of 5%
of the entire subdivision or pertinent phase thereof, as applicable, as determined by the
Board. In determining the fair market value of land for purposes of calculating a fee-inRoutt County Planning Department
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lieu payment, the County may require that the developer obtain an appraisal. The
value of the combination of both the land dedication and the cash-in-lieu of land shall
not exceed the full fair market value of the total required dedication of sites and land
areas.
Staff comments:
General Standards
Five-foot wide utility easements were shown on the north property lines of Lots 1-3 and on
the south property lines of Lots 4-6 during the Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision review.
They have now been increased to 8’. This increase was based on comments that were
received from utility companies during the previous review. Ten-foot easements have been
identified on the south property line of Lots 1-3 and on the north property lines of Lots 4-6
and in the area where the well, cistern, and water pump is located. It appears that an
additional easement through the common area is necessary to run the water line from the
cistern to the northern lots. No easement through the common space for electrical or
telecommunication lines to the northern lots is shown on the plat. It is suggested that
easements for these utilities be provided.
All snow storage must remain on the individual lots or in the common area. Routt County
does not have standards for the amount of area needed for snow storage, but the City of
Steamboat Springs does. Staff calculated the amount of area that will be plowed to be
5,640 square feet. The amount of storage area identified on the plat is 2,804 square feet.
These calculations include the entire length (213’) of the 20’ wide alley and assumes 16’ of
the alley will be plowed leaving 4’ of storage area. Using the City’s standards as a
comparison to start the conversation, 2,115 square feet would be required. Based on this
standard, there appears to be enough storage area on-site. Snow storage for these areas
are identified on the civil plans, however there is no easement labeled on the plat for this
use. It is suggested that snow storage easements be identified on the final plat. The
submitted drawings show the cistern and well located of under one of the snow storage
areas. This would make any maintenance of the cistern difficult while there is snow on the
ground and would increase the potential for contamination of the well from snow melt. It is
suggested that the cistern be moved to a more central location, away from snow storage
areas.
The Building Department suggested that structures be located at least 5’ from any property
line. This relates to fire safety between structures. Distances less than 5’ are allowed but
significantly increase the cost of construction.
Parking, Access, Roads, Trails, and Lots
As proposed, parking is shown to be in the rear part of the lot and adjacent to the right-ofway for Main St. The typical parking standards require two spaces per unit with no
requirement for guest parking. What is shown on the site plan does not satisfy this
requirement, however the PUD process allows for flexibility in this standard. The size of
the spaces meets the requirements stated in the Zoning Regulations. Main St. is paved and
there is adequate on-street parking capacity to serve as additional spaces for this project.
The draft covenants state that one vehicle is allowed per lot, excluding visitors. The
covenants also state that snowmobiles, three wheelers, and quadrunners are allowed to be
parked on-site.
The proposed layout does not provide direct access to the public road system for all lots.
Although direct access to each lot is not provided, the distance to the units is not
excessive and appears to provide adequate access. A right-of-way access permit will be
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required by the County. Public Works stated that the traffic study submitted makes some
incorrect assumptions about access onto Highway 40 as CDOT has stated that an access
from the alley onto Highway 40 will not be allowed. Public Works has requested that a
revised traffic study be provided. A condition of approval is suggested requiring a revised
report be submitted and approved by Public Works.
The only new road proposed is the development of the existing platted alley from 3rd Ave.
The County does not have standards for the development of an alley and the platted alley
way is only 20’ wide. The Fire Department does not have alley standards either, but stated
that a 16’ travel surface would be acceptable. Currently, the occupants of the residence at
the corner of Main St. and 3rd Ave. use the alley to access an entrance at the rear of the
residence. Based on the aerial photo it appears that the alley is used as part of the
residence’s parking area. The applicant, however, has the ability to develop the platted
alley. The proposed layout of the lots does not create odd shaped lots with gerrymandered
lot lines.
Open Space, Public Sites, and Fee-in-lieu
The applicant has located the open space in the central area of the development.
Approximately 25.12% of the site is identified as open space. The open space will have to
be conveyed to a HOA, as addressed in a suggested condition of approval. A plat note is
suggested restricting the uses of the open space parcels. The regulations require a
percentage of the open space to be for recreational purposes. A basketball hoop, gazebo,
and passive recreational activities are proposed to satisfy this requirement. There are no
other parks or trails that this open space could connect to.
Through the previous review it was determined that dedication of land was not feasible.
The alternative to dedicating land is to pay a fee in lieu of dedication. The regulations allow
the County to collect up to 5% of the value of the development with all of the infrastructure
installed. The applicant has requested that this fee be waived. It is the applicant’s opinion
that six families, each comprised of only two people, will have a very limited impact on
schools and parks. The applicant did, however, provide his opinion on a maximum dollar
amount that the County could charge for the entire project and the rationale as to how he
came to that dollar amount. That dollar amount is $3,005.34. Please see the applicant’s
document for details on how that number was determined.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No

PUD Standards
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
7.3

Any new or amended PUD shall comply with all of the following:

7.3.A

The PUD shall be consistent with the intent and policies of the Master Plan and any
applicable sub-area plans.

7.3.B

The PUD shall comply with all applicable standards and mitigation techniques listed in
Sections 5, 6, 8 and 9 of these Regulations.

7.3.C

The design and construction of the PUD shall include adequate, safe and convenient
arrangements for pedestrian and vehicular circulation, off-street parking and loading
space.
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7.3.D

While there are no fixed setbacks and lot widths required for a PUD, the Planning
Commission may require such setbacks, lot widths, and space between buildings as
necessary to provide adequate access and fire protection, to ensure proper ventilation,
light, air and snow melt between buildings, proper locations from utility lines, and to
ensure that the PUD is compatible with other development in the area.

7.3.E

Open space for the PUD shall be planned to produce maximum usefulness to the
residents of the development for the purposes of recreation, scenery, and to produce a
feeling of openness. All areas designated as open space pursuant to the requirements
of this section shall be provided with access from a public road, street, or right-of-way.

7.3.F

Open space: A minimum of 25% of the total PUD area shall be devoted to open air
recreation or other usable open space, public or quasi-public. Public sites as required
as part of a Subdivision may be included in the required 25%. If an application for a
PUD is not accompanied with a subdivision of land, the Final PUD shall include a fee in
lieu dedication subject to Chapter 3 of the Routt County Subdivision Regulations.
Unusable open space shall not be included in the required 25%. It shall be the option
of the Board of County Commissioners to require any of the “useable open space” of a
Planned Unit Development to be dedicated to a public agency or homeowners
association.

7.3.G

The developer shall provide within the PUD central water and sewer facilities as may be
required by the Planning Commission, the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, and the local health authorities.

7.3.H

Clustered housing shall be encouraged to promote maximum open space and economy
of development and variety in type, design, and layout of buildings.

7.3.I

Residential density shall be limited as required by the Planning Commission and the
County Commissioners upon consideration of the Master Plan and individual
characteristics of the subject land.

7.3.J

The density of uses other than residential shall be limited as required by the Planning
Commission and the County Commissioners upon consideration of the Master Plan and
individual characteristics of the subject land and the adjoining properties.

7.3.K

Mixed Uses: The PUD shall be designed, in so far as practicable when considering the
overall size of the PUD, to provide commercial, recreational and educational amenities
conveniently located to its residents in order to alleviate the impacts of increased traffic
congestion.

7.3.L

Architecture: Each structure in the PUD shall be designed in such a manner as to be
compatible with other units in the area, yet to avoid uniformity and lack of variety of
structural designs among the PUD.

7.3.M

Maintenance of Open Space: No PUD shall be approved unless the County is satisfied
that the landowner has provided for or established an adequate organization for the
ownership and maintenance of open space and private roads, drives and parking.

Staff comments: The County has determined that this development is in compliance with
the Master Plan. The current review is to determine compliance with the applicable
standards of the Zoning and Subdivision Regulations. Circulation within the site appears
to be safe and convenient. The setbacks from properties not associated with this
development are similar to that of the existing zone district. The setback from the property
lines shared with the common area is 6’. Setbacks from property lines that divide the
individual lots are 6’. This is smaller than what is required by the existing and surrounding
zone districts, however they are setbacks that are internal to the development. The roofs
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are proposed to be metal with a shallow 2/12 pitch. In order to prevent snow from
shedding onto neighboring lots, the applicant has stated that they will install angle irons to
retain the snow.
The units are clustered in two separate areas and are placed towards the periphery of the
site, thereby maximizing the open area in the central portion of the site. The common
space provides a feeling of openness because all the residences are oriented towards this
area. The common space can be accessed from Main St. and from the alley. Identified
uses for the open space include a basketball hoop in the parking area off of the alley,
passive recreational uses, a gazebo, and snow storage. The amount of open space shown
on the drawings meets the 25% required. This calculation does not include the basketball
hoop and the area associated with this activity. Staff has addressed the fee-in-lieu
requirement in the ‘Road, Transportation, and Site Design’ section of this report. A
homeowners’ association (HOA) will be set up to own, and to provide maintenance of, the
open space and parking areas. Covenants have been submitted that address these items.
The central sewer facility that serves Milner has available capacity for this development.
Environmental Health has committed to serve this development. The applicant proposes to
drill one community well to serve all six units. It is staff’s opinion that providing
commercial or educational uses on this site would not be practicable. The architecture of
the units has a modern look and will be consistent across the project site. Most of the lots
on this block were developed within the past 10-15 years. The style of the proposed units
is unlike that of the structures on the surrounding lots, but this look would provide variety
to the area.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulation outlined above? Yes or No

Zoning Amendment Standards
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
8.2.1

In any petition for zoning amendment, the petitioner shall have the burden of
showing that all of the following exist:

8.2.1.A

That the proposed zone change is consistent with the goals and policies of the Master
Plan and any applicable sub-area plans.

8.2.1.B

That the area in question possesses geological, physiological and other environmental
conditions compatible with the characteristic of the Zone District requested.

8.2.1.C

That the advantages of the Zone District requested substantially outweigh the
disadvantages to the County and neighboring land occasioned by the amendment.

8.2.1.D

That the applicable provisions of these Regulations have been met

8.2.1.E

That in the case of a zone amendment request that would increase allowable
residential, commercial, or industrial density, that adequate facilities such as roads,
water and sanitation, fire protection, emergency services and public utilities shall be
available to serve the areas.

8.2.2

In addition, zoning amendments shall be allowed only after the petitioner
demonstrates that rezoning is necessary for one or more of the following
reasons:

8.2.2.A

The existing Zone District is inconsistent with the policies and goals of the applicable
Master Plan and any applicable adopted area or community plan; or
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8.2.2.B

The area for which rezoning is requested has changed or is changing to such a degree
that it is in the public interest to encourage a new use or density in the area; or

8.2.2.C

The proposed rezoning is necessary in order to provide land for a demonstrated
community need; or

8.2.2.D

The existing zone classification currently shown on the Official Zoning Map is an error.

Staff comments: The Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision review for this project
determined that it is in compliance with the Routt County Master Plan. Based on that
approval, it is staff’s opinion that the area does contain geological, physiological and
environmental conditions that are compatible with the PUD zoning and that the advantages
of this development outweigh the disadvantages. The current review will determine if the
provisions of the regulations have been met. It appears that the infrastructure and services
needed to serve the project exist.
The applicant has stated that according to a housing needs study done in 2016, there is a
shortage of housing options. Specifically, move up housing that would allow someone to
move from a rental into something they own. This project’s intended target is this group of
people. This study shows there is a community need for more housing options. The
rezone would allow the project to be developed at a density that could help alleviate this
need.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulation outlined above? Yes or No

Subdivision Improvements
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1

General Design Standards

3.1.J

An adequate water supply shall be available for the proposed subdivision.

4.1

Guarantee of Improvements/Subdivision Improvements Agreement

4.1.A

When improvements are required to be constructed as a condition of subdivision
approval, or any modifications of existing infrastructure is required to complete new
improvements, the final plat shall not be signed by the Board until the subdivider has
submitted a Subdivision Improvements Agreement (SIA) in a form acceptable to the
Board setting forth the plan, parties responsible, the security, and method for the
construction of all required improvements.

4.2

Type of Improvements

For each new subdivision, the type, location, and extent of necessary public improvements shall be
presented to the Planning Commission as part of the Preliminary Plan. Improvements shall be
made by the subdivider at his expense according to the Subdivision Regulations and other
requirements deemed necessary by the Planning Commission and the Board. Unless specifically
waived by the Board, the subdivider shall be required to provide the following:
1.

Survey monuments;

2.

Roads and streets, including paving;

3.

Gutter and sidewalks;

4.

Street and road signs;
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5.

Utilities including water and sewer, fire hydrants, storm drainage, street lighting, and
underground placement of utility lines;

6.

Landscaping; and

7.

Other improvements required by the Planning Commission and Board at the time of
final plan approval.

4.4

Roads and Street Paving

4.4.A

Asphaltic or higher type pavement shall be required on all arterial and collector streets
and in subdivisions or parts of subdivisions where commercial or industrial uses are
planned, where residential density is planned to exceed .5 units per net acre, or where
average lot size is less than one acre.

4.4.B

The Board may designate any street to be paved which in their opinion is necessitated
because of anticipated traffic volume or surface conditions which may make travel
hazardous.

4.4.C

Street and Road Signs. Street and road name signs shall be installed at all
intersections in every subdivision. All street and road names shall be approved in
accordance with the Routt County Road Addressing, Naming and Signing Policy.
Suitable warning signs and/or devices shall be installed at the subdivider’s expense at
all railroad and other hazardous crossings, or anywhere else on subdivision roads in
accordance with the Municipal Uniform Traffic Control Device standards.

4.5.1

Sanitary Sewage Disposal

4.5.1.A

No lots shall be platted unless an economical and practical method of disposal of
sanitary sewage is available or can be made available to that lot.

4.5.1.E

Where a public sanitary sewer system is to be constructed, the design and construction
of the system must be in conformity with the regulations of the Colorado Department of
Public Health and the Environment and the Routt County Department of Environmental
Health and must be so approved; approval must also be obtained by the Board during
the subdivision approval process.

4.5.1.F

Collection sewers shall be designed and provided to service each lot. Sewage
treatment facilities of an approved design shall be constructed to adequately treat all
collected sewage.

4.5.1.G

Where a public sewage system is to be installed, an organization shall be set up to
administer the operation of this system. Administration shall be by an incorporated
town or an approved special district whose service plan and any amendments are
submitted to and approved by the County in accordance with the law.

4.5.2

Water Supply

4.5.2.A

A potable and dependable water supply shall be available or be made available to all
platted lots intended for structures to be used for human occupancy or habitation.
Evidence to substantiate availability may include such documentation as:
1) evidence of ownership or right to acquire use of the water rights;
2) historic use of the water being claimed for the proposed subdivision;
3) whether the existing water rights are amenable to the proposed change in use;
4) evidence that the water can and will be supplied and a statement of the amount of
water available for this use and the feasibility of providing it; and
5) evidence that the water is potable.
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4.5.3

Fire Protection

4.5.3

Fire hydrants shall be required in subdivisions with an average density greater than one
dwelling unit per acre, or as required by the fire protection district with jurisdiction over
the proposed subdivision. Hydrants shall be spaced not more than 1,000 feet apart, be
provided with adequate water pressure for fire fighting purposes, and be designed in
compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, as adopted by the applicable fire districts.

4.5.4

Storm Drainage

4.5.4.A

Drainage easements, channels, culverts and required bridges shall be designed by a
registered professional engineer and shall be capable of handling a flow as determined
by a drainage study.

4.5.4.B

Drainage easements shall be provided as required to accommodate an expected
maximum flow in any 25 year period. In no case shall drainage easements be less than
20 feet wide, unless specifically approved by the Board.

4.5.4.C

Culverts or drainage pipes where required shall be galvanized, corrugated steel or the
equivalent with the strength design in accordance with the AASHTO or equivalent
standards.

4.5.6

Underground Utilities

4.5.6

Underground placement of utility lines shall be required in all subdivisions having an
average lot size less than thirty-five (35) acres. In all other subdivision, underground
placement of utility lines shall be required wherever practical and feasible to preserve
the natural character of the area.

4.6

Landscaping Improvements
The planting of vegetation of an appropriate native, drought tolerant species or
xeriscaping at appropriate locations may be required by the Planning Commission of
Board to be constructed at the subdivider’s expense within such time and conformance
with the General Design Standards in Section 3.1 and as deemed necessary and
appropriate.

Staff comments:
A Subdivision Improvements Agreement (SIA) will be required to guarantee that all of the
required improvements are installed.
Survey monuments are required to be set by the Subdivision Regulations and state statute.
The setting of monuments will be included in the Subdivision Improvements Agreement.
Sidewalks are shown surrounding the open space and provide access to the individual lots
from the parking areas. Gutters are not shown on the plans. The applicant has requested
that the requirement to install gutters, street and road signs be waived.
Utilities are required to be placed underground. The drawings show that this will be the
case.
The architectural drawings contain a simple landscape plan. This plan shows
approximately 10 aspen trees to be planted throughout the development. The narrative
states that the common area would be planted with a bluegrass/fescue mix that is
supposed to be drought tolerant.
The Fire Department stated that fire hydrants are not required and that they would be able
to reach the structures on the rear lots with the equipment that they have.
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The alley, which is accessed via 3rd Ave., is proposed to be gravel, consistent with the
surface of 3rd Ave. Planning Commission and the Board have the option of requiring the
alley to be paved.
The drainage letter says that the increase in impervious surfaces will not have a significant
impact on drainage in the area. Public Works stated the study satisfies the comments
provided during the previous review. Drainage easements have not been shown on the
drawings. The drainage letter and the civil drawings show that runoff will be directed along
the current north and south property lines towards Main St. and then towards the
southwest corner of the site.
Water and Sewer
The Division of Water Resources (DWR) stated that a well permit could be obtained for this
development. Currently, this area of the Yampa River basin is not over-appropriated. The
applicant is proposing to provide water to the lots via one common well and cistern. This
type of well would be considered “non-exempt,” meaning it would fall under administration
if the basin becomes over-appropriated, and could be shut off unless an augmentation plan
is approved by the water courts. The DWR suggested a plat note to this effect be included
on the Final Plat. Staff suggests including a condition of approval to address this. The
applicant submitted a Water Usage Analysis and Hydrogeologic Review report. This report
states that the water use from the proposed development is similar to two single family
homes, which are a use by right on this site. This system does not meet the definition of a
public water system or a Central Water System.
The Environmental Health Department, on behalf of the County, operates the central sewer
system for the community of Milner. The applicant is proposing to connect the units to this
system. Environmental Health has stated that they will serve this development if approved.
The plans show two separate lines connecting to the main line in the alley. These two lines
provide service to the individual lots.
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No

Natural Environment
Applicable Regulations – Routt County Zoning Resolution
5.11

Waterbody Setback Standards

6.1.7.D

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.

6.1.7.E

Water Quality and Quantity.

6.1.7.F

Air Quality

6.1.7.J

Wetlands.

6.1.7.P

Reclamation and Restoration

6.1.7.Q

Noxious Weeds.

Applicable Regulations – Routt County Subdivision Resolution
3.1.E

Any land subject to flooding or in a natural drainage channel shall not be platted for
occupancy. The areas subject to flooding should be left as open space or reserved as
conservation easement areas.

Routt County Planning Department
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Provisions shall be made to preserve as open space any natural features of the site
that would enhance the subdivision, i.e. unusual rock formations, lakes, rivers, streams,
trees, or attractive relief features.

Staff comments: No critical wildlife habitat is located on this property. CPW recommends
that certified bear resistant trash receptacles be used. The use of these trash containers
was a condition of approval in the Conceptual PUD/Sketch Subdivision review and has
been included in the proposed covenants for the development.
There are no unique natural features that would dictate a different design of the site. There
are no waterbodies or wetlands located on the site. No impacts to air quality are
anticipated from this application. The project will increase the amount of impervious
surfaces (roofs, roads, and sidewalks), which will increase the amount of runoff during rain
events. This could have an impact on regional water quality. The applicant has submitted
a drainage study as required by the conditions of approval. Public Works stated the study
satisfies the comments provided during the previous review. Revegetation of the site is
required within one year of disturbance and weeds must be controlled. If approved, this
requirement would be included in the Subdivision Improvement Agreement
**Is the application in compliance with the Policies and Regulations outlined above? Yes or No
______________________________________________________________________________

PLANNING COMMISSION /
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OPTIONS:
FINAL PUD
1. Approve the Final PUD request with conditions and/or performance standards if it is
determined that certain conditions and/or performance standards are necessary to ensure
public, health, safety, and welfare and/or make the use compatible with immediately adjacent
and neighborhood properties and uses and/or bring the proposal into compliance with the
Routt County Zoning and Subdivision Regulations and the Routt County Master Plan.
2. Approve the Final PUD request without conditions if it is determined that the petition will
not adversely affect the public health, safety, and welfare and the proposed use is compatible
with the immediately adjacent and nearby neighborhood properties and uses and the proposal
is in compliance with the Routt County Zoning and Subdivision Regulations and complies with
the guidelines of the Routt County Master Plan.
3. Deny the Final PUD request if it is determined that the petition will adversely affect the public
health, safety, and welfare and/or the proposed use is not compatible with the immediately
adjacent and nearby neighborhood properties and uses and/or the proposed use is not in
compliance with the Routt County Zoning and Subdivision Regulations and/or the Routt County
Master Plan, Make specific findings of fact; cite specific regulations or policies by number from
the Routt County Master Plan, and the Routt County Zoning Regulations.
4. Table the Final PUD request if additional information is required to fully evaluate the petition.
Give specific direction to the petitioner and staff.

FINDINGS OF FACT that may be appropriate if the Final PUD is approved:
1. The proposal has been determined to be in compliance with the guidelines of the Routt County
Master Plan.

Routt County Planning Department
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2. The proposal with the following conditions is in compliance with Sections 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the
Routt County Zoning Regulations and Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the Routt County Subdivision
Regulations.
3. The Final PUD is substantially similar to the Conceptual PUD.
4. In review of the Final PUD and Zoning Amendment standards, it has been determined that the
Zoning Amendment standards have been met.

CONDITIONS that may be appropriate may include the following:
General Conditions:
1. This approval shall become effective upon the recording of the Final PUD and Final Plat.
2. The Final PUD shall be finalized and recorded within one (1) year unless an extension is
granted pursuant to Section 3.2.10, Routt County Zoning Regulations. Extensions up to
one (1) year may be approved administratively.
3. The change of zone from Medium Density Residential to Planned Unit Development shall
become effective upon the recording of a resolution amending the Official Zoning Map by
the Board of County Commissioners.
4. The Final PUD, Final Plat, Zone Change Resolution, Subdivision Improvement Agreement,
covenants, and documents conveying the common elements to the HOA shall be recorded
concurrently.
5. The approval shall not be issued until all fees have been paid in full.
6. All property taxes must be paid prior to the recording of the Final PUD and Final Plat.
7. The following notes shall be shown on the Final PUD:
a. The open space shall remain as open space in compliance with the Section 7 of the
Routt County Zoning Regulations.
b. Uses of the open space include a basketball hoop, passive recreational uses, a
gazebo, and snow storage.
8. A note concerning the non-exempt status of the water well shall be included on the Final
Plat and Final PUD. If a plan for augmentation is obtained in conjunction with the well
permit, then this note will not be required.
9. All easements shown on the civil plan drawings shall be shown on the Final Plat and PUD
Plan.
10. All easements shown on the civil plan drawings shall be shown on the Final Plat and PUD
Plan.
11. Additional utility easements in the common area shall be identified on the Final Plat and
PUD Plan for water, electric, and telecommunications.
12. Snow storage easements shall be shown on the Final Plat and PUD Plan for those areas
identified as such in civil plan drawings.
13. The open space shall be conveyed to the HOA concurrently with the recording of the Final
Plat and PUD Plan.
14. Uses of the open space shall be restricted to a basketball hoop, passive recreational uses,
a gazebo, and snow storage and shall be identified on the PUD Plan.
15. The following elements shall be shown on the PUD Plan.

Routt County Planning Department
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a. Setbacks
b. Structure dimensions
c. Total square footage of structures
d. Uses of the open space
e. Utility and snow storage easements
f.

Reference to the Zone Change Resolution and covenants

______________________________________________________________________________

Preliminary and Final Subdivision
1. Approve the Preliminary and Final Subdivision request with conditions and/or
performance standards.
2. Approve the Preliminary and Final Subdivision request without conditions.
3. Deny the Preliminary and Final Subdivision request.
4. Table the Preliminary and Final Subdivision request.

FINDINGS OF FACT that may be appropriate if the Preliminary and Final Subdivision is
approved:
1. The proposal has been determined to be in compliance with the guidelines of the Routt County
Master Plan.
2. The proposal with the following conditions is in compliance with Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 of
the Routt County Zoning Regulations and Sections 3 and 4 of the Routt County Subdivision
Regulations.

CONDITIONS that may be appropriate may include the following:
General Conditions:
1. The Final Plat shall be finalized and recorded within one (1) year unless an extension is
granted pursuant to Section 2.1.6, Routt County Subdivision Regulations. Extensions up to
one (1) year may be approved administratively.
2. The Final Plat, Final PUD, Zone Change Resolution, Subdivision Improvement Agreement,
covenants, and documents conveying the common elements to the HOA shall be recorded
concurrently.
3. This approval is contingent upon the acquisition of and compliance with any required
federal, state and local permits. The operation shall comply with all federal, state and local
laws.
4. Prior to recordation, the applicant shall submit an electronic copy of the approved plat to
the County Planning Department in a .DWG format or other format acceptable to the GIS
Department.
5. The approval shall not be issued until all fees have been paid in full.
6. All property taxes must be paid prior to the recording of the plat.
7. The following notes shall be shown on the Final Plat:
a. Routt County (County) and the Steamboat Springs Area Fire Protection District
(District) shall be held harmless from any injury, damage, or claim that may be made
Routt County Planning Department
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against the County or the District by reason of the County’s or the District’s failure to
provide ambulance, fire, rescue or police protection to the property described on this
plat, provided that the failure to provide such services is due to inaccessibility of the
property by reason of internal roads being impassable. This conditions shall not relieve
the County or the District of their responsibility to make a bona fide effort to provide
emergency services should the need arise.
b. The open space shall remain as open space in compliance with the Section 7 of the
Routt County Zoning Regulations.
8. A note concerning the non-exempt status of the water well shall be included on the Final
Plat and Final PUD. If a plan for augmentation is obtained in conjunction with the well
permit, then this note will not be required.
9. Address signage shall be in conformance with Routt County Road Addressing, Naming,
and Signing Policy.
10. Existing and new accesses shall meet access standards set forth by the Routt County
Road and Bridge Department and Steamboat Springs Area Fire Protection District. An
access permit shall be obtained prior to construction of any accesses.
11. A Work in the Right of Way and utility permit shall be obtained prior to construction.
12. A current soils test showing that the soils are sufficiently stable to support development will
be required prior to obtaining a building permit.
13. Revegetation of disturbed areas shall occur within one growing season with a seed mix
that avoids the use of aggressive grassed. See the Colorado State University Extension
Office for appropriate grass mixes.
14. Covenants shall include:
a. Conveyance of the open space and parking areas to the HOA;
b. Maintenance of the common elements provided on the property;
c. Provision requiring downcast and opaquely shielded lighting;
d. CPW’s recommendation to use certified bear resistant trash receptacles;
e. Parking restrictions;
f.

Outdoor storage standards and restrictions;

g. Maximum number of residents per unit;
h. Snow storage; and
i.

Solid wood fuel device restrictions

15. All easements shown on the civil plan drawings shall be shown on the Final Plat and PUD
Plan.
16. Additional utility easements in the common area shall be identified on the Final Plat and
PUD Plan for water, electric, and telecommunications.
17. Snow storage easements shall be shown on the Final Plat and PUD Plan for those areas
identified as such in civil plan drawings.
18. All easements shall be dedicated to the public.
19. The open space shall be conveyed to the HOA concurrently with the recording of the Final
Plat and PUD Plan.

Routt County Planning Department

20 of 64

Planning Commission – 9/5/19
Board of County Commissioners – 9/24/19

Activity # PL-19-132, 133, and 134
Final PUD and Preliminary & Final Subdivision

20. The applicant shall enter into a Subdivision Improvements Agreement, in compliance with
Section 4.1 of the Subdivision Regulations, for the installation of the required infrastructure.
Such agreement shall be recorded concurrently with the Final Plat. The agreement shall
include provisions for the following:
a. Road right-of-way improvements
b. Drainage systems
c. Utilities
i. Water
ii. Sewer
iii. Electric
iv. Natural Gas
v. Cable television
vi. Telephone
d. Landscaping
e. Survey monuments
f.

Grading and excavation

g. Reclamation and revegetation
h. Erosion and sedimentation control during construction of improvements
i.

Water quality monitoring during construction of improvements

j.

Engineer supervision

21. If the developer completes all required subdivision improvements prior to recording of the
Final Plat, a Subdivision Improvements Agreement shall be entered into for the warranty
period of such improvements.
22. Final approval of this subdivision is contingent upon the approval of the sewer plan by the
Routt County Environmental Health Department. Evidence of such approval shall be
submitted prior to recording the plat.
23. Prior to recordation of the Final Plat and PUD Plan, the applicant shall pay a fee-in-lieu in
the amount of $3,005.34 to satisfy the requirements of Section 3.5.2 of the Routt County
Subdivision Regulations.
24. Prior to recordation of the Final Plat and PUD Plan, a revised traffic report shall be
submitted and approved by Routt County Public Works addressing comment #6 in Public
Works’ letter dated August 28, 2019.
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21 of 64

Ph: 970-871-6772 · Fax: 970-879-8023 · P.O. Box 775966 · Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477

July 11, 2019
Routt County Planning Department
Plan Review Service – Attn: Alan Goldich
136 6th Street, 2nd Floor
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
Phone: (970)-879-2704
RE:

Cheney Creek Tiny Homes – PUD and Preliminary Subdivision Written Narrative
Four Points Surveying and Engineering Job No 1802-001

Dear Routt County Planning Department,
This following narrative was written for the Final PUD and Preliminary Subdivision submittals. Micro Living, LLC is
proposing the development of six (6) micro-living, “tiny homes” and associated open space, parking, and utility
infrastructure on Lots 4-7 of Block 2 in the Town of Milner, Colorado. The tiny homes would be sold with the land.
The tiny house movement continues to grow as a new demographic for people deciding to live tiny. The challenges have
been that tiny homes are more commonly on wheels and do not have building codes that DIY builders follow with any
consistency. However, tiny homes on wheels are not under the jurisdiction of local building departments, they are simply
classified as recreational vehicles, or campers. With the adoption of IRC 2018 Appendix Q, building departments have a
new set of rules for dwellings under 400 square feet (SF). We propose development of six tiny homes on foundations with
a crawl space, connected to all necessary utilities, and offer them for sale at prices lower than any townhome, condo or
apartment in nearby Steamboat Springs. Our goal is to build a small community that displays what a tiny neighborhood
could be, and give affordable housing a new product that is sustainable in the long term.
We selected the location in Milner, Colorado due the availability of utility services and close proximity to Steamboat
Springs. There is sanitary sewer service and a wastewater treatment plant, electrical service, TV/cable service, and ability
to drill and install a well for potable water. We are anticipating the need for additional storage space due to the nature of
Tiny Homes. We will achieve this with a slab foundation and a decent crawl space suitable for these needs.
Property Subdivision Variations
The Property is in the County of Routt, Colorado: Lots 4 - 7, Block 2; Town of Milner known as No. 38970 Main Street,
Milner, CO 80487. The parcel size is 12,500 SF. The lots are zoned medium density residential (MDR) with a minimum
lot size of 6,000 SF/dwelling. Two standard size homes could be constructed on the four lots. If these two allowable
homes were built equal to the size of the surrounding neighborhood, the two homes would combine to about 3,000 SF,
and potentially 30 feet tall. We are creating the PUD due to our desire to divide the lots into smaller parcels than what is
currently allowed in the 5.2.1 Dimensional Standards Table of Routt County Zoning Regulations. This PUD requests a
variation from the regulations. In the proposed PUD, the combined six tiny homes would equal roughly 1,700 SF, and
none would be allowed over 25 feet tall.
Parking Variations
Per Routt County Zoning Regulations 5.4.8, the required number of parking spaces for six dwelling units would equate to
a total of twelve parking spaces. This PUD requests a variation from the regulations. Tiny Home research shows that the
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typical homeowner for one of these homes only requires one car, and therefore only one parking space. A total of eight
parking spaces are proposed for this development. The two larger proposed tiny home owners would be provided two
parking spaces each. These parking spaces will be deeded and part of the covenants. The two larger units will have two
spaces off the alley, and each of the four smaller units will have a parking spot off Main Street.
Setback Variations
This PUD requests a reduction of the required side and rear setbacks for the property for MDR zoning as it applies to
Routt County Zoning Regulations 5.2.1 Dimensional Standards Table. The front setback from the street is to remain
compliant with regulations, at the minimum 15 feet, in order to keep consistent with the rest of the neighboring properties.
8-foot side setbacks and a 5-foot rear setback is proposed. The variations in the side and rear setbacks from the regulations
allow adequate room for the tiny houses, open space, and parking areas. These changes contemplate that the 25-foot max
height of each structure will not create any kind of building plane that would impact the adjoining neighboring property,
as opposed to the maximum allowable structure height of 40 feet. Additionally, the adjacent property to the North is
zoned C - Commercial, which has a 0-foot allowable setback.
Open Space
The proposed open space consists of 3,140 square feet of usable open space area. The open space will be a passive
recreation area surfaced with drought tolerant turf grass (fine fescue bluegrass mix) and common sidewalks. A basketball
hoop will be installed in the east parking area. A gazebo will be attached to the pump house will accommodate all
residents for social gatherings. The open space is to be maintained by the HOA. Irrigation is proposed in the open space.
Utilities
Electrical services would be provided through the alley easement from YVEA. Per approval from YVEA, we will likely
require one transformer that will serve all six units and the pump house and all electrical connectivity will be done
underground.
The sewer treatment center nearby services the area with 8-inch sanitary sewer and has available capacity per
conversations with Scott Cowman of Routt County Environmental. During these discussions, we discovered that the tap
fees will be based upon a single residence, $6,000.00. We are hoping that these tiny houses may get a discount for the tap
fees since we are increasing the use from 2 single family homes to 6 residences.
Water would be provided through an established well, storage, treatment, and distribution system. Milner district is not
over appropriated, per Erin Light with Colorado Department of Water Resources. We will install one large cistern under
the open space. One well will pump water to the storage tank and the six residences will access this common water
storage. Average depth to reach water in the in area is 45’-55’.
Snow Storage
The primary snow storage areas are located in from of the parking lots in the common area located off Main Street and the
shared Alley. Additional snow storage is proposed along the sides of the parking areas. Snow storage as depicted on the
site plan will allow for ample snow storage. Additionally, the site has a large open space accessed with pathways. Alley
snow storage is proposed at the end of the developed Alley and in proposed Lots 3 and Lot 6 surface as depicted in the
site plan.
Waste Disposal
Each lot owner will have a wheel out trash receptacle that the respective resident will be required to wheel out on trash
day to the edge of Main Street. Trash receptacles will be stowed on the resident’s covered porch in the screened are as
identified on the architectural plans.
Fee in Lieu
The 5% fee in lieu was determined through valuation of the property which includes the purchase price of the land and all
civil improvements including: Demolition of existing structures, grading, drainage infrastructure, surface finishing, water
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well and storage, water distribution, sewer services, electrical utilities, gas utilities, cable utilities, asphalt paving, concrete
sidewalks, and irrigation. The 5% fee in lieu was calculated to be $6,010.67. The decision to assess this fee is

‘determined by the board’. We would humbly ask that this fee be waived due to the unique character of this
subdivision. Attached is a Fee-in-lieu discussion letter I would like to submit for this application.
Anticipated Traffic
While the six tiny homes have the possibility to generate more vehicular traffic than two larger homes, the amount of
traffic generation is still far less than traffic generated by a store, restaurant, or other commercial use. The traffic study
results show an average daily traffic generation of (54) trips for weekdays. See the trip generation letter developed as part
of this Final PUD.
Soils
A USDA web soil survey was completed for the subject property. The report is available in the drainage letter
attachments. A more detailed soil test and report will be provided for construction permitting.
Thank you for considering this Final PUD and Preliminary Subdivision request. Please call or reply with any questions.
Sincerely;
Michael Buccino
Micro Living LLC
Joe Wiedemeier, PE
Four Points Surveying and Engineering

Attachments
Fee in Lieu Discussion – Cheney Creek
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June 3, 2019
Michael Buccino
1660 Copper Ridge Court
Steamboat Springs, CO 80487
RE: Cheney Creek Tiny Homes – Water Usage Analysis and Hydrogeologic Review
Dear Mr. Buccino,
Civil Design Consultants (CDC) has reviewed the preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) submittal
documents for the proposed Cheney Creek Tiny Home development. This letter compares the projected
water demands for the proposed development to the projected water demands for that of two single
family homes which could be constructed on the same property without a PUD approval, reviews
available hydrogeologic information, and presents preliminary design concepts for a water system to
serve the proposed development.
Background:
The proposed six-dwelling development is situated on four equally sized lots (lots 4-7, block 2, Town of
Milner) with a combined size of 0.287 acres. Four of the dwellings are sized at 360 square feet (s.f.)
while the other two are slightly larger at 443 s.f. Each dwelling will contain one kitchen sink, one
bathroom sink, one standing shower and one toilet. No mechanical dishwasher or laundry facilities are
proposed within individual households at this time; however, a communal laundry facility may be
constructed in the future. All water fixtures are proposed to be water-saving high efficiency units (high
efficiency fixtures restrict showers to ≤2 gpm and toilet flushes to ≤1.28 gpf). The proposed 0.072 acre
(25% total acreage) open space area is proposed to be xeriscaped with the potential for limited drip
irrigation.
Water Usage Analysis:
According to the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the average American uses approximately 80
gallons of water indoors each day. The range of daily water usage in the proposed development is
estimated at 50-55 gpcd (gallons per capita per day). The low end of this estimate is 38% less than the
national average due to the absence of laundry machines (17% daily average), bathtubs (4% daily
average), dish washing machines (1% daily average) and through the use of high-efficiency water
fixtures (16% daily average). If a communal laundry facility were to become available, then the
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estimated water usage would increase by approx. 60 gpd (gallons per day) for 2 loads/day (rotating with
for 2 loads/person/wk). Due to the limiting size of the dwellings, a maximum of 2 residents per
household is assumed; therefore, it’s estimated that 12 total residents with a communal laundry facility
and no irrigation use will require approximately 660 gpd. If in the future, the 3,125 s.f. open space area
were to be irrigated, the total estimated water usage could increase by up to 417 gpd for a total of 1,077
gpd based on an irrigation demand of 1.5 inches of water per square foot of lawn/garden area per week
as supported by regional climatological data. The estimated daily water demand range between nonirrigation and irrigation seasons for the proposed tiny home development is therefore expected to be
660-1,080 gpd.
For comparison, an average single-family household containing four residents, 2 adults and 2 children
(each child counting as half towards personal daily water usage), will use approximately 202 gpd w/ high
efficiency fixtures (240 gpd w/ standard fixtures). Additionally, assuming approximately half of the lot
area (3,000 ft2) as seasonally irrigated lawn results in an irrigation demand of 400 gpd per household.
Therefore, the estimated daily water demand range between non-irrigation and irrigation seasons for
two single-family dwellings containing 2 adults and 2 children with high efficiency fixtures is projected to
be 400 - 1200 gpd.
Based on this analysis, it appears that the projected water demands of the proposed tiny home
development and two typical single-family homes will be within a similar range, with the water demand
during irrigation season being less for the proposed development even with irrigation of the open space
area.
Hydrogeologic Review:
According to the Colorado Division of Water Resources (DWR), there are approximately twenty-five (25)
other wells located within a 500 ft. radius of the proposed well and only four (4) wells located within a
200 ft. radius. The average depth of these wells is 40-60 feet and the average yield is 1-10 gpm. The
wells are located within the Yampa River alluvium.
We have reviewed the available hydrogeologic data for the Milner area. The Lower Williams Fork
Formation and Iles Formation are the predominant bedrock types at this location and elevation. These
formations consist of sandstone, shale and coal. Other less dominant formations in the immediate area
include Trout Creek Sandstone and Tongue of Mancos Shale. The transmissivity and water yield
potential of the Lower Williams Fork Formation is understood to be much higher than other adjacent
bedrock layers. This highly transmissive bedrock layer likely enhances the recharge rate of the downgradient alluvial gravels in which the Milner wells exist.
In the absence of site-specific well flowrate and drawdown testing data it’s difficult to predict the effect
that this proposed well will have on surrounding wells. An opinion on potential groundwater impacts
could be provided with a more detailed hydrogeologic study perhaps involving multiple on-site test
wells; however, such a study is not thought to be warranted due to the scope and intention of this
project since the estimated projected water demands of the proposed development are comparable to
those of two single-family homes, which would not be subject to the PUD review process.
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August 23, 2019
Alan Goldich
Routt County Planning
PO Box 773749
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
Re:

Cheney Creek Tiny Homes PL-19-132, 133, 134
Section 15, Twp. 6 South, Rng. 86 West, 6th P.M.
District 57, Division 6

Dear Mr. Goldich,
We have reviewed the above referenced final PUD and preliminary/final subdivision to
build six (6) tiny homes on a 12,500 square foot parcel described as lots 4-7, block 2,
Town of Milner, also described as 38970 Main Street, Milner, CO 80487. Water for the six
homes will be supplied by a single well which will be pumped into a large cistern located
under the open space and then distributed to the homes. A small area (3,140 square feet)
of open space is proposed which will be a passive recreation area planted with drought
tolerant grasses which may be irrigated with a drip irrigation system.
From the June 3, 2019 Water Usage Analysis and Hydrogeologic Review by Civil Design
Consultants, Inc. included in the referral materials, the daily water use demands for the
six homes are estimated to be 660 gallons per day. This number is based on an estimated
daily demand per person of 55 gallons and a maximum occupancy of two people per home.
The 55 gallons is less than the accepted average of 80 gallons per day per person for
household purposes in a single family dwelling, however there will be no individual
laundry machines, dish washing machines or bathtubs in the homes and the homes will be
equipped with high-efficiency water fixtures. In addition to the household water
requirements, the well will also be used to supply the irrigation requirements for the open
space area. An estimate of 1.5 inches per square foot per week was given, which equates
to approximately 420 gallons per day. The applicant has also indicated that in the future
a common laundry facility may be built on the site. The daily water demand for the
common laundry facility was estimated to be 60 gallons. Based on these estimates, the
daily water demands for the development would range between 660 gallons (household
use only) to 1,140 gallons (with irrigation and laundry).
Since a well has not been constructed, the applicant’s consultant reviewed the records for
wells within 200 to 500 feet of the project site. They found that the well depth averaged
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40 to 60 feet and the yields ranged from one to ten gallons per minute. With sufficient
storage, should the proposed well for this community have a yield similar to the average
found in the vicinity, the supply should be sufficient for the household needs of the
project. However, please note that the long term adequacy of any ground water source
may be subject to fluctuation due to hydrological and climatic trends.
The proposed project is located in an area tributary to the Yampa River at a point that is
not considered over-appropriated at this time. The applicant proposes to obtain a permit
for a well that would not be exempt from administration in Colorado’s water rights
priority system. Because water is available for appropriation as of the date of this letter,
should the applicant obtain a non-exempt well permit under the current hydrologic
conditions, an augmentation plan would not be required to operate the well. However,
should the hydrologic conditions change in the future where the location becomes over
appropriated, the applicant and home purchasers should be aware that the well is subject
to administration and may, at some point, be required to operate under a decreed plan
for augmentation. A plat note regarding this is recommended. Furthermore, if the
applicant/well owner does not obtain or fails to maintain a non-exempt well permit and
the location becomes over appropriated, they should aware that non-exempt well permits
cannot be issued after a location becomes over-appropriated without an approved plan for
augmentation.
In addition, the applicant should note that the well permitting statutes require that a nonexempt well must be located more than 600 feet from another production well unless the
State Engineer finds after a hearing, that circumstances warrant the issuance of a well
permit. A hearing would not be required if the applicant can obtain waivers of objection
from the owners of those production wells within 600 feet of the proposed well or the
State Engineer does not receive any response to a certified notice of a well permit
applicant sent to the owners of those production wells.
Based on the above, pursuant to the provision of C.R.S. 30-28-136(1)(h)(I) it is the opinion of
this office that under the current hydrologic conditions, as long as the applicant obtains and
maintains the appropriate type of well permit for the proposed uses, the proposed water
supply is adequate and would not injure decreed water rights.
If you or the applicant has any questions concerning this matter, please contact me for
assistance.
Sincerely,

Megan Sullivan, P.E.
Water Resources Engineer
Cc:

Erin Light, Division Engineer

MAS:CheneyCreekTinyHomesPUDandSubdivision_CDWRComments.docx
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ROAD & BRIDGE
P. O. Box 773598
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
Phone: 970-879-0831
Fax: 970-879-3992

August 28, 2019
Alan,
The Routt County Road and Bridge Department would like to submit the following
comments for the permit application numbered PL-19-132, 133, 134. This is for Final
PUD and Preliminary Subdivision for 6 Tiny Homes. The following are the comments as
submitted by the Routt County Public Works Department.

1. Per the plans, it shows that snow storage is directly over the cistern for the
development. Please address any concern for elimination of infiltration of
snowmelt into the cistern. Please address how the tank will be accessed in the
winter when snow is stored in that area.
2. From the plans, it appears that there will be approximately 213’ of alley
developed specifically for access to this development. The alley is proposed to
be built out so that there is minimal area for plowed snow to be stored within the
alley. Do the surrounding lots acknowledge and approve of having snow from
the alley potentially being stored on their properties? Is the snow storage at the
end of the property in the alley adequately sized to accommodate the snow for all
213’ of developed alley? Please confirm sizing of snow storage for the
development is adequate per the City of Steamboat Springs community
development code.
3. An access permit shall be obtained prior to construction to obtain access to Main
Street.
4. Permittee shall obtain a utility permit as well as a work in the Right of Way
permit.
5. A proposed alley is shown in the plans. There is currently no existing alley in the
platted alley. There is no indication that the applicant has addressed the alley
width being adequate for the area’s fire protection district. Has the applicant
worked with the local fire district to determine an adequate alley width? The
county will not maintain this alley.
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6. The traffic plan shows that there will be an equal distribution of traffic from Main
St. and US 40 and Main Street Alley and US 40. This is confusing. The
proposed alley only stops at the property line of the development. If the alley is
going to connect to US 40 an access permit from the Colorado Department of
Transportation will be needed.
Won’t all the trips generated from the
development go to US 40 and Main St.? Please clarify in the report.
7. The drainage letter satisfies the previous conditions of approval comments.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments pertaining to the above
comments.
Thanks,

Mike Mordi, P.E.
Assistant Director
Routt County Public Works
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ROUTT COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
FEBRUARY 21 , 2019
The regular meeting of the Routt County Planning Commission was called to
order at 6:00 p.m. with the following members present: Chairman Steve Warnke,
Bill Norris,Troy Brookshire, Andrew Benjamin, Roberta Marshall, Karl Koehler,
John Merrill, Geoff Petis, Brian Kelly and Greg Jaeger. Commissioner Peter Flint
was absent. Assistant Planning Director Kristy Winser and staff planner Alan
Goldich also attended. Sarah Katherman recorded the meeting and prepared the
minutes.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
MINUTES – December 20 , 2018
Commissioner Norris corrected a typo. Commissioner Kelly moved to approve
the minutes of the December 20, 2018 Routt County Planning Commission
meeting, as amended. Commissioner Norris seconded the motion. The motion
carried 9 – 0.
MINUTES – January 3, 2019
Commissioners Norris and Merrill corrected two typos. Commissioner Brookshire
clarified a comment. Commissioner Kelly moved to approve the minutes of the
January 3, 2019 Routt County Planning Commission meeting, as amended.
Commissioner Jaeger seconded the motion. The motion carried 9 – 0.
ACTIVITY: PL-19-101
PETITIONER:
Micro Living, LLC
PETITION: Conceptual PUD and Sketch Plan for a tiny home project in
Milner
LOCATION: Lots 4-7, Block 2, Town of Milner
Mr. Michael Buccino introduced the project by discussing the definition of a tiny
home. He stated that tiny houses generally have a footprint of under 400 sq. ft. in.
This does not include lofts. He reviewed the questions and issues that often
come up in considerations of tiny homes. These include: sewage and waste
water disposal, how they are different from a camper, where they can be located
(particularly those on wheels), whether they should be considered temporary, and
how they fit into regulatory schemes. With regard to regulations, Mr. Buccino
noted that Routt County had adopted Appendix Q of the IRC 2018 update, which
contains new rules and dimensional standards for structures under 400 sq. ft.
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Mr. Buccino reviewed the places in Routt County that might be suitable for tiny
homes, noting that the availability of water and the possibility of connecting to a
waste water treatment facility were key. He noted that Milner fulfills all of these
criteria for development. He presented photos of the proposed site, which under
current zoning could accommodate two single family homes as a use by right. Mr.
Buccino emphasized that he intends to construct homes that are on foundations –
not on wheels – so that banks will finance them. He said that he would like to
subdivide the lots and sell the units at an affordable price for new homeowners.
He reviewed the site plan for six tiny houses on the parcel, arranged around an
open space area. He indicated the eight parking spaces. He stated that rather
than requesting a zone change or modifications to the code, he is pursuing a
Planned Unit Development (PUD).
Mr. Buccino presented elevation drawings of the proposed units. There will be
two sizes and all units will have lofts, full-sized kitchens and full-sized bathrooms.
The structures will be built on 60-inch deep foundations to allow for water
heaters, utilities and storage underneath.
Mr. Goldich reviewed the PUD process, which is intended to allow creativity and
flexibility for projects that do not fit neatly into the Zoning and Subdivision
Regulations. He stated that the Conceptual PUD and Sketch Plan process is the
stage of review in which compliance with the Master Plan is determined. The
process allows Planning Commission and the Board to decide if they like the
basic concept of the design, and allows the applicant to get feedback on a
proposal before finalizing the details and incurring the costs associated with
fulfilling the requirements needed in later stages of review. The Planning
Commission will make a recommendation to the Board regarding whether the
proposal complies with the Master Plan and should move on for further review.
Mr. Goldich reviewed the proposal for six units with footprints of 200 – 260 sq. ft.,
and heights of 25 ft. The units are proposed to be served by a single common
well and cistern, and will tap into Milner’s central sewer system. He reviewed the
access to the parcel and noted that only eight parking spaces are being
proposed. He stated that the PUD regulations require 25% useable open space.
The current proposal shows 23.3% open space. Mr. Goldich stated that Colorado
Parks and Wildlife had requested that bear-proof trash containers be required.
Steamboat Springs Rural Fire Protection District said that fire hydrants would not
be needed. Colorado Department of Transportation stated that it would not issue
an access permit for the alley onto U.S. Highway 40. The Road and Bridge
Department said that they would like the following issues to be addressed: storm
water management, specific numbers regarding anticipated traffic to be
generated by the development, specifics on improvement of the alley and utility
easement locations and sizes.
Mr. Goldich reviewed the four issues for discussion listed on page 3 of the staff
report. He added that at the next stage of review, the following issues must be
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addressed: the 25% open space requirement, the fee in lieu of public sites, utility
easements and locations, and how trash will be collected and stored.
In response to a question from Commissioner Merrill, Mr. Goldich said that the
fire department had not commented on the proposed space between the
buildings, but that the Building Department had stated that unless the structures
are a minimum of 5 ft. from the property line, special (and more costly)
construction methods will be required. Commissioner Jaeger asked about access
for emergency vehicles. Mr. Goldich said that the fire department had not
commented on this issue.
In response to a question from Commissioner Petis regarding the issues for
discussion and the suggested conditions of approval (COAs) in the staff report,
Mr. Buccino requested that the fee-in-lieu be waived, citing his desire to keep the
cost of the units as low as possible. Regarding the density, Mr. Buccino
estimated that the total development would house 6 – 12 people, versus the 8 or
more that would likely be housed by two single-family residences on the lots.
Regarding the parking, Mr. Buccino noted that the site is only 75 ft. from the bus
stop which provides public transportation to Steamboat. He offered that one
space for each unit, with a little extra would be sufficient. He stated that it would
be difficult to accommodate additional spaces due to the need for snow storage,
but with reduced setbacks and smaller decks it might be possible. Mr. Buccino
said that in the next iteration of the plan, it would be easy to add the additional
square footage needed to meet the 25% open space requirement. The open
space area will not be open to the public. He reviewed the site plan and noted
that the utilities would be modified to reflect a single well rather than two wells,
per the direction of the Department of Water Resources. He stated that a
homeowners’ association (HOA) would be created to own and manage the open
space and enforce the covenants.
Commissioner Kelly asked about the access through the alley and the need for a
wider surface to serve as a shared road. Mr. Buccino said that he does have a
maintenance agreement for the alley, which is not maintained by the County. He
said that the alley would be improved far enough north to allow for snow storage
beyond the parking spots. Mr. Goldich said that the platted width of the alley is 20
ft., but it is an alley and not a main travelling thoroughfare. The County does not
have standards for alleys, nor does the fire department. Mr. Goldich reported that
the fire department said that a 16 ft. wide travel surface would be adequate. The
fire department also said that their engines carry hose that will stretch 150 ft.,
which would allow all the units to be served from Main Street.
In response to a question from Commissioner Brookshire, Mr. Goldich said that
CDOT will not issue an access permit to US 40 from the alley. Commissioner
Brookshire asked about the 25 ft. height. Mr. Buccino said that this would
accommodate a ceiling height in the loft of approximately 6 ft. He said the
structures could be this tall because they are to be built on foundations and not
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on wheels. Mr. Goldich confirmed that 25 ft. is about the same height as most
two-story houses in Milner.
Commissioner Koehler asked about the setbacks. Mr. Buccino reviewed the
proposed setbacks, but noted that they could be adjusted, along with the size of
the decks to get to the 25% open space requirement.
In response to a question from Commissioner Marshall, Mr. Buccino said that the
open space area will be landscaped and uses for it will be defined. Regarding the
fencing, he said that an attractive perimeter fence would be constructed.
Commissioner Norris asked about the shared water system. Mr. Buccino
confirmed that the HOA would be responsible for the pump and shared facilities
maintenance, but that the individual lot owners would be responsible for
everything that is within the structure. Mr. Buccino said that the utility easements
would be addressed and adjusted to accommodate maintenance. Mr. Buccino
reviewed some zoning changes that some localities around the country are
considering to accommodate tiny houses, but stated that at this time the best
path for tiny home development is through the PUD process.
Commissioner Brookshire asked if the water well would be subject to water
quality testing. Mr. Goldich said the proposed system would be too small to be
subject to the standards that apply to public water drinking systems.
Public Comment
Mr. Chris Ousback, the adjacent property owner with the fence along the alley,
expressed concern with plowing, snow storage and the use of the alley. He also
expressed concern regarding drainage and lights in the alley.
Mr. Colby Ginter, another adjacent property owner, said that he uses the alley as
his driveway and maintains it. He indicated his property on a site plan. He
expressed concern regarding snow plowing and storage, the need for fencing
and the possibility that the development would generate dogs at large in the
neighborhood. Mr. Goldich stated that he alley is a platted, publicly owned alley.
Ms. Laurel Selbe stated that she lives a block to the east of the proposed
development, and indicated her home on an aerial map. She expressed concern
with the availability of water. She said that when she drilled a well on her property
it caused the neighbors’ wells to run dry. Those neighbors are now hauling water
to their homes. She indicated the location of the dry wells on the map. She also
expressed concern with snow storage.
Ms. Emily Gerde said that she and her family live in a tiny home near town. She
said that the tiny home works well for her family because it is affordable and
sustainable. She said that it provides an option for homeownership that is
otherwise not available. Ms. Gerde added that she does not want to live in an RV
or a trailer park – she wants to have a yard and a garden. She offered that the
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proposal provides an example of what is possible in affordable housing. She
urged the Planning Commission to approve the petition.
Mr. Jason Waldschmidt, a Milner resident, indicated his home on an aerial map.
He said that he had to purchase two lots in order to build his home, had to drill a
shared well and had to abide by the required setbacks of the zone district. He
suggested that the proposal was effectively re-zoning by not requiring the
developer to follow these same rules. He also asked about the price point of the
lots, which will dictate the number of parking spots that will be needed. Mr.
Waldschmidt suggested that approving this development would be unfair to the
homeowners in the neighborhood that have followed the established zoning
regulations.
Mr. Ruddy Camilletti echoed the concerns already expressed. He also expressed
concern with the limited parking, and asked what would happen if any of the
homeowners needed additional space for trailers, boats, motorcycles, etc.
Mr. Jacob Custer, a Milner resident and the partner of Laurel Selbe, confirmed
that the water concerns are neighborhood-wide. He suggested that the proposed
parking would not be sufficient because most homeowners would have two cars.
He said that very few people ride the bus.
Seeing no further comment, Chairman Warnke closed public comment.
In response to a question from Chairman Warnke, Mr. Goldich said that storage
of trailers, etc. could be prohibited by the covenants that would be enforced by
the HOA. He added that Routt County does not differentiate between cars,
trailers and other types of vehicles.
Mr. Goldich said that the zoning will change if this application is approved. Under
the current Medium Density Residential zoning, two single family dwellings could
be constructed as a use by right.
Regarding snow removal, Mr. Buccino reviewed the residential road maintenance
agreement which calls for shared responsibility for alley maintenance and
improvement by the four property owners on the Main Street side of the alley.
The alley is, however, publicly owned. He reviewed where the snow from the
alley could be stored at the north end. Mr. Buccino also pointed out that the
existing derelict building is in the right-of-way and impedes snow storage. He
stated that with the new development the snow removal and storage would be
improved.
Regarding the fee in lieu of public sites, Ms. Winser noted that the proposed
development would add four additional units beyond what is currently allowed as
a use by right and so may have an impact on public sites in the neighborhood.
She said that any modification of the required fee in lieu would be the decision of
Board of County Commissioners.
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In response to a question from Chairman Warnke, Mr. Buccino reiterated that the
setbacks would be adjusted at the next level of review to increase the open space
and create sufficient room for utility maintenance. He said that at that time the
location of the water and sewer lines would be known. He noted that the current
plan is conceptual in nature.
Roundtable
Commissioner Petis stated that he is in support of allowing the proposal to move
forward. He stated that the proposal is in conformance with the Master Plan. He
cited the introduction to and Chapter 12 of the Routt County Master Plan
regarding the need for diverse housing opportunities. Regarding parking, he
stated that he believes it could be an issue because most homeowners would
have multiple cars. He said that this should be addressed at the next stage of
review. He said that he thinks there is sufficient room for setbacks that will allow
for adequate separation, snow storage, utilities and maintenance. Commissioner
Petis noted that the language regarding fees in lieu of public sites is “shall” in one
location and “may” in another of the regulations. Mr. Buccino offered that
installing a cluster box for mail delivery might satisfy the public benefit
requirement. Commissioner Petis agreed that there may be a creative solution to
providing a public benefit. He stated that the proposed density was appropriate
for the location and offered that the impact would be about the same as that
generated by two full-sized single family homes.
Commissioner Jaeger stated his agreement with Commissioner Petis’ comments.
He agreed that the setback, utility and alley concerns could be addressed at the
next level of review. He offered that the HOA will play a very important role in the
success of the development. Commissioner Jaeger expressed concern regarding
the parking and the snow storage, noting that snow storage will reduce the space
available for emergency services access. He stated that the well system is
sufficient to supply water for the number of units proposed.
Commissioner Koehler stated that because the occupancy is difficult to predict, it
is hard to evaluate density. He agreed that there is a demand for these units,
however. He expressed concern that the parking and snow storage would be
inadequate and questioned the rationale for allowing a PUD not to comply with
the standards. He also expressed concern that the proposal would be different in
character from the surrounding area.
Commissioner Benjamin agreed with the concerns previously cited. He stated
that the fee in lieu should not be waived, although he appreciated the effort to
think creatively about public benefit. He said that he thinks that they will have to
haul snow off site. He said that although he is not certain that he supports the
proposed pattern of development, he thinks the proposal should move forward to
the next level of review.
Commissioner Merrill stated that he was not concerned with the proposed
density. Regarding parking, he noted that the applicant is NOT required to
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comply with the standard, but said that at the next level of review the plan should
have more than eight spaces, if possible. Commissioner Merrill agreed that snow
storage was a concern. He stated that he thinks the utility easements and
setbacks can be adjusted sufficiently.
Commissioner Kelly stated the he does not have a concern regarding the
adequacy of the parking, provided that it does not become an issue for the
neighbors. He suggested that a COA should address this issue. He agreed,
however, that a few more spaces should be squeezed in, if possible. He noted
that Milner has a mobile home park, and suggested that if our community is ever
going to address the shortage of affordable housing, it will need to consider
options such as tiny homes. Commissioner Kelly stated that he likes the concept.
Commissioner Norris stated that he has concerns with putting this type of
development in the middle of a neighborhood of residents who have obeyed all
the rules of the existing zoning. He expressed concern with the proposed density
in this location and with the inadequacy of the setbacks, utility easements and
parking. He also suggested that the overall water situation in Milner should be
investigated. He said that despite his concerns, he likes the plan conceptually
and would support moving it forward.
Commissioner Marshall stated her support for the proposal, noting that anything
would be an improvement over the current condition of the property, and
compared it to a bungalow style development. She stated that she thinks the
proposal is consistent with the Master Plan goal of providing a diversity of
housing for all Routt County residents. Commissioner Marshall agree that the
parking is a concern, but offered that spaces could be associated with particular
units. She suggested that permeable surfaces be considered to help with
drainage. She said that she is confident that the setbacks and easements can be
addressed. Commissioner Marshall cited parking and water as the main two
concerns.
Commissioner Brookshire stated that he really wants to support the proposal, and
that he is okay with the density, but shares the concerns regarding parking and
snow storage. He suggested that the proposal would work better with five units,
with the possibility of adding a sixth if all goes well and there are no complaints
after a certain period of time. He stated that he would like to see some sort of
study regarding the availability of water across Milner. He noted that because the
proposal requires an approval by the County, it must be scrutinized more closely.
He said that comparison to the uses allowed by right is not sufficient.
Commissioner Brookshire suggested that a letter from the Division of Water
Resources regarding the impact of additional wells in Milner might be
appropriate. He said that he looks forward to seeing the proposed covenants,
noting that the issue of trailers, and other vehicles would have to be enforced by
the HOA. He stated that the County should physically close the alley at the north
end to prevent access onto US 40. Mr. Buccino noted that the alley maintenance
agreement does not address the landowners on the other side of the alley.
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Regarding the request for a letter from the Division of Water Resources, Mr.
Goldich noted that this would exceed what is required by the Subdivision
Regulations.
Commissioner Petis noted that the four main areas of concern: parking, snow
storage, alley maintenance and the availability of water are all addressed in the
suggested COAs. Chairman Warnke agreed. All of these issues must be
addressed at the next level of review.
MOTION
Commissioner Petis moved to recommend approval of the Conceptual PUD and
Sketch Plan with the findings of fact that the proposal with the following
conditions meets the guidelines of the Routt County Master Plan and the
Steamboat Springs Area Community Plan and is in compliance with Sections 4,
5, and 6 of the Routt County Zoning Regulations and Sections 3 and 4 of the
Routt County Subdivision Regulations. He provided the applicant with direction to
address, in particular, the issues cited in COAs: 4.a.1, 4.a.4, 4.g, and 4.h.1. This
approval is subject to the following conditions:
General Conditions:
1.
This Conceptual PUD & Sketch Subdivision Plan approval is
contingent upon submittal of a complete application for a Preliminary
Subdivision Plan within twelve (12) months. If the applicant chooses not
to subdivide the property, this approval is contingent upon submittal of a
complete application for Final PUD.
2. Prior to recordation, the applicant shall submit an electronic copy of the
approved plat to the County Planning Department in a .DWG format or
other format acceptable to the GIS Department.
3. The approval shall not be issued until all fees have been paid in full.
4. The Final PUD/Preliminary Plan submittal shall include the following
detailed information in addition to the information listed in Section 7 of the
RC Subdivision Regulations:
a. Plans to satisfy the requirements of Section 4 of the Subdivision
Regulations including:
1. Underground utility plans and easements
2. Survey Monuments
3. Detailed plans for Sanitary Sewage Disposal and a letter of
commitment from RCEH
4. Detailed plans for Water Supply and easements
5. Fire Protection
6. Landscaping plan that addresses the landscaping proposed for
the open space and all lots
8
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7. Stormwater Drainage and issues raised by Road & Bridge in
their letter dated February 8, 2019
b. Soils report
c. Architectural plans that show the exterior style of the proposed
residences. Such plans shall state that angle irons will be installed
on the roofs to prevent snow from sliding onto neighboring
properties.
d. Storage locations and methods for securing trash
e. Site plan showing land to be dedicated as open space and uses
attributed to the open space in conformance with Section 7.3.F of
the Zoning Regulations and section 3.5.1 of the Subdivision
Regulations.
f. Calculation of fee in lieu in conformance with Section 3.5.2 and
3.5.3 of the Subdivision Regulations.
g. Documentation that addresses the issues concerning alley
development presented by the Road & Bridge Department in their
letter dated February 8, 2019.
h. Draft Covenants that shall address:
1. Conveyance of the open space and parking areas to a HOA;
2. Maintenance of the common elements provided on the property;
3. Provision requiring downcast and opaquely shielded lighting;
4. CPW’s recommendation to use certified bear resistant trash
receptacles
5. The Final Plat notes shall include, but are not limited to:
a. Routt County (County) and the Steamboat Springs Area Fire Protection
District (District) shall be held harmless from any injury, damage, or
claim that may be made against the County or the District by reason of
the County’s or the District’s failure to provide ambulance, fire, rescue
or police protection to the property described on this plat, provided that
the failure to provide such services is due to inaccessibility of the
property by reason of internal roads being impassable. This conditions
shall not relieve the County or the District of their responsibility to make
a bona fide effort to provide emergency services should the need arise.
b. Address signage in conformance with Routt County Road Addressing,
Naming, and Signing Policy shall be located at the entrance to the
driveway.
c. The open space shall remain as open space in compliance with the
Section 7 of the Routt County Zoning Regulations.
6. A plat note concerning the non-exempt status of the water well shall be
included on the Final Plat. If a plan for augmentation is obtained in
conjunction with the well permit, then this plat note will not be required.
9
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7. The Final PUD plan application shall include locations of all utilities.
8. If subdivision of the lots is pursued, the applicant shall enter into a
Subdivision Improvement Agreement (SIA) acceptable to the County that
addresses improvements including, but not limited to, dry utilities, water,
sewer, drainage facilities, open space amenities, parking areas,
landscaping, reclamation and revegetation, and surveying. The SIA shall
be recorded concurrently with the Final Plat/PUD Plan.
Discussion
Under discussion, Commissioner Brookshire asked whether it would be
appropriate to include a condition that would require the petitioner to provide
more information about the impact of the proposed wells on the neighbors.
Commissioner Petis that this is not required by the Subdivision Regulations.
The motion carried 8 – 1, with the Chair voting yes.
In explanation of his dissenting vote, Commissioner Koehler stated that he does
not believe a 6-unit PUD is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. He
cited concerns regarding the adequacy of the parking, snow storage and usage
of the alley and stated that six units is just too many for the site.
Ms. Kim Waldschmidt, who requested to speak following the vote, stated that she
and her husband needed to purchase two lots to construct their home and it took
all they had to do it. She stated that this is a big concern for many of the
neighbors. She noted that the lots next to hers, with whom she shares a well,
were also purchased. She expressed concern with the impact on her well if
another six units are allowed on the lots adjacent to hers. She also expressed
concern with the potential for such development to decrease her property value.
APPOINTMENT OF A NEW MEMBER TO THE AREA PLAN COORDINATING
COMMITTEE
Commissioner Merrill reviewed the duties of the APCC representative. Following
discussion, Commissioner Benjamin volunteered to fill the position.
ADMINISTRATOR ’S REPORT
Ms. Winser reviewed the upcoming agendas, including that for the March 7th joint
meeting with the Board of County Commissioners.
Ms. Winser stated that the Board had upheld the Planning Commission
recommendation to deny the Wendler road vacation request in Hahn’s Peak
Village.

The meeting was adjourned at

8:30 p.m.
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non-residents. It was noted that vessels without motors do not need registrations. Mr. Lehman
also discussed the need for an inspector to be on site when boats are being launched.
Commissioner Corrigan asked about the change to the rule allowing 3.2 beer at state
parks. Ms. Arington stated that on January 1, 2019 the restrictions were changed to allow
regular beer as well as alcohol at state parks.
Access points along the Yampa River were discussed as well as the Leafy Spurge
concern and Phase 1 of the Capital improvements at Stagecoach. Mr. Preston noted that the
project should be complete fall 2019 or spring 2020.

EN RE: PLANNING / CHAD PHILLIPS
Alan Goldich, staff planner; Scott Cowman, Environmental Health Director; Michael
Buccino, Microliving, LLC; Brian Simmons, Microliving, LLC; Derek Maiolo, Steamboat Pilot and
Today; Jason Bongiorno, Kimberley and Jason Waldschmidt, Susan Johnston Mele, Laura
Case, Vince O’Conner, Kolby Ginter, Chris Ousback, Keegan Coates, David Heuer, Tim Kohl,
Ed and Judy Camilletti, Laurel Selbe, Robert Yazbeck, Sheila Weekly, Jason Mousley, Matt
Cretney, Rudy Camilleti, Jacob Custer, Steve Codidge, and Dan Haggarty, Milner residents
were present.
CHENEY CREEK TINY HOMES; PL-19-101
Mr. Buccino described the idea of tiny homes and what they are. He compared them to a
small apartment with its own walls and own property. Mr. Buccino clarified that the tiny homes
he is proposing are not going to be on wheels and will be connected to water and sewer. He
discussed the process to find an area in Routt County to build the tiny homes and noted the
close proximity of the sewer treatment plant in Milner, which was a big determining factor in
deciding the location.
Mr. Buccino continued to discuss the Appendix Q and zoning regulations which would
come in to play with this project. He described the four lots and surrounding open space that he
proposed as the building site for six tiny homes. He stated that because of the nature of this
project, it was necessary to go with the existing Planned Unit Development (PUD) process that
is in place which would not require changing the zoning rules. Mr. Buccino stated that his
ultimate plan is to subdivide four lots into six tiny home parcels, with an open space in the
middle.
Mr. Goldich stated that this item is an application for a Sketch Subdivision and a
Conceptual PUD which is the first step in a multi-step process. He added that PUDs are
intended to allow for flexibility in development that would be imposed by strict compliance with
the traditional Zoning and Subdivision Regulations. This process can accommodate imaginative
ideas while maintaining the goals and the policies of the master plan. Mr. Goldich noted that an
application is not required to comply with the standards in the zoning and subdivision
regulations, however these standards were included in the staff report to use as a basis for
comparison.
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Mr. Goldich continued by stating that at this stage in the review, the County is reviewing
the basic design of the subdivision and determining compliance with the master plan. He added
that this parcel contains four of the original Town of Milner lots totaling 12,500 square feet and if
developed under the current conditions, two single family residences could be built. Mr. Goldich
stated that the applicant is proposing a six lot subdivision with the tiny homes’ footprint ranging
from 200 to 260 square feet with a 25 foot height restriction. He noted that these tiny homes will
be built with a loft which will increase the habitable space. He continued by stating that these
homes will be accessible from Main Street and the undeveloped alley. Mr. Goldich clarified that
sewer service would be provided by the County and the water would be provided by a central
system that is served by one well. He added that there will be 8 parking spaces provided, which
equates to 1.33 spaces per unit, and noted that the standard number of parking spaces per
single family residence stated in the zoning regulations is two. Mr. Goldich stated that the
required open space is located in the center of the lots and is currently planned for
approximately 2,900 square feet, which is about 23% of the site.
Mr. Goldich noted the details that were discussed when this item was heard by the
Planning Commission on February 21, 2019 where they recommended approval. He added that
the Town of Milner is on individual wells which raised some concerns at the Planning
Commission meeting along with insufficient parking and the concerns with maintaining the alley
and snow storage. He discussed additions to the conditions of approval recommended by
Planning staff based on comments from Planning Commission and the Road and Bridge
Department.
Mr. Goldich stated that the Planning staff would like the Board of County Commissioners
to comment on whether the density being proposed is in compliance with the master plan and
compatible with the characteristics of the area, and what the Board’s opinion is regarding the
number of parking spaces proposed and if the Board thinks the typical requirement should
apply.
Commissioner Melton asked for clarification regarding the steps in the process of a
PUD. Mr. Goldich stated for a PUD that is not going through a subdivision, there’s a Conceptual
PUD to determine compliance with the master plan to see if the County likes the basic design,
and a Final PUD that would go in front of the Planning Commission to work out all of the details.
He noted that the Sketch Subdivision process includes determining compliance with the master
plan, Preliminary Subdivision details include setbacks, fees in lieu, etc. and then the Final
Subdivision is an administrative decision.
WATER
There was further clarification on the two processes the Commissioners are to consider.
There was discussion regarding hydrological studies and the wells and the water in the Milner
area. Mr. Buccino noted that because the tiny home subdivision will have only six bathrooms
and no washers and dryers and the common area will be minimal landscaping, this would help
reduce the water used from the well. He added that Milner was chosen to build a tiny home
subdivision because of the availability of the water and the sewer that is in place, where there
are many other areas in Routt County that do not.
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Commissioner Corrigan asked if a hydrological study was required if Mr. Buccino felt the
study would give positive results. Mr. Buccino stated that he thought it would. There was further
discussion regarding the cost of the study and Mr. Buccino expressed his concern regarding
additional costs incurred as one of the main goals to building tiny homes was the ability to offer
them at affordable prices. There was further discussion regarding drilling a well per single family
home and the current situation with many residences sharing wells.
There was discussion regarding the surrounding neighbors’ claims of dried up wells
when new wells were drilled. Mr. Buccino noted that when discussing this issue with the Division
of Water Resources, there was no direct correlation found regarding a well drying up after a
newer one was drilled in late 2017.
There was discussion about the requirements for a dry hydrant and Mr. Goldich noted
that there is no requirement for a dry hydrant for a proposed subdivision of one to eight lots and
a mobile supply apparatus can be used if necessary. It was also noted that at the beginning of
the project it was thought that there was no natural gas in Milner, therefore propane would be
used in the tiny homes. However, Mr. Buccino clarified it is the intention to use the natural gas
available in the area for the tiny homes and not propane.
Commissioner Melton asked what the maximum possible occupancy is for one tiny
home. Mr. Buccino stated that a tiny home is meant for one to two people in addition to maybe
one infant. Commissioner Melton clarified that there are no proposed occupancy limits, just
limits on space. Mr. Buccino stated that he doesn’t want to put a limit on occupancy, however he
noted that it will be made clear at the time of purchase that each unit will include only one
parking space.
There was further discussion regarding the standard for one well on two single family
lots and the idea of the two single family lots being compared to the number of inhabitants in the
six tiny homes. Commissioner Monger gave an example that a good well can provide for five
homes where a bad well can’t provide for even one.
Commissioner Corrigan asked about keeping the lawn watered in the common area and
how that will affect the water usage. Mr. Buccino stated that the common area surface has yet
to be determined, however his goal is to come up with landscaping that doesn’t require heavy
maintenance and can depend on a lot of natural growth while still looking pleasant. He added
that he would prefer not to have a lawn that required a lot of water to maintain. Commissioner
Corrigan added that he would still like to see some sort of water usage study which could be as
simple as calculating the water usage for two single family homes and determine that the six
tiny homes would use the equivalent amount of water or slightly more and find out how much
more would be a reasonable amount. He added that he felt a study of that caliber could be done
inexpensively.
PARKING
Commissioner Corrigan asked for clarification regarding the justification for eight parking
spaces for six homes. Mr. Simmons stated that when establishing the amount of parking, they
took into account the occupancy of the home and the proximity to public transportation.
Commissioner Melton referred to the comments from the Planning Commission and the desire
for more parking and asked if the possibility of additional parking had been evaluated. Mr.

P a g e | 103
March 12, 2019
Routt County Board of County Commissioners’ Minutes
47 of 64

Buccino stated that the original application had 12 parking spaces, however there were some
spaces that were in the right-of-way and noted the certain areas that have been set aside for
snow storage. He noted that additional parking could take away some of the snow storage
which would require them to put in the conditions that snow would have to be moved off site.
Commissioner Corrigan clarified that residents and visitors of Milner are allowed to park on Main
Street as long as it is not during the specified plowing time.
Commissioner Melton asked if Mr. Buccino would be willing to limit HOA covenants to
one parking space per unit and if the HOA would enforce that. Mr. Buccino stated that the HOA
would not only enforce the one parking space per unit, but also the storage of trailers and other
equipment.
ALLEY AND SNOW STORAGE
Commissioner Monger asked if the dead end portion of the alley would be vacated at
some point due to CDOT not allowing access off the alley. Mr. Goldich stated that that particular
issue had not come up. There was discussion regarding the development of the alley and the
ability to access the parking spots from the alley. It was noted that the alley would be cleared in
order for people to drive down it and Mr. Buccino discussed the road maintenance agreement
between the land owners which includes information regarding the land owners that are
responsible for maintaining the alley. Mr. Goldich stated that he consulted with the Road and
Bridge Department and the fire department and neither department has any standards for
alleys, however the fire department deems a 16 foot alley adequate to get a fire truck down it.
He noted that the alley being discussed is platted at 20 feet.
EASEMENTS
Mr. Buccino discussed utility easements including electrical, water and sewer and the
Building department request to move the homes 5’ 1” out from the property line for fire
protection purposes and put the easements in the open space.
Commissioner Melton asked about the issues with runoff specifically regarding the
ditches and culverts being able to handle the additional runoff from the six roofs. Mr. Simmons
stated the footprint of all six roofs is significantly less than two single family homes would be.
Mr. Buccino added that during the final PUD, the civil engineer will assess the runoff and
determine if it fits within the requirements.
Commissioner Corrigan referred to the Green Building Code and asked how the energy
use of six tiny homes compares with two single family homes with approximately five or six total
occupants. Mr. Simmons stated that there are many ways to look at that and one way would be
that building tiny homes uses less material and two people will use less energy to heat a 200
square foot tiny home versus two people in a 2,000 square foot home. Mr. Buccino discussed
putting in a small gas fireplace in each unit which would heat the entire home and would be
safer than a pellet stove.
Commissioner Corrigan asked about the foundations and “basement” ceilings. Mr.
Buccino stated that at this time he is planning on a 60” depth stem wall with a slab that will be
accessible through a trapdoor. Mr. Simmons added that it would equate to a nice crawl space
but would not be livable.
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Commissioner Monger stated that there needs to be a limit on the number of occupants
in each home and solid fuel burning restrictions added to the covenants.
EN RE: PUBLIC COMMENT:
Mr. Bongiorno stated that he and his family occupies two homes and three wells that
were drilled in 2007. One of the wells dried up in September 2017 soon after wells at 38830 and
21610 Pine Street were up and running. He added that his family shares a well with 38945 and
38965 Spruce Street and noted that they have a 2,500 gallon cistern and use 370 gallons of
water every two days between two houses without using the dishwasher. He noted the well near
his property that is dry and mentioned he has to bring water onto his property every two days.
Ms. Waldschmidt stated that she lives diagonally from the proposed property and lives
next to another piece of property that the developers own. She added that she and her husband
chose Milner for its rural setting and history and for the way it’s zoned and mapped. Ms.
Waldschmidt noted that they built their home with understanding that they would be living next
to one single family home. She stated that now her home will back up to three homes and
doesn’t feel that this subdivision goes along with the consistency of the area. She expressed her
concern with the Commissioners approving a high density area and the ease of approving more
areas like this in the future.
Ms. Mele stated that she lives directly across Main Street from the proposed property
and has lived in Milner for 25 years. She stated that Colorado is not an ideal state for tiny
homes due to the length of the winter season. Ms. Mele stated that tiny homes would be better
in an area that has surrounding restaurants, movie theaters or businesses for the residents to
have some place go when not wanting to spend it in their small living quarters.
Mr. Waldschmidt expressed his concern regarding the PUD changing from medium to
high density and the prices of the proposed tiny homes.
Ms. Case stated that she lives directly behind the proposed property and at first thought
the idea of tiny homes sounded like a good idea. After learning more details, Ms. Case stated
that she is concerned about too many homes on one lot and the potential to have almost 19
homes behind her someday.
Mr. O’Conner stated that he applauds the effort on affordable and energy efficient
homes, however feels the proposed changes are going to fundamentally change the culture of
the community and the proposed project falls short on every metric.
Mr. Ginter expressed his concerns regarding the water as he shares a well. He also
expressed his concerns related to the potential issues of moving power poles in the alley, as
well as the increase in traffic to the area.
Mr. Ousback stated that he lives directly to the south of the proposed property and
expressed his concerns regarding well sharing, snow storage and potential issues regarding
alley maintenance. He added that he would like to see the alley agreement and what it entails.
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Commissioner Melton closed public comment and asked for clarification regarding the
change of the zoning density. Mr. Goldich stated that the current zone district is medium density
residential and the zone district will change to Planned Unit Development which allows for a
variety of uses as a dictated by the PUD. Commissioner Monger added that the zoning density
doesn’t change to a PUD until the final phase. Mr. Buccino reiterated that a PUD is the only
avenue to build a tiny home subdivision.
ROUNDTABLE
Commissioner Monger stated that he appreciates Mr. Buccino thinking outside of the
box and trying to move forward with the plan. He added that he is not opposed to tiny homes,
however that he is opposed to six tiny homes in the proposed area. He expressed his concerns
regarding snow storage and the need to have snow hauled every year. Commissioner Monger
added that he feels four units would be better than six, however a duplex plan would fit in better
with the surrounding neighborhood. He also discussed the importance of the covenants and the
need to figure out utility easements and the parking situation. Commissioner Monger stated that
he is sympathetic with the residents in the neighborhood regarding the water concerns.
Commissioner Corrigan stated that he is inclined to move forward with six units. He
added that he is sympathetic to the residents of Milner who like the small, tight knit community
the way it is. Regarding the concerns about land use applications, Commissioner Corrigan
stated that when the Commissioners review any land use application, cumulative impact is
taken into account and just because one development is okay doesn’t mean additional
developments would be approved as well. He added that when bringing more people into a
community there is always a potential for negative impact but feels there is also positive impact,
such as bringing young people to the community. Commissioner Corrigan stated that while he
shares the concerns of others regarding limited space and affordability, the Commissioners’
decision is based upon the land use impact and not whether a tiny home is comfortable or
affordable. In regards to Commissioner Monger’s comments on snow removal, he feels that
something could be written into the covenants should snow storage become an issue and need
to be moved off site. Commissioner Corrigan added that he would like to see a water study, but
doesn’t feel it needs to be a $20,000 or $30,000 study. He added that eight parking spaces for
six seems a little thin and would feel more comfortable if he knew the parking was going to be
strictly enforced by the HOA.
Commissioner Melton stated that conceptually this plan makes a lot of sense and
contributes a variety of housing options that are available as well as being an economical use of
land. She added that while the water impacts are very unfortunate and appreciates the residents
bringing it to the Commissioners’ attention, Commissioner Melton is inclined to think the impacts
would be very similar to two single family homes. Regarding the parking situation, she hopes
residents could operate with one spot per unit. Commissioner Melton stated the biggest concern
is whether Milner is the ideal location for tiny homes as the closest amenities are ten miles
away. She added that while there is a bus stop it is only serviced twice a day and the bus
passes through Craig and Hayden making it full by the time it reaches Milner. Regarding snow
storage, she feels that there would be a similar issue with two single family homes.
Commissioner Melton noted that she shares the same thoughts as Commissioner Corrigan
regarding adding some of the concerns to the covenants before this plan continues on.
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Commissioner Melton asked Mr. Buccino if he would consider the possibility of reducing
the number of units to four instead of six. Mr. Buccino stated that they could go down to four
units but it doesn’t set an example of what a tiny home development is. He added that he wants
to bring six homes to the town of Milner and not just four.
Commissioner Corrigan stated that the hydrological study needs to be included in the
next stage of this process, along with the parking restrictions. Commissioner Monger stated that
snow removal, occupancy limits, parking restrictions and solid fuel burning device restrictions
need to be added in the covenants as well. Commissioner Melton stated that she is not
sufficiently convinced that the impact of six units is significantly greater than two single family
homes on the proposed site and is willing to support the six units.
MOTION
Commissioner Corrigan moved to approve the Cheney Creek Conceptual PUD and
Sketch Subdivision, PL-19-101, with the findings of fact that the proposal with the following
conditions meets the guidelines of the Routt County Master Plan and is in compliance with
Sections 4, 5, and 6 of the Routt County Zoning Regulations and Sections 3 and 4 of the Routt
County Subdivision Regulations. This approval is subject to the following conditions:
General Conditions:
1. This Conceptual PUD & Sketch Subdivision Plan approval is contingent upon submittal
of a complete application for a Preliminary Subdivision Plan within twelve (12) months. If
the applicant chooses not to subdivide the property, this approval is contingent upon
submittal of a complete application for Final PUD.
2. Prior to recordation, the applicant shall submit an electronic copy of the approved plat to
the County Planning Department in a .DWG format or other format acceptable to the GIS
Department.
3. The approval shall not be issued until all fees have been paid in full.
4. The Final PUD/Preliminary Plan submittal shall include the following detailed information
in addition to the information listed in Section 7 of the RC Subdivision Regulations:
a. Plans to satisfy the requirements of Section 4 of the Subdivision Regulations
including:
i. Underground utility plans and easements.
ii. Survey Monuments.
iii. Detailed plans for Sanitary Sewage Disposal and a letter of commitment
from RCEH.
iv. Detailed plans for Water Supply and easements and a geologic and
hydrologic study of the Milner area.
v. Fire Protection.
vi. Landscaping plan that addresses the landscaping proposed for the open
space and all lots.
vii. Storm water Drainage and issues raised by Road & Bridge in their letter
dated February 8, 2019.
b. Soils report.
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5.

6.

7.
8.

c. Architectural plans that show the exterior style of the proposed residences. Such
plans shall state that angle irons will be installed on the roofs to prevent snow
from sliding onto neighboring properties.
d. Storage locations and methods for securing trash.
e. Site plan showing land to be dedicated as open space and uses attributed to the
open space in conformance with Section 7.3.F of the Zoning Regulations and
section 3.5.1 of the Subdivision Regulations.
f. Calculation of fee in lieu in conformance with Section 3.5.2 and 3.5.3 of the
Subdivision Regulations.
g. Documentation that addresses the issues concerning alley development
presented by the Road & Bridge Department in their letter dated February 8,
2019.
h. Traffic generation numbers requested by the Road & Bridge Department in their
letter dated February 8, 2019.
i. Draft Covenants that shall address:
i. Conveyance of the open space and parking areas to a HOA;
ii. Maintenance of the common elements provided on the property;
iii. Provision requiring downcast and opaquely shielded lighting;
iv. CPW’s recommendation to use certified bear resistant trash receptacles;
v. Parking restrictions;
vi. Outdoor storage standards and restrictions;
vii. Maximum number of residents per unit;
viii. Snow storage;
ix. Solid fuel burning device restrictions.
The Final Plat notes shall include, but are not limited to:
a. Routt County (County) and the Steamboat Springs Area Fire Protection District
(District) shall be held harmless from any injury, damage, or claim that may be
made against the County or the District by reason of the County’s or the District’s
failure to provide ambulance, fire, rescue or police protection to the property
described on this plat, provided that the failure to provide such services is due to
inaccessibility of the property by reason of internal roads being impassable. This
condition shall not relieve the County or the District of their responsibility to make
a bona fide effort to provide emergency services should the need arise.
b. Address signage in conformance with Routt County Road Addressing, Naming,
and Signing Policy shall be located at the entrance to the driveway.
c. The open space shall remain as open space in compliance with the Section 7 of
the Routt County Zoning Regulations.
A plat note concerning the non-exempt status of the water well shall be included on the
Final Plat. If a plan for augmentation is obtained in conjunction with the well permit, then
this plat note will not be required.
The Final PUD plan application shall include locations of all utilities.
If subdivision of the lots is pursued, the applicant shall enter into a Subdivision
Improvement Agreement (SIA) acceptable to the County that addresses improvements
including, but not limited to, dry utilities, water, sewer, drainage facilities, open space
amenities, parking areas, landscaping, reclamation and revegetation, and surveying.
The SIA shall be recorded concurrently with the Final Plat/PUD Plan.

Commissioner Monger seconded; the motion carried 2-1 with Commissioner Monger
voting against the motion. Commissioner Monger stated that he echoes the concerns of
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Commissioner Kohler of the Planning Commission that a six unit/lot PUD is not compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood specifically citing the inadequacy of parking and snow storage
and the use of the alley. He also stated that six units is too much for the site.

EN RE: WARRANTS
Mr. Sullivan asked to remove the Accounts Payable items in the March 5, 2019 minutes
since they should have been reported March 12, 2019.
MOTION
Commissioner Monger moved to approve and authorize the Commissioners to sign the
Warrants Sheets that included:
Accounts Payable
Check- Cycle Date:
Accounts Payable
Check: Manuals
Accounts Payable
Wires:
Total:
Payroll Checks- Cycle
Date:
Payroll ChecksManuals
Payroll – IRS & State
Income Tax
Total:
Total Disbursements
Approved:

3/4-3/8

$778,374.28

3/4-3/8

$

3/4-3/8

$
$778,374.28

3/4-3/8

$

3/4-3/8

$

3/4-3/8

$
$

3/4-3/8

$778,374.28

Commissioner Corrigan seconded.
Mr. Sullivan advised of the 2018 & 2019 Accounts Payable items of note with run dates
of February 25, 2018, February 27, 2018 and February 25, 2019.

Vendor
2018 AP Feb 27 Run Date Total

Amount
148,096.42

Department
Payments into Employee Benefit
Plans

2018 AP Feb 25 Run Date
SCHMUESER GORDON MEYER INC

6,884.75

Public Works R&B: engineering
consulting work for 5 minor bridge
structures
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Memorandum
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Kristy Winser, Planning Staff
Kwinser@co.routt.co.us

Date:

September 5, 2019

Subject:

Consideration of Residential Treatment Standards; PL-19-141

__________________________________________________________________________
This item is scheduled as a discussion item on whether to include a new line in the land use
chart for a Residential Treatment Facility. The purpose is to get feedback to present to the
Board of County Commissioners on September 24th at 1:30pm. The following dates have been
scheduled for further discussion on the potential addition to the land use chart and associated
regulations or as adoption hearings:



Discussion/Adoption with Planning Commission on November 7th at 6pm
Discussion/Adoption with BCC on November 19, 2019 at 2:30pm

History:
The County does not have a formalized process to review Residential Treatment Facilities.
Therefore, applications for such facilities are processed as land uses that share similarities and
impacts with the proposed use. Some examples of how this has been applied in the past are
the Hughes Bed and Breakfast, which also has a Rec Facility component for the activities and
rehabilitation services that are offered, and the Foundry, which was processed as a Guest
Ranch but was denied. The Foundry applicant then amended their operation to meet the
definition of Family. The facility is now operating as a use-by-right under the definition of Family.
The definition of Family under B. is:
A family shall be deemed to include five (5) or more persons (but not in excess of twelve
(12) persons) that are not related by blood, marriage, adoption, or legal custody
occupying a residential Dwelling Unit and living as a single housekeeping unit if the
occupants are handicapped persons as defined in title III of the Civil Rights Act of 1968,
as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, or disabled persons as
defined by § 24-34-301, C.R.S. A household that includes five (5) or more persons
identified above shall not be excluded from the definition of "family" by the residence in
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the household of additional necessary persons (and their families) employed in the care
and supervision of such handicapped or disabled persons.
Issue:
Procedurally, an application for a Residential Treatment Facility permit cannot be scheduled
because there is no line in the Use Chart that covers the requested use. However, persons
recovering from drug and/or alcohol addiction are deemed disabled under the Fair Housing
Act (FHA) and therefore are protected from housing discrimination. The FHA and American
with Disabilities Act (ADA) require local governments to make ‘reasonable accommodations’
in rules and practices in order to allow housing for the disabled. Without a specific land use
category, the County has remained in compliance by processing this type of facility as a Bed
and Breakfast, a Guest Ranch, or as a use by right if it houses 12 or fewer persons.
Discussion:
The US Supreme Court has instructed that ‘reasonable accommodations’ should be
interpreted liberally to favor those with disabilities. However, reasonable accommodation
does not end with finding an avenue to process applications; it also extends to the project
itself. Making reasonable accommodations does not mean that the County must approve
applications that entirely undermine the legitimate purposes and effects of the Zoning
Regulations and the Master Plan.
The following information is from the US Department of Justice’s webpage. This information
can be viewed at http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/hce/final8_1.php.
The Fair Housing Act makes it unlawful to refuse to make reasonable accommodations in land
use and zoning policies and procedures where such accommodations may be necessary to
afford persons or groups of persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use and enjoy
housing.
What constitutes a reasonable accommodation is a case-by-case determination and not all
requested modifications of rules or policies are reasonable. If a requested modification imposes
an undue financial or administrative burden on a local government, or if a modification creates a
fundamental alteration in a local government's land use and zoning scheme, it is not a
"reasonable" accommodation.
Considering the above, staff supports the creation of a new land use category for a Residential
Treatment Facility. Such a land use category would:




be more transparent by processing a request for what it actually is,
allow for a case-by case determination based on the regulations and policies of the
Master Plan and its sub-area plans with standards that could be considered; and
continue to allow a 12-person residential treatment facility for the disabled to be allowed
as a use by right under the definition of family. However, this does not allow for
accessory type uses outside of the home that wouldn’t be considered normal and
incidental to a dwelling. By creating a line for Residential Treatment Facility in the land
use chart, institutional uses that support a treatment facility could be considered under
the scope of the project and be addressed in an evaluation of intensity of use.
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Recommendations to consider for Residential Treatment Facility definition and
standards:
Residential Treatment Facility: is a live-in health care facility providing therapy for substance
abuse, mental illness, or other behavioral problems.

Use Chart:


Allowed after review and consideration of a Special Use Permit in all zone districts.

Standards to apply:


Section 6: General Standards and Mitigation Techniques for Land use Approvals.

Issues for discussion:






Should this land use be allowed in all zone districts?
Are the impacts the same regardless of size or intensity of the use? If not, should there
be a trigger for example a large and small residential treatment facility or group home?
Are there other standards you feel are appropriate to consider? Such as capping the
number of bedrooms, onsite/live in manager, the use shall not change the appearance
or character of the dwelling unit or the neighborhood.
Staff will provide examples from surrounding areas for the discussion.
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Memorandum
To:

Planning Commission

From:

Kristy Winser, Planning Staff
Kwinser@co.routt.co.us

Date:

September 5, 2019

Subject:

Amendments to the Zoning Regulations for Recreation Facility,
Outdoor Rural; PL-19-164

____________________________________________________________________________
This item is scheduled as a follow up discussion on amendments to the Zoning Regulations for
Recreation Facility, Outdoor Rural with Overnight accommodations as directed by the Board of
County Commissioners. The purpose is to get feedback to present to the Board on September
24th at 1:30pm. The following dates have been scheduled for discussion on further
amendments to the Zoning Regulations for Recreation Facility, Outdoor Rural or as adoption
hearings:



Discussion/Adoption with Planning Commission on November 7th at 6pm
Discussion/Adoption with BCC on November 19, 2019 at 2:30pm

History
In an effort to clarify the regulations and process, staff scheduled worksessions in 2016 to
discuss the scope of the land use category of Recreation Facilities, Outdoor Rural. The result of
that discussion was the addition of a line to the use chart for those facilities that also contain
overnight accommodations as a Special Use Permit.
During that initial discussion it was
decided that further discussions on possible standards or amendments would be considered.
The amendment approved was that a recreational facility with overnight accommodations would
be reviewed through the Special Use Permit (SUP) process and a recreational facility without
overnight accommodations would continue to be reviewed through the Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) process.
The newly added Recreational Facility definition is as follows. The additions to the definition are
indicated in bold..
Recreation Facilities, Outdoor Rural with Overnight Accommodations:
Structures and/or areas for recreational activities such as cross-country or downhill
skiing, shooting ranges, sporting clays, racetracks, rally racing, where part or all of such
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activities are outdoors and generally dependent on a rural location and which do not
meet the definition of Parks and Recreation Lands and includes overnight
accommodations. The overnight accommodation component is accessory and
normally incidental to the overall permitted use of the land.
Discussion:
At the direction of the Board, the trigger to elevate an application to a SUP was overnight
accommodations regardless of the size (number of beds) or intensity of use. No other standards
or considerations were applied at that time. Staff has been given direction to have a follow up
discussion with Planning Commission on the establishment of triggers for different levels of
review or limits on the accommodations allowed under this category.
Below is a Process Comparison Chart in Routt County to aid in the discussion. As a matter of
reference, not for comparison, staff also included a list of PUD’s that have overnight
accommodations below the chart. PUD’s as you know, allow for flexibility from the constraints
imposed by strict compliance with traditional zoning and subdivision rules and are reviewed
under a separate process for conceptual, then final PUD approval.
Process Comparison Chart in Routt County
Application

Processed As

Green Creek
Ranch
(Pleasant
Valley)
La Joya
Dulce
(CR 129)
Flying
Diamond
Ranch
(SH 131)
Marabou Rec
Facility
(CR 64)

Rec Facility
CUP

Alpine
Mountain
Ranch
(Hwy 40)

Windwalker
Ranch
(Hwy 131)

Permitted
Acreage
750 acres

Rec Facility
CUP
No Overnight
Rec Facility
CUP
No Overnight

52 acre
permit
boundary
182 acres

Rec Facility
with overnight
accommodatio
ns
CUP
Rec Facility
with overnight
accommodatio
ns
CUP

1325 acres

Rec Facility w/
overnight
accommodatio
ns

70 acres

1000.32

Approved Uses
 Private Rec facility, not open to the public
 Amenities (trails, hunting, museum, caretaker,
other related outdoor rec uses).
 Use by the owner and their guests only.
 Wedding venue/special events
 Public /commercial
 Wedding venue/special events
 Public /commercial
 Private Club for members
 Owners Lodge with seven cabins, outfitter
office and associated amenities.
 Private Rec Facility/Pool and Barn
 Rec vehicle storage area (.97 acres)
 Trail system and Hiking shelter (250 square
feet)
 2 Employee dwellings
 Special Events (no limit identified)
 Pond for fishing, boating and swimming
 Private club for members
 Owners lodge, 3 cabins, and associated
amenities
 * Private Golf Course processed after as SUP
2|Page

CUP
Storm
Mountain
Ranch
(Hwy 40)

Rec Facility w/
overnight
accommodatio
ns
CUP

1,000+acres

STARS
(within UGB
Hwy 40)

Rec Facility w/
overnight
accommodatio
ns
CUP
Guest Ranch
SUP

5.86 acre
permit
boundary

Guest Ranch
SUP

3,450 acres

Guest Ranch
SUP

473 acres

Elk River
Guest Ranch
(Clark)

Three Forks
Ranch
(N. Routt)

Vista Verde
(Clark)

Lucky 8
Ranch
(C.R. 29)

Horse and
Hen

Guest Ranch
SUP

Guest Ranch
SUP

38

1,100 acres

116 acres

 Private Rec Facility for guests of the Storm
Mountain Ranch.
 Main lodge /clubhouse
w/caretaker’s/manager’s dwelling unit.
 Six guest cabins to provide sleeping quarters
for the guests of the ranch
 Nonprofit organization open to the public
 A lodge, improvements and various related
recreational uses on the property.
 Open to the public
 Up to 26 overnight guests; cabins with
kitchens, saloon and restaurant for guests,
sleigh and wagon ride dinners, horseback
tours and other amenities.
 Open to the public
 Up to 30 overnight guest; rooms/suites in 4
separate buildings, four wheeling, horseback
riding, cross-country skiing, snowmobiling,
and other recreational activities
 Open to the public
 Up to 54 overnight guests, fishing, hunting,
horseback riding, river boating, dog sledding,
and other recreational activities
 Open to the public
 Overnight accommodations (private)
 Ranch, UTV and Snowmobile tours,
horseback rides
 Special Events
 Horsemanship clinics
 Open to public
 Accommodations for up to 8 guests in the
guest house, 2 sheep herder wagons that
sleep 2 =12 total
 Meals provided
 Agriculturally base activities and Recreational
activities cross country and snow shoe
 Special events, weddings year round up to 10
times per year with up to 80 guests

PUD’s with overnight accommodations:




Strawberry Park Hot springs
Bella Vista (Rabbit Ears)
Skyvalley (Rabbit Ears)
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Lake Catamount
Glen Eden (Clark)
The Inn @ Hahn’s Peak
Hahn’s Peak Roadhouse
Home Ranch (Clark)
Black Mountain Ranch (C.R. 4)

The questions for discussion are:


Should all recreational facilities having an overnight accommodation component
regardless of size, intensity of use, or nature of the primary use, be reviewed the same?



Should consideration be given to private operations that have shared amenities such as
Alpine Mountain Ranch, Windwalker Ranch or Maribou Ranch versus public/commercial
operations like STARS?



What about private facilities that have recreational type amenities that are not shared by
other users or open to the public? Such as Green Creek Ranch. If the overnight
accommodation is not considered accessory to the rec facility, should it go through the
SUPreview process? Or if overnight accommodations is the primary use, should it go
through the SUP process?



Are there other considerations you would like staff to include?
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