FINAL MINUTES
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
FEBRUARY 15, 2018

STEAMBOAT SPRINGS BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT Meeting Minutes
February 15, 2018
The special meeting of the Steamboat Springs Board of Adjustment was called to
order at approximately 5:01 p.m. on Thursday, February 15, 2018, in Room 113114, Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado.
Board of Adjustment members in attendance were:
Chair Jim Moylan, Tom Effinger Jr., Ryan Spaustat and Vice-Chair Theo Dexter.
Absent: Levine, Arnold Staff member present was Principal Planner Rebecca
Bessey.

_____________________________________________________________________

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.
Summary of Updated CDC Terminology and Process Changes
Bessey: There were some changes that occurred in the update to the Community
Development Code that impact the Board of Adjustment. You’re going to work with
one of these changes tonight with one of the applications.
The CDC update was adopted last November by Council and took effect January
1. We’re still in a transition stage, so you may see some projects that will be
reviewed under the old code and some that will be reviewed under the new code.
Tonight, Item 1 is being reviewed for approval under the new code; Item 2
remains under the old code.
There’s not a lot of drastic changes. Your review criteria for the most part stayed
the same, though the wording might be slightly different in the new code. There
are two main changes that I wanted to make sure you were aware of and
understood.
The first is really just a terminology change. In the new code, instead of calling
what you all do variances, we are now calling them major adjustments. We still
have a minor adjustment process for things that can be approved
administratively. That change was to try to clarify process and approval criteria
and lessen some of the confusion between variances that you grant versus those
that City Council does.
The second major change regards waterbody setback variances. Previously, all
waterbody setback variances went to Planning Commission and City Council,
regardless of the type of development. Since the BOA typically deals with all
things single-family and duplex, Planning Commission and City Council thought
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that you were very capable of handling the waterbody setback adjustments as
well. For the most part, the criteria is similar to or the same as what you’re used
to looking at; there’s just a few additional criteria specific to the waterbody
setback requirements, which is detailed in your packet.
#1: WS-17-01 - Entress Subd. F2, Lot 1
STAFF PRESENTATION
Rebecca Bessey:
This application is for a major waterbody setback adjustment at 11 E Spruce
Street. There’s an existing home on the lot and a small storage building. The lot
was originally platted as lot 2 of the Entress Subdivision, and it included a
building envelope to preserve the steep slopes on the lot. The existing home is
constructed within that building envelope.
In 2015, the adjacent lots were annexed into the city and incorporated into lots 1
and 2 as Entress Subdivision filing 2. At the time of the replatting of those lots, no
new building envelopes were imposed. So they didn’t change the existing
envelopes, and they didn’t create any new ones.
The applicants are requesting a major adjustment to the waterbody setback to
create a building envelope that would accommodate a secondary unit on the lot.
There is no other room within the existing building envelope to accommodate a
secondary unit. Without that adjustment to that standard, given the building
setbacks from the property lines, the access easement, the snow storage
easement and the waterbody setback, there’s only about 337 square feet in a
pretty irregularly shaped building area that would remain on the lot. The
proposed building envelope would comply with all of the property line setbacks. It
would be outside of any drainage, access and snow storage easements on the
lot.
The closest point between the building envelope and the high watermark and the
creek would be 21 feet, 4 inches. It would get further from there.
We’ve reviewed this application for conformance with the criteria for approval.
Staff finds it to meet those criteria, and we would recommend approval of this
major adjustment. If it is approved, the applicant will proceed with the final plat to
be approved administratively which would document this building envelope on
that plat.
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF
Effinger: Why are we looking at a building envelope rather than a building
footprint? A lot of the waterbody setbacks I saw before, they knew where they
were going to put the building exactly, and they made the waterbody setback that
amount.
Bessey: Correct. We’ve seen it handled that way. Because this lot has a platted
building envelope on it already, I think the applicants were intending to plat this
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building envelope and then they would be able to locate the building anywhere
within that. Because right now this portion of the lot is outside of the existing
building envelope, the plat implies it wouldn’t allow any construction to occur
anywhere else on the lot. So they want to actually plat the building envelope to
make that a legal building site. We’ve done that before. City Council has
approved waterbody setbacks to allow for a building envelope without having the
final location of the structure.
APPLICANT PRESENTATION
Chancie Keenan, Mountain Architecture Design Group, Applicant
Representative:
I think the application speaks for itself for the most part. As Rebecca had stated,
because this was previously a county lot with the established building envelope,
we’re asking for an additional building envelope for the secondary unit. The
adjacent properties between the creek and this area – I’d say the majority of
them already encroach into the waterbody setback. It’s a very dense
neighborhood. This application is for a secondary unit and I think is consistent
with the city’s desires to increase density in Old Town. The owner has had
several conversations with adjacent property owners, and they have all
expressed their support as well.
BOARD MEMBER QUESTIONS
Effinger: There’s another building down there that’s existing nonconforming. It
looks like a pretty good building.
Bessey: It looks like an old cabin.
Effinger: Did they apply to have that become existing nonconforming recently?
How did that happen?
Bessey: It may have been registered when it was annexed. I don’t have that data
in front of me.
Effinger: It’s been there for a long time. They didn’t build it.
Bessey: That was on the property prior to the property being annexed in 2015.
That would have been constructed long before city standards applied to it.

BOARD MEMBER DELIBERATION/MOTION
Board Member Effinger moved to approve WS-17-01; Board Member Dexter
seconded the motion.
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DISCUSSION ON MOTION
Effinger: I’ll cite the criteria for approval. I read through the additional criteria for
waterbody setbacks. You meet all the requirements. If we approve this, they still
have to get a floodplain development permit. That means they have to build
above base flood elevation. That looks reasonable. So I’ll just cite all the criteria
listed in the report.
Moylan confirmed that Effinger would like to incorporate all those criteria into the
motion.
Bessey: You could cite the attached resolution that has the criteria in it.
Effinger so cited.
VOTE
The motion carried unanimously.
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#2: VAR-17-04, Norvell Add. To SS Block 2, Lots 6-28
STAFF PRESENTATION
Rebecca Bessey:
This is being reviewed under the old code, so we’re going to call this a variance. This is at
250 James Street. There’s an existing single-family home and a detached garage on the
property. The lot and the structures are both legal nonconforming in terms of size. It’s a
lesser area than what the RO zone district requires now. The garage exists with 0 setbacks
rear and side with a small encroachment across the property line. The home is considered
a historic structure, and the applicant has requested the variance be reviewed per the
historic structure criteria for approval.
They are requesting to demo the existing garage and create an attached garage with a
second-story master suite above it. That would eliminate the encroachment on the
neighboring lot, but they’re still requesting a 0-foot setback from the property line. In
addition, they’re requesting a modest building addition to a portion of the house to raise the
ceiling height and make a portion of the existing second story more usable as a bedroom.
This would result in a 1-foot variance to the front setback. The garage being constructed in
the same location as the current garage would require an 8-foot variance request to the
side and rear setback.
The code allows for a 20% reduction to setbacks in the side and rear for nonconforming
lots. That’s why it’s an 8-foot rather than a 10-foot. They’re also requesting a floor-area
ratio variance. The RO district has a maximum FAR of 45%. They are requesting 59%.
For comparison, the 45% would allow for 1,856 square feet of building on the site; the 59%
would allow them 2,415 square feet. If their lot was meeting zone district standards at 6,000
square feet, the 45% FAR would allow them 2,700 square feet of gross floor area. So
they’re still a little under what you would typically see in the RO district for a full-size lot.
We did receive one letter of public comment. I provided that for you, and I also followed up
and spoke with Ms. Condy. She had some concerns about the location of the garage in
relation to the creek. She wanted me to make sure I mentioned that after speaking with her,
she was okay with it. She thought they were going to be moving the garage closer to the
creek in line with the front of the house. Once I walked her through the plans, she
understood that it would be reconstructed in the same location. She is comfortable with
that. With regard to the snow, she was happy that the garage roof was going to be
shedding the snow in the opposite direction from her property. Lastly, she had some
concerns about the trees on her property and whether they would be impacted by the
construction. I indicated to her that I would pass that along to the applicant. That’s not
something that’s really within our purview through this process.
Staff has reviewed this for conformance with variance criteria for historic structures and
found it to meet those criteria. We are recommending approval of the requested variances.
QUESTIONS FOR STAFF
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Effinger said he did a survey for this property last year but does not have a connection to it
now. He did not see any reason to recuse himself.
Board members agreed.

Spaustat: Do they need a waterbody setback variance? Or are they already encroaching in
the waterbody setback?
Bessey: Staff is recommending approval subject to them receiving a waterbody setback
variance prior to building permit. I believe the applicants are well aware of that.
Michael Olsen, Architect, Applicant Representative:
We started this process under the old code, so we thought we’d just stay with that.
At that time it was a two-part process. It appears that with the new code it’s been
combined into one part, one process. We were not informed that that would be the
case until tonight. So we would have probably put them together.
Moylan confirmed that the BOA will see the waterbody setback variance in future.
APPLICANT PRESENTATION
Olsen: I think it’s pretty self-explanatory. Rebecca did a good job highlighting
everything. We were planning on doing a shallow foundation to minimize damage to
trees and impact to the neighboring property. That’s a thickened slab rather than a
4-foot deep foundation.
BOARD MEMBER QUESTIONS
Effinger: What’s the reasoning for the bedroom above the garage?
Olsen: The house is a series of old cabins put together, so there’s low ceilings.
There’s no room that’s a normal ceiling height in the building. So we’re trying to
create one room that might have a semblance of a nice space. So there’s one
bedroom downstairs, and there would be one bedroom upstairs in the part of the
addition where we’re popping the top, and then this room. There’s another space
that’s used as a bedroom, but it’s kind of carved out of an attic with really low ceiling
heights.
Effinger: So just going straight up over the garage is the minimum you could do.
Olsen: There’s really nowhere else to expand on the lot, and it’s the only place to
really put a garage. We didn’t want to put the garage forward. This seemed like the
least offensive place to put it because there’s already an existing structure there that
everybody’s accustomed to seeing. We’re just trying to utilize that footprint a bit
better and improve that structure with one-hour walls on the outside for fire and shed
the snow back onto the applicant’s property, whereas the current garage is shedding
it into the neighbor’s shed. So it’s kind of beneficial to the neighbors to have this put
in as it’s proposed.
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Kady Watson, Applicant:
When I bought the house in 2013, it was just me and my two kids. But I’ve recently gotten
remarried, and now we’re a family of seven. So we desperately need this space. I
appreciate that Rebecca spoke to Jody. I’ve also spoken to four of my other direct
neighbors who are all very much in favor. They said they’re willing to write to you guys if
you need, send an email, whatever is needed.
BOARD MEMBER DELIBERATION/MOTION
Board Member Dexter moved to approve VAR-17-04; Board Member Effinger seconded
the motion.
DISCUSSION ON MOTION
Effinger: The waterbody setback variance application is going to come to us, so if we
approve this variance, we’re kind of approving the waterbody setback in a way sort of.
Because if we don’t approve the waterbody setback, they can’t do anything that they’ve got
planned here. This is one of the things that’s going to come up.
Dexter: It seems like it’s all existing. The southeast corner comes out just a tiny bit further
than the existing garage, so it’s not really a change of use. That’s why I didn’t bring
anything up on that.
Effinger: It’s not going to be real controversial.
Dexter: I wouldn’t think so.
VOTE
The motion carried unanimously.
Spaustat mentioned that he thought a 50-foot waterbody setback on Butcherknife is pretty
excessive.
Bessey said it is a priority of the Planning Commission to review those requirements –
hopefully around mid-year.
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Approval of Minutes: January 18, 2018
Board Member Effinger moved to approve the January 18, 2018 meeting minutes with the
changes as indicated by Moylan; Board Member Dexter seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously with Board Member Spaustat abstaining.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:34 p.m.
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