TOWN OF SILT
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AGENDA
TUESDAY, JANUARY 7, 2020 6:30 P.M.

MUNICIPAL COUNCIL CHAMBERS

ESTIMATED ELECTRONIC AGENDA PUBLIC ELECTRONIC
TIME ITEM HEARING/ LOCATION
ACTION AND
PRESENTOR
Agenda Tab 1
6:30 P.M. Call to Order Chair Classen
Roll Call Chair Classen
Pledge of Allegiance Chair Classen
6:32 P.M. Consent agenda Action Tab 2
Minutes of the December 3, 2019 P & Z Meeting Item Chair Classen
6:35 P.M. Public Comments - A “Sign In Sheet” is available in the Chair Classen
Council Chambers. Each speaker will limit comments to no
more than three (3) minutes, with a total time of 30 minutes
allotted to public comments, pursuant to Section 2.28.020
of the Silt Municipal Code
6:38 P.M. Agenda Changes Chair Classen
6:40 P.M. Garfield County Comprehensive Plan 2030 Informational Item ~ Tab3
20 minutes - Review of Urban Growth Boundary Director Aluise
7:00 P.M. Planning Commission Workshop Informational Item Tab 4
10 minutes Chair Classen
7:10 P.M. Update of Parks, Recreation, and Culture Master Plan Public ) Tab 4 _
30 minutes Meeting Director Aluise
7:30 P.M. New Business
7:35 P.M. Future Business
7:40 P.M. Commissioner Comments
7:45 P.M. Adjourn

The next regularly scheduled meeting of the Silt Planning & Zoning Commission is tentatively set for Tuesday, February 4, 2020, at
6:30 p.m. ltems on the agenda are approximate and intended as a guide for the Planning and Zoning Commission. “Estimated Time”
is subject to change, as is the order of the agenda. For deadlines and information required to schedule an item on the agenda, please
contact the Town of Silt at 876-2353. Please be aware that this agenda is given to the public and to the Commission in electronic
form. If you require a hard-copy, please request one before or after the scheduled meeting. Normal Town copying charges may

apply. Thank you.




TOWN OF SILT
MINUTES FOR
REGULAR PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2019, 6:30 P.M.

Call to Order
Chair Classen called the meeting to order at 6:30p.m.

Roll Call

Present: Chair Chris Classen
Vice Chair Lindsey Williams
Commissioner Eddie Aragon
Commissioner Marcia Eastlund
Commissioner Joelle Dorsey

Absent: Alternate Commissioner #|

Alternate Commissioner #2

Also present at the meeting was Community Development Director Janet Aluise, Dan Meskin,
and TJ Guccini.

Pledge of Allegiance
At 6:30 p.m., the Commission cited the Pledge of Allegiance.

Public Comments
There were no public comments.

Conflicts of Interest
There were no stated conflicts of interest.

Tab 2 - Consent Agenda

At 6:33 p.m., Commissioner Williams made a motion to approve the November 5, 2019
Planning & Zoning Commission meeting minutes, as written. Commissioner Aragon seconded
the motion and the motion carried unanimously.

Agenda Changes
Chair Classen stated that the Commission needed to appoint a Vice-Chair. Commissioner

Aragon nominated Commissioner Williams. The Commission unanimously approved
Commissioner Williams as the Vice-Chair.
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Tab 3 - Rifle Remedies LLC (Green Cross) Sign Exception for a parcel known as
502 Front Street, otherwise known as Parcel # 217910220008, Lots 11-14, Block 15,
Original Townsite, within the Town of Silt, Garfield County, state of Colorado
(continued Public Hearing)

At 6:33 p.m., Director Aluise stated that the public notification requirements were met for this
application. She reviewed her staff report for the record, stating that the applicant’s request for
increased signage at his property located at 502 Front Street (Green Cross Retail Marijuana
Dispensary) included the removal of a two-sided, roof-mounted neon sign, with a three-sided,
pole mounted (freestanding) sign located to the west of the building and to the east of 5"
Street right-of-way. Director Aluise stated that the applicant indicates in the application that a
coal train located on the rail spur and directly south of the business blocks visibility of the
current sign, affecting his business and the Town’s sales tax collection negatively. Director
Aluise further stated that the applicant’s prior signage on the property totaled 130.82 square
feet, and the applicant proposes to increase the signage to 157.24 square feet.

At 6:44 p.m., Director Aluise read into the record a statement by Lois Veltus, who owns
property to the north and across the alley from the applicant, stating that she had no objections
to the application as presented and thanking staff for giving her information regarding the sign.

At 6:45 p.m., Director Aluise recommended the to Commission approval of the Rifle Remedies
Sign Exception request for a 43.33 foot tall 3-sided sign with a green cross as the sign content
and utilizing LED backlighting, with the following conditions:

) That all statements made by the applicant both in the application and in hearings before
the Planning & Zoning Commission be considered conditions of approval unless
modified in the following recommendations:

2) That the applicant applies for and receives a building permit for the installation of the
sign, in compliance with the 2015 International Building Code, with particular attention
to wind and snow loads, and subsequently requests inspections;

3) That the applicant pays all normal costs for the review of this application, including
planning, legal and engineering fees, and public notification costs, prior to installation of
any sign; &

4) That the applicant submits sign permit/exception applications for any future signs on the

property prior to installation of signs on property.

At 6:46 p.m., Dan Meskin addressed the Commission, stating that in light of the large signage
request at Golden Gate Convenience Store, he felt that he should ask for increased signage to
address the problem of the coal train blocking his sign to those traveling on [-70.

At 6:48 p.m., the Commission had the following discussion:
e What is the size of the pole? (Mr. Meskin stated that it would be big enough to support
the sign, perhaps 4’-5’ in diameter);
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e  What is the height of the roof-mounted sign? (Director Aluise referred the Commission
to the photo in the application indicating the sign is 20’4”.);

e  Where will the sign be placed, exactly, and could it hit the power lines in case it falls
over? (Mr. Meskin stated that the power lines are located to the north of the alley, and
the sign will be placed just to the west of the existing roof-mounted sign; he stated that
he would install the sign to the building code requirements and would ensure that it
would not fall down.);

e How bright is the sign? (Mr. Meskin stated that he had not designed the sign; Director
Aluise stated that the applicant must meet the exterior illumination code that sets out
the brightness (light pollution) allowable.);

At 7:00 p.m., Chair Classen opened the public hearing. Hearing no testimony, Chair Classen
closed the public hearing.

At 7:01 p.m., Commissioner Dorsey made a motion to approve the Rifle Remedies Sign
Exception, with staff recommendations. Commissioner Williams seconded the motion and the
motion carried unanimously.

Tab 4 — Raley Ranch Project LLC Sign Exception for Painted Pastures Subdivision,
located on Main Street .6 miles east of 16 Street and .5 miles west of Davis Point
Road, Town of Silt, Garfield County, state of Colorado

At 7:02 p.m., Director Aluise reviewed the staff report for the Commission, stating that the
sign exception for this applicant is necessary because the Silt Municipal Code only allows one
subdivision sign per entrance. Further, she stated that the sign exception application does not
indicate illumination, which would necessarily have to follow the Silt Municipal Code guidelines
in downcast lighting and other provisions. Lastly, she stated that the sign is to be located
outside of the Town and Colorado Department of Transportation rights-of-way, on multifamily
parcels 1001 and 1004, but exact location must be depicted on a site plan prior to sign permit
issuance. Further, she stated that no information was given regarding the type of materials used
or the installation techniques, also due prior to sign permit issuance.

At 7:18 p.m., Director Aluise recommended to the Commission approval of the Raley Ranch
Project LLC Sign Exception for two subdivision signs measuring approximately six feet by six
feet and located on Multifamily Lots 1001-1004, with the following conditions:

) That all statements made by the applicant both in the application and in hearings before
the Planning & Zoning Commission be considered conditions of approval unless
modified in the following recommendations:

2) That the applicant keeps such signs in good repair;

3) That the applicant pays all normal costs for the review of this application, including
planning, legal and engineering fees, if any, prior to setting of any sign; &
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4) That the applicant/property owner submits permit applications for any future signs on
the property prior to installation of signs on property.

At 7:19 p.m., the Commission had the following discussion:
e  What is the total size of the interior hanging sign? (Chair Classen stated that the interior
‘horse’ sign is indicated at 53” x 40”);

e Is the sign a long-term sign? (Mr. Guccini responded that it was intended to be a long-
term sign.);

At 7:27 p.m., Commissioner Aragon made a motion to approved the Raley Ranch Project LLC
Sign Exception for two subdivision signs measuring approximately six feet by six feet and
located on Multifamily Lots 1001-1004, with staff recommendations. Commissioner Eastlund
seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.

Tab 5 - Old Business

At 7:28 p.m., Director Aluise stated that the Wallaces had missed a court appointed deadline to
remove the abandoned home located at 512 Main Street, although they had pled guilty in
September, 2019. The prosecuting attorney and the judge both felt that the defendants had not

made any progress on obtaining demolition permits from the state of Colorado and from the
Town of Silt. The hearing is scheduled for March, 2020.

At 7:32 p.m., Director Aluise reviewed her notes from the Western Planners Conference in
Santa Fe, New Mexico from September 8 through September | 1. Topics included sustainable
subdivisions, conservation of drainages and critical parcels, autonomous vehicles, and land use
law.

At 7:48 p.m., Director Aluise stated that the Town has a small budget each year to send
Commissioners to planning conferences and trainings.

At 7:50 p.m., Chair Classen stated that his conference experience was also very informative,
centered around meeting burnout for the public, the 407 miles of planned trails through the
state of New Mexico to link up with the Mexico and the Colorado trails, and social media for
planning.

New Business
There was no new business.

Other Business
There was no other business.

Future Business
There was no future business.
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Commissioner and Staff Comments

At 8:10 p.m., Commissioner Eastlund inquired as to why the Town has not installed bus
shelters to the east of Town (post office). Director Aluise promised to research her question
and report back to the Commission.

Adjournment
At 8:25 p.m., Commissioner Eastlund made a motion to adjourn. Commissioner Aragon
seconded the motion, and the motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Chris Classen Community Development Director Janet Aluise
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COLORADO

Department of Local Affairs

Division of Local Government

Planning Refresher Workshop

8:30 - 9am
9-9:20am
9:20-10:30am

10:30-11:45am

11:45-1pm

1-2:15pm

2:15-3:55pm

3:55-4:00

Community
Development

Saturday, December 7, 2019
City of Greeley Recreation Center
651 10™ Avenue, Room 101 ABC
Greeley, CO 80631

AGENDA

Check-in & Networking

Welcome & Introductions
KC McFerson, Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) — Community Development
Office

Demographic Trends and Projections
Elizabeth Garner, State Demographer, DOLA

Considerations of Growth: Housing, Traffic, and Water

KC McFerson, Community Development Office

Ryan Dusil, North Front Range Metropolitan Planning Organization

Jennifer Steffel Johnson, Ph.D., CU Denver Dept. Urban and Regional Planning
Spencer Bollacker, DOLA, Division of Housing

Lunch on your own

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Short Term Rentals
Nina Williams, Murray, Dahl, Beery, & Renaud, LLP

Steve Glammeyer, P.E., PWE, City of Fort Morgan (ADU)

Johnathan Cain — Idaho Springs (STR)

Applying Best Practices — Meetings, Decision Making & Ethical Issues
Gerald Dahl, Murray, Dahl, Beery, & Renaud, LLP

Wrap-up & Closing

Community Development Office

Office http://dola.colorado.gov/cdo


http://dola.colorado.gov/cdo
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Speaker Biographies

Elizabeth Garner is the State Demographer with the Colorado Department of Local Affairs, an agency
focused on strengthening the capacity of Colorado’s communities and local governments. She leads the
State Demography Office, which produces population and economic estimates and forecasts for use by
state agencies and local governments. Elizabeth has over 25 years of experience analyzing population
and economic trends in the state, and her current areas of research include aging in Colorado,
characteristics of migration, and poverty. Elizabeth is an economist and received her B.A. in Business at
the University of San Diego, her masters in Agricultural and Resource Economics at Colorado State
University. She is also a Colorado native, something only 43% of the state’s population can claim.

KC McFerson is the senior planner in the Division of Local Government within the Department of Local
Affairs (DOLA). She supports Colorado’s communities with their long-range planning goals and projects.
Prior to her current role, KC worked for DOLA as the land use and water planner and also spent several
years managing a grant program to encourage community building and resilient land use solutions for
flood recovery. KC earned her law degree and Master’s in Community and Regional Planning from the
University of Oregon, both with concentrations in land use and natural resources law and planning.

Ryan Dusil, MURP is a Transportation Planner with the North Front Range Metropolitan Planning
Organization (NFRMPO) serving portions of Larimer and Weld counties in northern Colorado. He
specializes in bicycle and pedestrian planning and technical assistance, travel demand modeling, and
freight planning. Day-to-day, Ryan works with local agency staff on short- and long-range transportation
projects to improve travel conditions within and between northern Colorado communities.

Jennifer Steffel Johnson, Ph.D. is the Associate Chair of the CU Denver Department of Urban and
Regional Planning. Her research interests and courses focus on the role that housing affordability plays
in community development and social justice. She is also passionate about experiential education and
the mutual benefits it can provide for students, communities, the profession, and the university. Her
previous work experience includes being the Senior Policy Analyst for the Partnership for Working
Families, the Director of Cooperative Education for the College of Engineering at Northern Arizona
University, and the Assistant Director of Housing Programs for Christian Relief Services, a Washington,
D.C.-area non-profit.

Spencer Bollacker is a Housing Development Specialist providing technical assistance to communities in
the northeast region of Colorado. Prior to joining the Division of Housing in 2018, he worked as a Project
Manager for a non-profit community development organization in Glenwood Springs. In this role he
worked with Colorado communities to align goals for housing, economic development, and revitalization
through brownfields redevelopment. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree from Franklin and Marshall
College in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, and a Master of Urban & Regional Planning from the University of
Colorado Denver. Born and raised in Denver, Spencer is most content while spending time in the
Colorado wilderness with his family.
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Nina Williams is a municipal attorney with the law firm Murray Dahl Beery & Renaud LLP. Nina serves
as general Town and City Attorney for numerous Colorado municipalities, and as special counsel on
zoning and planning matters, advising planning commissions, boards of adjustment, zoning boards of
appeals and variance boards. Prior to her current role, Nina represented applicants and developers in all
phases of the planning and development process. Nina also teaches an annual graduate course at the

University of Colorado Denver, entitled “Planning and Development: Zoning, Local Government and
Affordable Housing.”

Division of Local Government

Steve Glammeyer is the Public Works Director for the City of Fort Morgan, having taken this position in
July of 2017. Prior to that, Steve worked for the City of Delta for 24 years in various positions including;
Public Works Director, Utilities Director, Assistant City Manager and Interim City Manager. As Public
Works Director, Steve is responsible for managing planning and zoning, acting as the City Planner, and
managing the building department for the City of Fort Morgan. In his spare time, Steve loves spending
time with his wife, Kim. He is a wood worker and collector of all things Star Wars. He is also very
interested in financial matters and enjoys speaking to groups about how to be more financially stable.

Jonathan Cain works for the City of Idaho Springs and assists the City Administrator and Community
Development planner on a variety of projects related to the administration of the City. A former DOLA
“best and brightest” intern, Jonathan implemented the Short Term Rental program in Idaho Springs,
based on the ordinance that was passed last year. Currently, he monitors and tracks short term rental
advertisements and assists the City Clerk with compliance, and is working with the Community
Development Planner and Planning Commission to make further municipal code revisions relating to
STRs.

Gerald Dahl is a partner at Murray Dahl Beery & Renaud LLP and has practiced in local government law,
dealing with all aspects of land use, annexation, personnel, governmental operations, and water rights.
Mr. Dahl is a past general counsel to the Colorado Municipal League (1984-1990) and to the Northwest
Colorado Council of Governments (1978-1984). Mr. Dahl represents municipalities and counties in
general government matters and in the planning and development of land. His practice in this field is
statewide. He has authored numerous complete land use codes for municipalities and counties. He
specializes in annexation and land use code diagnosis and revision to implement planning goals. He is a
frequent speaker on land use, ethics, and local government issues.
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VISION

Urban Growth Areas and Intergovernmental Coordination
Garfield County Comprehensive Plan Update
Referral Copy

Intergovernmental cooperation between municipalities and other public agencies has
demonstrated successful collaboration and has resulted in the creation of new
partnerships on behalf of the residents of the county including the direction of new urban
level development to Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) where services and infrastructure can
be provided in an efficient and cost-effective manner.

BACKGROUND AND KEY ISSUES

10.

There is widespread support in the public for encouraging a significant portion of future
growth to occur in and adjacent to municipalities.

A municipality’s UGA is actually under county jurisdiction but development here can
greatly impact city plans. County land use decisions, particularly those immediately
adjacent to municipal boundaries, have been viewed by local communities, in some cases,
as not being compatible and making orderly expansion difficult.

Because they are difficult to re-subdivide once developed, 1-acre to 5-acre lots will
generally preclude more dense development. Therefore, it is desirable to avoid this
patternin an UGA.

Due to the differences between county and municipal land use regulations, it can be
difficult to use county land use regulations to achieve objectives of the local community.
The county is not well set up to provide urban services organizationally or fiscally.
Therefore, another entity is required to provide services if and when urban types of
development occur in the unincorporated areas — either a municipality, a special district
or metropolitan service district.

The county cannot abdicate its land use and regulatory obligations for the unincorporated
areas, including areas within an UGA.

There are several areas of urban development in the unincorporated county which are
served by established metropolitan service or special districts. In these areas relatively
higher density development to serve work force housing needs should be considered.
Access to the policy making process must be expanded to ensure public participation from
those most affected by land use decisions.

The County is very diverse including environment, economy, and geography. All county-
wide planning efforts should be responsive to the diversity among subareas in the county.
To form strong relationships between the county and its municipalities, it is paramount
to respect, adhere to, use and become educated on key policies and goals from existing
adopted local plans.



11. Regional issues should be solved at a regional level and should include issues such as
housing, social services, and water. (relocated from the goal section)

GOALS

1. Increase coordination and communication between the municipalities and the county.

2. Encourage future development requiring urban services to be located in areas where
these services are or can readily be made available.

3. Ensure that county land use policies and development approvals are compatible with the
existing zoning and future land use objectives of the appropriate municipality.

4. Retain rural character outside of UGA limits.

5. Assure that the comprehensive plan and Land Use and Development Code are accurate
reflections of current county policy and public values.

6. The opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process continues
to be an integral part of the county land use planning process.

7. Encourage the private sector to develop more work force housing in Urban Growth Areas
and areas served by central water and sewer, thereby helping to create more certainty in
the development review process.

POLICIES & STRATEGIES

1. Policy: Within defined UGAs, the County Comprehensive Plan, land use code revisions,
and individual projects, should be generally consistent with local municipal land use plans
and policies.

Strategies:
a. Maintain and comply with the current Enterinte-an Intergovernmental Agreement

(IGA) with each community that stipulates mutual commitments to follow the plans,
and procedures for review.

b. Review the procedure for efficient coordinated, local municipal input into Planning
Commission decisions prior to making recommendations to the Board of County
Commissioners.

c. Progresstoward implementing the Comprehensive Plan should be reviewed annually.

d. County and municipal planning staff should meet to update each other on any
changes to policies or revisions to their respective comprehensive plans including
future land use mapping.

e. Update Land Use and Development Code minimum lot sizes or density
recommendations for certain land use categories to help guide proposals for higher
density development and work force housing to adjacent municipalities and Urban
Growth Areas served by central water and sewer.



2. Policy: Projects proposed adjacent to local municipalities requiring urban services will be
encouraged to annex into the affected jurisdiction if contiguity exists.

3.

4.

Strategies:

a.

Reserve land areas within UGAs to accommodate growth for the next twenty years,
using such tools as URR (Urban Residential Reserve — See Figure 21)

Coordinate regularly with affected governments and agencies as to consistency of
their plans with the comprehensive plan.

Annexation to Towns and Cities should be a priority consideration where municipal
water and sewer services are available.

Where local jurisdictions have implemented strict annexation policies including
priority areas for annexation, the County should coordinate development review with
the Town to address the concerns generating the prioritization.

Revenue generating properties such as commercial and industrial areas are often
more desirable for annexation than residential properties. Ways to off-set this
concern should be discussed in joint meetings/work sessions between the County and
the municipalities.

Whenever possible, enclaves surrounded by a municipality should be strongly
encouraged to annex into the surrounding municipality.

County future land use designations, zoning, and standards for compatibility should
serve to maintain rural character in the unincorporated County outside of UGAs.

Policy: Development in an UGA are encouraged to sheutd-have land use and street
patterns that are compatible with the affected municipality.

Strategies:

a.

Work with municipalities to adopt a “Major Streets Plan” for its UGA

In lieu of developing a streets plan, County referrals to municipalities should
specifically request input on streets, access control plans, traffic, and transportation
issues of concern to the municipality.

c. Where applicable, County development review should require issuance of municipal
street access and street cut permits.
d. Where traffic impacts from a project will occur primarily within an adjacent

municipality, the county could sheuld consider adoption of updates to the traffic
impact fee section of the Land Use and Development Code to allow conditions of
approval requiring payment of additional traffic impact fees to mitigate for impacts
on municipal roads and streets serving the proposed development.

Policy: Within a locally planned UGA, development applicants for major projects are
recommended to obtain project review comments from the local community prior to
submitting for county review. The process should be consistent with the executed IGA.



Strategies:

a.

The County should consider increasing the referral time frames for projects affecting
an UGA to make submittal of referral comments possible from municipalities well
before public hearings, staff report preparation and packet deadlines.
Pre-Application summaries for potential projects affecting an UGA or located within a
3 Mile Area of Influence should also be sent to the affected municipality.

For major projects, municipalities should be invited to attend the pre-application
meeting.

In addition to initial comments, affected municipalities should also be referred the
application once determined to be complete.

Policy: In locating county facilities, the County will place future facilities in locations that
will help support, maintain and revitalize municipal downtowns.

Strategies:

a.

Annual works sessions with each municipality should include discussion of the status
of current and potential future County facilities in each municipality.

Location of County facilities should be balanced throughout the county consistent
with the public’s need and anticipated demand for County services.

Policy: The County will continue to look for creative ways to address regional issues and
support projects within or adjacent to municipalities that transcend political boundaries,
and those projects that provide services for all county residents including those in
unincorporated areas.

Strategies:

a.

Work cooperatively within the region on issues that transcend political boundaries
such as housing, transit, economic development, traffic, air quality, wildlife
habitat/health, river/watershed protection, and water conservation.

The County should initiate discussions with municipalities regarding key areas of the
County that would benefit from Comprehensive Plan — Sub Area planning in the future
and consider initiation of such sub-area plans.

Continue to support regional trails efforts including but not limited to the LOVA Trail,
Rio Grande Trail, and the Glenwood Canyon Trail connections.

Continue to support economic development efforts to diversify local economies
including river access improvement and recreational trail development.

Continue to support regional transportation initiatives including those that provide
services to county residents in unincorporated areas.

The County should participate in the development of local work groups and coalitions
with municipalities to address regional impacts from neighboring jurisdictions.



g. Continue to support protection of municipal water systems and watersheds through
project referrals and conditions of approval and reguiring—applicants—to—obiain
watershed permitting from the affected jurisdiction.

h. Continue to participate in regional housing initiatives to address the need for more
affordable housing and continue to support the Garfield County Housing Authority
and its role in maintaining and administering affordable housing throughout the
County.

i. Continue to coordinate with public and quasi public institutional entities such as
school districts, community colleges (CMC), parks and recreation districts, special
districts (water & sanitation), utility providers, and major health service providers or
hospitals, regarding major expansions, relocations, or new facilities including but not
limited to County Location and Extent review.



HOUSING

Garfield County Comprehensive Plan Update
Referral Copy

BACKGROUND AND KEY ISSUES

1. The demand for housing exceeds local supply. As of 2017, there was a shortfall of approximately
3,600 housing units in Garfield County. This demand is projected to increase over the next
decade.

2. Municipalities have the capacity to accommodate thousands of additional units but have not
been able to do so at the rate needed.

3. Materials and labor costs have risen significantly, resulting in higher construction costs and/or
shortages of labor and materials.

4. Asignificant amount of the county’s employment is found in the upper Roaring Fork Valley,
whereas a larger supply of lower cost homes are found in the western part of the county.
However, the data collected suggests that when transportation costs are factored in, a majority
of people are spending more on the combined costs of housing and transportation than what is
considered affordable.

5. Living and working in different communities can have negative impacts on both the commuter
and the communities they live and work in, including but not limited to a loss of citizen
community involvement, traffic congestion, health impacts, a loss of work/life balance and a
general loss of quality of life for commuters.

6. The County adopted inclusionary housing in 2000. In the last 20 years only 43 homes have been
deed restricted (only 6 since the last comprehensive plan update) in unincorporated Garfield
County. There is a need to determine if this program can be improved.

7. The current development approval process requires a substantial upfront expenditure for
developers, yet lacks any certainty that their project will be approved. This is a disincentive to
the market playing a role in addressing the need for workforce housing.

8. The demographic shift of an aging population will acerbate the need for additional units and
age-friendly design.

9. Vacation rentals can have both a negative and positive impact on the housing issue. Vacation
rentals limit the supply of affordable housing, can create nuisances and change the character of
residential neighborhoods, can contribute to rising rents and as currently permitted are not
required to meet the same standards for safety and commercial uses, nor pay their share of
commercial property taxes as hotels and other lodging facilities (thereby providing an unfair
advantage). On the plus side, homeowners that do short term rentals of a room or accessory



dwelling unit (ADU) have the ability to offset their housing costs, making home ownership more
affordable.

10. There are opportunities for greater collaboration between Garfield County Housing Authority
and other involved County agencies.

OVERALL GOAL

To bring about a range of housing types, costs, and tenancy options that ensure for our current and
future residents affordable housing opportunities in safe and efficient residential structures.

POLICIES & STRATEGIES
1. Policy: Ensure that current land use planning objectives promote affordable housing.

a. Strategy: Review and revise land use regulations to augment current inclusionary zoning
requirements for new development. This could potentially include basing the affordable
housing requirement on number of units instead of lots, and allowing accessory dwelling
units as an accessory to all uses.

b. Strategy: Consider either incentives or requirements for new non-residential
development to contribute to the creation of workforce housing.

c. Strategy: Revise land use regulations to allow for variations to development standards
such as height bonuses, parking requirements, etc. for developments that include
affordable/workforce housing units.

d. Strategy: Explore allowing additional dwelling units on large property holdings
consistent with Comprehensive Plan densities for deed-restricted housing.

e. Strategy: Hold a workshop on vacation rentals to determine the need to better regulate
vacation rentals and potential fees for impacts.

f. Strategy: Work with Home Owners Associations (HOA) within Planned Unit
Developments (PUD) to encourage amendments of PUD regulations that will create
opportunity for more housing options within the PUDs such as allowances for ADUs and
density requirements.

g. Strategy: Approach the Division of Water Resources to consider mechanisms that would
better facilitate affordable housing development such as well permitting requirements
by square footage and bathrooms/rooms instead of by unit.



h. Strategy: Reduce, waive, or defer fees for development review, building permits and
impact fees for workforce housing.

i. Strategy: Explore changes to the approval process to provide more certainty to
developers wishing to develop workforce housing.

j.  Strategy: Continue involvement with the Regional Housing Steering Committee.

k. Strategy: Explore land use/building code revisions to increase the utilization of tiny
homes to meet workforce housing needs.

2. Policy: Encourage affordable workforce housing to be located near regional centers.

a. Strategy: Incentivize the development of workforce housing in areas that are
adjacent to or in close proximity to: (1) Incorporated Garfield County, (2)
employment centers, (3) bus stops, (4) key amenities such as grocery stores,
schools, recreation facilities, and (5) central water/wastewater. Potential incentives
could be density bonuses, reduction in setbacks and simplified approval process.

3. Policy: Support efforts by both the private and public sector to reduce land costs, housing
construction costs and carrying costs.

a. Strategy: Explore options for the acquisition of suitable land for workforce housing from
various sources.

b. Strategy: Work with water and sewer providers to change fee structures so that they
are assessed to reward small-scale, highly efficient units and possibly reduce or waive
tap fees for workforce housing projects.

c. Strategy: Organize educational workshops for the public in collaboration with industry
experts, Garfield County Housing Authority (GCHA), lenders and realtors to encourage
methods to increase residential construction productivity (i.e. factory-built modular
housing) in order to bring more supply to the market.

d. Strategy: Review existing vacant lot analysis and determine areas that are suitable for
factory-built housing. Make this list available to the public.

e. Strategy: Hold a workshop with lenders, developers, contractors and others associated
with housing construction to seek input on potential mechanisms to reduce the cost or
regulatory burden on developing housing.



f. Strategy: Explore potential mechanisms to generate funding to assist with the
development of workforce housing, including but not limited to an impact fee to fund
housing programs and fees on vacation rentals.

4. Policy: Encourage local governments to accommodate the majority of their workforce housing
needs and to contribute to improving regional jobs-to-workforce attainable housing imbalances.
a. Strategy: Share technical housing information between involved entities.

b. Strategy: Develop a coordinated regional housing strategy in collaboration with the
municipalities and special districts.

c. Strategy: Continue involvement with the Regional Housing Steering Committee.

5. Policy: Assure that adequate housing options for Senior Citizens are available.

a. Strategy: Monitor census data and other available indicators to assess on-going and
future housing needs for senior citizens.

b. Strategy: Provide incentives, including but not limited to density bonuses, and parking
space reductions for projects geared toward our aging population.



ISSUES
1.

Transportation
Garfield County Comprehensive Plan Update
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Significant numbers of County residents commute from the Colorado River Valley to
employment in the Roaring Fork Valley. This forces a significant amount of traffic through
Glenwood Springs which is seeing increased traffic congestion on Highway 82. As more
housing is built in Garfield County commute times are expected to increase. Longer
commute times have negative impacts economically, environmentally, and to the quality
of life of many citizens of the County.

Development in unincorporated areas of the County will continue to place demands on
roadways initially designed to carry traffic related to agricultural uses.

Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) procedures allow development proposals
to avoid contributing to intersection improvements by showing less than 20% increase in
traffic. This may result in the lack of funding for improvements to many inadequate
intersections on a county-wide basis.

Heavy truck traffic related to extractive industry causes the roads to deteriorate much
faster than normal. The roads were not built for heavy truck traffic and the life of the road
is severely shortened due to the truck volumes.

Road and Bridge revenues are adequate to provide continuing maintenance, but not
sufficient to reconstruct roads due to the truck damage, to correct safety deficiencies, or
to provide additional capacity.

The current road impact fee program bases impact fees on traffic generated from building
square footage. This fee system does not account for activities that have significant traffic
impacts, but which are not associated with structures. The impact fee system sometimes
struggles to address required road upgrades, particularly with regards to CDOT
intersections.

Without additional funding, the county should anticipate that road conditions will
gradually deteriorate and congestion will increase.

Many county/state intersections will need improvements to accommodate future
development.



9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

VISION

Concentrating future development will reduce the improvements needed on county
roads and allow improvements to be concentrated on those roads directly impacted by
development. As a result, it may be possible to maintain some county roads with little or
no major improvements.

If a Land Use application triggers a 20% increase on a CDOT roadway an access permit is
required. This often leads to required improvements and expensive upgrades that can
have a substantial impact on a proposed project.

Dedicated bicycle transportation in the Roaring Fork Valley is provided by RFTA via the
heavily-used Rio Grande trail, and by the CDOT managed Glenwood Canyon bike path.
The Colorado River trail is also planned to provide inter-city bicycle travel options from
Glenwood to New Castle and potentially beyond. Bicycles are sometimes required to use
county, state and local roads either via shared lanes or paved shoulders. The County
currently requires 8’ shoulders on arterials and 6’ shoulders on secondary access roads.
However, in some locations topography, a lack of Right-of-Way, and/or site conditions
make adequate shoulder widths impossible to achieve.

Garfield County contracts with the Roaring Fork Transit Authority (RFTA), to provide
service from Glenwood Springs to Rifle. RFTA service also extends from Glenwood Springs
to Aspen/Snowmass. RecentRETA Ridership-numbersindicate thatannualridership-was

Additional transit options and connections are provided by the Bustang, Ride Glenwood
Springs bus service, Greyhound bus service, and Amtrak.

The Garfield County Regional Airport near Rifle is an uncontrolled airport (no local tower
control) with a 7,000 foot runway that can accommodate up to a 737 airliner.

The oil/gas industry has voluntarily made significant financial contributions to the County
for maintenance and construction of county roads.

Garfield County has a safe, efficient, well-maintained and balanced transportation network that
accommodates multi-modal uses and effectively links all communities throughout the Colorado
River and Roaring Fork River corridors.

POLICIES & STRATEGIES

1.

Policy: Ensure that county roads are constructed and maintained on a safe, and fiscally
sustainable basis.



a) Strategy: Examine possible updates to Road Impact Fees. This could include
changes to account for traffic based on land uses and updating traffic fees and
numbers to Equivalent Single Axle Loads.

b) Strategy: Investigate grant funding opportunities, including from the
Transportation Alternatives Program, the Highway Safety Improvement Program,
and Safe Routes to School.

c) Strategy: Investigate funding options for industrial activities that have major
impacts on roads to contribute to maintenance of the County roadway system.