
 
Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments & Design Review Board  
                          Regular Scheduled Meeting Agenda  

Tuesday, August, 2016 at 5p.m. 
                                      Town Hall, Council Chambers, 551 Hot Springs Boulevard, Pagosa Springs, Colorado 81147 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
I.  Call to order / Roll Call 

 
II.  Announcements   

 
III.  Approval of Minutes  

A. Approval of the June 28, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  
 

IV.   Public Comment 
    A. Opportunity for the public to provide comments and to address the Planning Commission  
         on items not on the Agenda.  

 
V.   Design Review Board 
  A. Major Design Review Application for 344 Harman Park Drive, Climate Controlled Mini Storage. 
 
VI.   Planning Commission 

A. Conditional Use Permit for Climate Controlled Mini Storage at Red Ryder Court. 
 
VII.  Public Comment 

    A. Opportunity for the public to provide comments and to address the Planning Commission on  
                        items not on the Agenda.  
    
  VIII.  Reports and Comments 

A. Staff Report_ Projects, Updates and Upcoming Development Applications. 
B. Planning Commission – Comments, Ideas and Discussion. 

    C.   Upcoming Town Meetings Schedule.  
   
   
  X.  Adjournment              ____________________________ 

                           James Dickhoff, Planning Director 
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Staff Report – Tuesday, August 09, 2016 Regular Scheduled Meeting 

  
I.   Call to Order / Roll Call: 

 
 

II.  Announcements:  

 
 

III.   Approval of Minutes: 

 
A. June 28, 2016 Planning Commission minutes. 

 
Approval of 

Minutes: 

 
Staff recommends approving Minutes from the June 28, 2016 Planning Commission Public 
Hearing and/or Meeting, upon finding they are accurate.  
 

 
IV. Public Comment: 

 
A. Opportunity for the public to provide comments and to address the Planning Commission on  
     items not on the Agenda.  
 

a. 
   
At this time, Public Comment will be accepted for items not included as an agenda item. Interested 
persons have the opportunity to address the Planning Commission and express your opinions on matters 
that are not on the agenda or not listed as a public hearing item on the agenda. Public comments on any 
pending application that is the subject of a public hearing at the current or a future meeting may only be 
made during such hearing. The total time reserved for Public Comment at each meeting is 20 minutes, 
unless extended by a majority vote of the Planning Commission and each comment is limited to 2 
minutes.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments &  
Design Review Board 

                         Regular Scheduled Meeting Agenda  
Tuesday, June 28, 2016 at 5:30 p.m. 

Town Hall, Council Chambers, 551 Hot Springs Boulevard, Pagosa Springs, Colorado 81147 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

I. Call to order / Roll Call: Commissioner Maez calls the meeting to order at 5:30 PM. Present were 
Commissioners Adams, Giles and Parker. Also present were Planning Director James Dickhoff and 
Associate Planner Rachel Novak.   

 
II. Announcements: Commissioner Heidi Martinez has rescinded her position on the Planning 

Commission, Board of Adjustments, and Design Review Board effective immediately. This does open 
the vice-chair position.  

 
III. Approval of Minutes  

A. Approval of the June 14, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes: Commissioner Adams says on 
the 3rd page of the minutes about a third of the way down and discusses the denial criteria. Include 
the Planning Commission gave the following criteria. Commissioner Parker moves to approve the 
minutes as presented with the alterations as discussed. Commissioner Giles seconds. Unanimously 
approved.  

 
IV.  Public Comment 

A. Opportunity for the public to provide comments and to address the Planning Commission on items 
not on the Agenda: NONE 

 
V.  Design Review Board 

A. Major Design Review Application for 52 Village Drive, Axis Health Systems Facility: Planning Director 
James Dickhoff discusses the application. This is a public hearing and will require a period for public 
comment. Staff did conduct a pre-application meeting with the applicants and public notifications were 
issued. Planning Director James Dickhoff says the application needs to adhere to Article 2-6 of the Land 
Use Development Code. The applicants Jeff King and Tom Umbhau discuss their plan for the project. 
Mike Davis will be the engineer for the project. The applicants currently have an office space in the 
Adobe Building and 8 spaces across the state of Colorado. The facility will provide low cost health and 
dental care. Applicant Tom Umbhau discusses the architecture for the building. They have provided 
updated plans for the site to address some initial concerns from staff. There was a lot of effort put into 
the design to make the building cohesive with its surroundings. The elevations have been significantly 
modulated and the materials are composed of a mixture of materials: stone, stucco, metal, and 
horizontal siding. There was significant landscaping and lighting considerations for this project. The 
applicants are saving all of the large pine trees on the site, which is roughly 5 total trees. The lighting 
for the site will be contained within the site and will not bleed over the property lines. There will also 
be a dumpster enclosure on the site to screen this from viewers. Commissioner Adams asks about the 
design itself. He asks what the name of the design is as it is becoming popular in Colorado. Jeff King 
says the design was focused on creating a design that wouldn’t date the building to a specific time 
period. There are many options to modulate the building to make it look different and unique. The 



 

Commission thanks the applicants for being a part of our community and they feel that this building 
style will set e new precedent for Pagosa. Commissioner Parker asks about the shields on the lights 
being removable. Tom Umbhau says the shield is classified as an accessory and is confident that it is 
removable. Commissioner Adams asks about the demographics typically aimed for with this type of 
facility. Jeff King says that each location is different and once the building is open the services will be 
catered to what the community needs. One of the largest elements of this project is to provide options 
to people, families, children, and various other demographics. Mike Davis discusses the drainage for 
the site. There are a few minor changes that they have made from the original documents. The 
building location is the same. The drainage flows to the NE corner of the property, where a wetland is 
located. The main challenge for the site was the detention pond. Off-site drainage, the 3 properties to 
the west, directs their drainage onto this property. On-site and off-site drainage will be kept separate 
and will all eventually flow into the wetlands and natural drainage. There will be a minor wetlands 
impact. Planning Director James Dickhoff discusses his analysis of the project. The project is in a 
commercial district, which allows the use of medical offices. The maximum height and minimum 
setback requirements are all met. The project isn’t within a floodplain, but does contain wetlands on 
the site and is required to adhere to BMP’s for the project. The applicants are in compliance with the 
drainage and snow storage requirements. All utilities have been addresses for the site and the building 
will have sprinklers. The access points for the site are Town owned property and the Town will 
maintain the ditches. The applicants have exceeded the maximum number of spaces allowed for the 
property at roughly 60 spaces, but the code only allows for about 44 spaces. Commissioner Maez asks 
about the rezoning for a maximum number of parking spaces. Planning Director James Dickhoff says 
it’s to reduce the large size of unused parking lots. The Planning Director James Dickhoff says he is 
comfortable with the number of spaces currently proposed at 60 spaces. The landscaping has been 
adjusted to accommodate the more spaces. 12 trees minimum are required for the 60 spaces 
proposed for the site, which has been accommodated. The lighting for the site is satisfactory and the 
Planning Director James Dickhoff appreciates that the addition of a shield can be added. Commissioner 
Parker asks about the standard for measuring the light. Planning Director James Dickhoff says that the 
meter should be held flat for an accurate reading. The applicants will be installing a 5ft wide sidewalk 
in front of the property up to the entrance of the building. The applicant has successfully provided a 4 
sided design, mixture of materials, and the modulation of the roofline and façade. Commissioner 
Parker would like to have clarification on the sidewalk leading up to the building. He also feels that the 
detention pond should be landscaped. He also suggests landscaping on the inside of the NE curved 
sidewalk. He also recommends trees that would provide shade near the south and west side of the 
building. The hydrangea and lavender may also not be the best choice for the area. He recommends 
irrigation for the south side of the building. Planning Director James Dickhoff says that irrigation is not 
required, but maintaining the property is. Commissioner Parker asks about the screening for the unit 
on the building. The unit will be shielding with the same material on the building. The proposed 
monument sign meets the Town’s criteria on Village Drive. The next step for the applicant would be to 
pursue a building permit. The walkways up to the building will be 5ft up to the curve and then 
transition down to 4ft around the curve. Commissioner Adams asks about the NW parking lot being 
only for employees and if there is enough space to turn around. Mike Davis says that it is regulation 
parking, while the other parking is a bit larger. Commissioner Parker asks about plans to irrigate 
outside of the parking area. The applicant has not discussed this as of yet, but will address these 
concerns with the client. Emily Deets has property nearby and is impressed with the building design. 
She asks about the Country Center Plaza to have an egress/digress from Village Drive or possibly a 
roundabout. Planning Director James Dickhoff requested to have this project’s entry points directly 
across from the Alco Property. It has been suggested to install a traffic circle. As the property develops 



 

to the west of Alco, it may be suggested to have Village Drive access. Emily Deets is concerned about 
the increase of traffic and the flow of vehicles. She asks about the swale that directs drainage. Mike 
Davis says that the on-site drainage is primarily directed though the parking lot and off-site drainage 
will be directed through the swale. All of the drainage will be directed towards the detention pond 
overall. She says that it would be beneficial to have an elevated, gravel walking path for people to use. 
It would be nice to have a path through the wetlands for people to walk or ride their bike. Dan 
McPherson owns the lot 3H2 on the project maps. He says that being a neighbor, he feels that the 
architecture is very nice. Mr. McPherson asks about the elevation of the parking lot and 
accommodating the swale. Mike Davis says that fitting the swale to direct drainage will not be a 
problem and will adequately direct drainage. He is concerned also about the trash enclosure. Mike 
Davis says that the placement is still conceptual and could be moved. Dan McPherson would like to 
work together to make the whole area cohesive. There will be 1.5 acres of affected wetlands on the 
site from development. Commissioner Parker moves to approve the AXIS Health Systems Major Design 
Review Application submitted, finding the application to be in substantial compliance with the Town’s 
adopted Land Use Development Code, contingent that the applicant shows evidence of a storm water 
management plan and a State issued permit prior to the issuance of a building permit. Commissioner 
Giles seconds. Unanimously approved. 

 
VI.  Planning Commission 

A. Additional Discussions Regarding Minimum Lot Sizes in the R-12 and R-18 Districts: Planning 
Director James Dickhoff discusses the work session from earlier this week. The utility companies 
are concerned about the splitting of lots because the gas lines are located in the alleys. They are 
concerned with ignition sources or sewer line issues. It is imperative to maintain a 5ft distance from 
anything else that may be buried. PAWSD and La Plata had less concerns. La Plata is currently 
installing meters on structures instead of on the property line. If staff were to allow someone to 
split their lot, they need to go through the plat amendment process. Structures cannot be closer 
than 10ft together or they would need to be constructed out of fire resistant materials. Planning 
Director James Dickhoff says that there needs to be at least 7.5ft easements for utilities on both 
sides of a property. Commissioner Adams says that the Commission should push back on the 7.5ft 
requirements and feels it is over restrictive. He suggests a site specific consideration for each 
application. Planning Director James Dickhoff says it is site specific and the LUDC does require the 
5ft setback on each side in this zone. The 5ft side setbacks are a national standard for utilities. 
When staff receives a plat amendment, no building plans are typically provided. It is imperative for 
staff to ensure future development is not hindered. Every site is different and takes its own 
consideration. Commissioner Maez would like the Commission to review this information.   

 
B. Vacation Rental Zoning Discussions: Planning Director James Dickhoff discusses the current ideas 

presented to Town Council. Town Council is concerned with how vacation rental may affect the 
smaller lot sizes. They would like to have a work session with the Planning Commission on this 
issue. Town Council would like to know how we should regulate the market if we should even 
regulate it. Communities across Colorado all have very different regulations. Some possible 
considerations are a workforce housing overlay district, restrictions (number per block/area/only 
certain zones), prohibition in certain zones because of use, or let the market regulate itself. 
Currently, the Code allows for home businesses if you live at the residence full time, on site. A 
vacation rental is a business, but the owners don’t live on-site. This is the primary difference. The R-
12 and R-18 districts do not allow this use by right. Dan McPherson manages properties within the 
Town. He says owners have switched back and forth between short term and long term. He says 



 

that most of the vacation rentals are in the Pagosa Lakes area and not downtown. Mr. McPherson 
says that it’s too risky for an investor to develop site just for short term rentals. It is more likely 
they would create long term rentals. Commissioner Maez asks how many of his properties are in 
compliance with the Town. He says that by law he is required to report these to the county and 
Town. Commissioner Parker asks how Mr. McPherson determines what a long or short term rental 
is. Anything over 6months is considered long term for the county and anything over 30 days for the 
Town. Currently he has 58 long term rentals and 80 short term rentals. Commissioner Adams asks 
what the threshold is to let homes go if they are not being rented. Mr. McPherson says any 
property that doesn’t rent at least 45 days a year will be dropped fro his management. He says that 
the occupancy rate has been steadily rising over that couple of years. Properties over other uses 
are very difficult to rent. He says that most people purchase a second home for enjoyment and not 
solely to make a profit. 33% of the nights available were occupied by the owner or a renter and of 
that percentage 10% was owners. On average, most of the properties are rented for about a week. 
Commissioner Parker asks how Mr. McPherson coordinates with online sources. They only 
advertise on those sites. Mr. McPherson says that the online sites don’t rent properties as long 
throughout the year. He says his company can rent a property for roughly 13 weeks a year, while 
online sites could do 5 weeks. He says that there has been an increase for long term rentals in the 
downtown, but not from the tourists. Commissioner Adams asks if the downtown vacation rentals 
rent less than the uptown area. Dan McPherson says there is a demand for downtown rentals and 
they rent more often, but larger homes are located uptown. Commissioner Giles says that limiting 
vacation rentals is something that needs further consideration. He suggests incentives, possibly 
impact fees, for developers instead of limiting the rentals. Commissioner Adams would like to have 
Commissioner Giles join the housing group. Commissioner Parker asks how many builders are 
currently waiting to develop. He says that we shouldn’t lower standards to just accommodate 
developers. Impact fees would be helpful to raise the standard of living and development. 
Commissioner Adams says that developers are looking to be profitable and changing the zoning 
downtown, increasing the density, impact fees, and lowering other costs. Commissioner Adams 
discusses the research he did on the local rental market. He says that the rental market for short 
terms is saturated and some rental agents are urging their clients to go into the long term market. 
He feels that the Commission doesn’t have the data to provide any recommendations or decisions 
and suggests leaving this alone. He also suggests a newspaper article quoting the LUDC to get 
people in compliance and some people will most likely drop out of the short term rental market. 
Commissioner Maez asks for the Planning Director’s opinion on these issues. Planning Director 
James Dickhoff says that he is happy to hear that most of Dan McPherson’s properties are second 
homeowners. It provides evidence that is what’s occurring for properties being professionally 
managed. It is also good to hear that the market is saturated and that some property owners are 
converting back to long term. For the Commission to get involved with incentives, there needs to 
be a long term plan, but will require staff’s time to monitor the property. Planning Director James 
Dickhoff would like to see the market take its course at the present time. Commissioner Adams 
says that deed restrictions are appropriate for subsidized larger housing developments. Staff is 
currently trying to schedule a work session with Town Council on this.  

 
C. Zoning Map Discussions: Tabled for the next meeting. 

 
VII. Public Comment 

A. Opportunity for the public to provide comments and to address the Planning Commission on items 
not on the Agenda: NONE 



 

  
 VIII. Reports and Comments 

A. Staff Report_ Projects, Updates and Upcoming Development Applications: Town Council did 
approve the full construction of 8th Street.  

 
B. Planning Commission – Comments, Ideas and Discussion 

 
  C.   Upcoming Town Meetings Schedule 
  

 
X. Adjournment: Commissioner Giles moves to adjourn. Commissioner Adams seconds.  
 Unanimously approved. The meeting adjourns at 8:41 PM.  

 
 
 
                         ____________________________ 
                            Commission Chair, Ron Maez 
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Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments, 
& Design Review Board 

Staff Report – Tuesday, August 09, 2016 Regular Scheduled Meeting 

 

V. Design Review Board: 
A. Major Design Review Application for Climate Controlled Mini Storage Development located at 344 

Harman Park Drive. (Public Hearing / Quasi‐Judicial Matter). 

Project Location: 
 

Property Zoning: 
 

Nearby Land 
Use/Zoning: 

 
 

 
Property Owner #1: 

 
Applicant: 

 

Pre‐Application 

Conference:  

 

Application 

Received: 

 

Public Hearing 

Notifications:  

 

 

 

 

 

Additional Permits: 

 

 

DRB Action:  

341 Harman Park Drive, Lot E of the Harman Park Subdivision, a 7.23‐acre parcel. 
 
Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C).  
 
Zoning to the South: Agricultural Estate, Alpha Rock Ridge, Residential.  
Zoning to the East:   Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C). 
Zoning to the West:  Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C).  
Zoning to the North: Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C). 
 
Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, Inc.) 
 
Kelly Dunn and Debbie Dunn 
 

The applicant has met with the Town Planning Department a number of times in their 

preparation of submitting an application for Major Design Review.  

 

The applicant submitted an application on April 28, 2016 with drainage report and plan 

provided on July 19, 2016.  

 

Published public notice in the Sun Newspaper occurred on May 5, 2016. 

Town Hall posted public notice was posted on May 9, 2016. 

Neighborhood public notifications were mailed on May 9, 2016. 

Property posted public notice was posted on‐site on May 9, 2016. 

 

Neighbor Comments have been received and are attached. 

 

A Conditional Use Permit was approved on December 8, 2015 regarding the 

development of a mini storage at 341 Harman Park Drive.  

 

This application is a revised application from the previously DRB approved application, 
approved on May 24, 2016. The proposed revision dictates an additional public hearing 
for application review. The DRB’s review of the revised Major Design Review 
application and determination shall be in compliance with the Town’s Land Use 
Development Code.  
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The LUDC section 2.4.6 reviews Major Design Review applications:  
2.4.6.  DESIGN REVIEW  
 

A.  Purpose: 
The purpose of the design review process is to ensure compliance with the development and 
design standards of this Land Use Code prior to the issuance of a building permit or concurrent 
with other required permits, and to encourage quality development reflective of the goals and 
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
B.  Applicability: 

Design review is required for:  
1. All new commercial and mixed use development;  
2. All new multi‐family residential development including condominiums, townhomes, and  
    apartments; 
3. Any change of use from one primary use classification to another (for example, residential use to  
    commercial use);  
4. Any expansion of existing development, not including single‐family, that results in a change to a  
    building footprint of more than 5,000 square feet; and 
5. All publicly owned and operated buildings. 
 

C.  Types of Design Review: 
1. Administrative Design Review 

The following types of projects may be approved by the Director through the Administrative 
Design Review process:  
a.  Any expansion of existing development, not including single‐family, that results in a change   
        to a building footprint of at least 1,000 square feet but less than 5,000 square feet. 
b.  Duplexes and live/work units. 
 

2. Major Design Review 
Any development, with the exception of single‐family detached or duplex dwellings, that 
exceeds the size threshold for administrative design review approval shall require approval by 
the Design Review Board through the Major Design Review process. 
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LUDC section 2.4.6.E reviews procedures and processing Major Design Review applications:  
 

Figure 2.4‐12 shows the steps of the common development review procedures that apply in the review of 

applications for Major Design Review.  The common procedures are described in Section 2.3.  Specific 

additions and modifications to the common review procedures are identified below. 

1.  Step 8: Town Issues Decision/Findings. 

a. Design Review Board Review and Decision.  

The Design Review Board shall consider the application and the Staff Report and 

recommendation from the Director, and approve, conditionally approve, or deny the 

application, based on the criteria below. 

b. Approval Criteria. 

The Design Review Board may approve a Major Design Review application if all of the following 

criteria are met: 

(i)  The development plan is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and all other   

         adopted Town plans;  

(ii)  The development plan complies with all applicable development and design standards set  

        forth in this Land Use Code, including but not limited to the provisions in Article 3, Zoning     

        Districts, Article 4, Use Regulations, Article 5, Dimensional Requirements, and Article 6,  

        Development and Design Standards; 

(iii)  The development plan will not substantially alter the basic character of the surrounding  

        area or jeopardize the development or redevelopment potential of the area; and 

(iv)  The development plan is consistent with any previously approved subdivision plat, planned  

        development, or any other precedent plan or land use approval as applicable. 

c. After review and approval by the Design Review Board, the applicant shall submit a revised set  

    of final development plans based on any conditions of approval from the Design Review Board. 
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LUDC Article 3, Zoning: 

Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C) district definition: 

“The MU‐C district is intended to allow for the vertical or horizontal mixing of uses, including some 
high‐density  residential,  along major  highways.  Commercial  uses  are  appropriate,  including 
retail, offices, hotels, and tourism‐related businesses.  The district is intended to promote gradual 
development and redevelopment of existing commercial corridors to become more vibrant and 
attractive mixed‐use areas that also contain some housing, offices, and light trade.”   
 

LUDC Article 4, Allowable Uses: 
Pursuant  to  Ordinance  834,  The  table  of  allowed  indicates  that  “Warehouse  and  Freight Movement” 
subcategory “Mini Storage” uses shall be approved under a conditional use permit.  
 
A CUP was approved On December 8, 2015: The PC approved a conditional use permit for 341 Harman  
    Park Drive to Allow the Development and Operation of an Indoor Climate Controlled Mini‐Storage   
    Business, with the following conditions:    

a. The Applicant shall submit a Major Design Review application in compliance with the 
development criteria set forth in the Land Use Development Code section 2.4.6.E. 

b. The applicant shall submit a building permit application within 6 months or renew the CUP 
Application. 

c. Noise, odors and the visual condition of the site shall be monitored and regularly maintained 
in a manner to prevent adverse impacts to surrounding properties. 

d. The business shall ensure that all overhead/storage doors remain closed unless under 
current use. 

 
 

LUDC Article 5, Dimensional Requirements: 

Building Height:  

Maximum allowed in the MU‐C district is 35 feet to the roof mid‐span or 41 to the peak.   

The proposed project includes two structures. 

~ The One‐Story 38,000 sqft appears to represent a 24’‐0” roof peak height, complying with LUDC.  

~ The Two‐Story 18,000 sqft building appears to represent a 25’‐6” roof peak height, complying with LUDC.  
 

 

Yard Setbacks:  
Minimum setbacks include: Front: 20 feet from secondary roads and Side/Rear: 5 feet. 

Both proposed structures comply with the LUDC setback requirements. 
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LUDC Article 6, Development and Design Standards:  
 

Flood Damage Protection Regulations: 

The subject property is outside of the special flood hazard areas as defined by FEMA FIRM maps, thus 

requirements are not applicable to this project.  
 

Site Development Standards: 

Construction Erosion Control:  

State of Colorado “Storm Water Management Permit” requires the submission of Storm Water 

Management plans to the State of Colorado in conjunction with a State of Colorado Storm Water 

Management Permit application, for development phases that affect 1 acre or more. This project affects 2 

acres. The issuance of such permit is required prior to issuance of a building permit and prior to 

commencement of site construction activities. This permit and SWM plan identifies Best Management 

Practices (BMP’s) for the installation of silt fencing, temporary swales, straw waddles and other devices 

and procedures for the protection of downstream waters from storm waters flowing from construction 

sites, during project construction activities.  
 

Site Drainage / Drainage Analysis: 

Peak Discharge Control is required when the post‐development runoff rates exceed historic 100‐year base 

storm runoff rates due to the change in site conditions as a result of the development. Adding impervious 

surfaces (paved parking/roofs/sidewalks/ect..) increases the runoff rate because the moisture runs off 

these surfaces instead of soaking into the soils.  
 

The original Harman Park subdivision detention ponds that were to handle the subdivisions build‐out, 

were determined to be constructed contrary to the approved detention ponds, thus, the applicant’s 

engineer has provided a detention pond on site, to handle the subject property storm water detention 

requirements. The engineer’s analysis is included in the applicant’s application packet.  
 

 

Snow Storage: 
LUDC 6.3.3: “Adequate space for snow storage shall be provided. For planning purposes, one (1) square foot of snow 

storage space is generally necessary for each two (2) square feet of area to be cleared”. 

 

A snow storage area was not designated on the site plans. The applicant should provide a designated area 

on the site plan that formally notes the areas provided or an exhibit and explanation for snow storage 

areas that indicates the sf to be cleared and the sf of storage area.  
 

Sanitary Sewer: 

The applicant has initiated conversations with the Harman Park property owner’s association, who 

manages the private sewer collection system. The engineering plans state the project is within PAWSD 

district, however, the sanitation district is actually Pagosa Springs Sanitation General Improvement District 

(PSSGID). 
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Potable Water: 

The applicant has initiated conversations and design considerations with Pagosa Area Water and 

Sanitation district for the proposed development potable water needs.  
 

Fire Hydrants: 

Fire Hydrant review and placement has been previously considered at the time the subdivision was plated. 

Additional review of existing facilities will be conducted by the Fire Code Official (TOPS, Building Official) as 

part of the building permit application review. Also, the buildings are proposed to be fire‐sprinkled.  
 

Electrical Power Utility: 

The applicant has initiated conversations and design considerations with LPEA.  
 

Natural Gas Utility: 

The applicant has initiated conversations and design considerations with Blackhills Gas Company (formerly 

Source Gas).  
 

Sensitive Area Protection: 

Slopes: 

The subject property is relatively flat in nature, however, it does slope to the NE corner, where the 

detention pond will be located.   
 

Natural Features: 

There are a number of existing trees on the property. Phase one does not indicate preserving trees within 

that phase area.  
 

Areas of Special Flood Hazard: 

The subject property is outside of the FEMA FIRM maps for flood hazards.  
 

Areas of sensitive Hazard Areas: 

Sensitive Hazard Areas have not been identified on this subject property. 
 

Geologic Hazard Areas: 

Geologic Hazards are not identified on this subject property. 
 

Wild Life Hazard Areas: 

The Town’s Comprehensive Plan includes a “Wildlife Habitat” map. The subject property is within the 

“Black‐Bear and Human conflict Area, as is the entire Town of Pagosa Springs. The subject property is 

outside any delineated areas for Geese Brooding Concentration, Elk Migration and Osprey Foraging.  
  
Perimeter Fencing: 

Perimeter fencing has not been proposed for this development project at this time.  
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Riparian Setbacks: 

There are no Riparian features on the subject property. 
 

 

Access and Circulation: 

Connectivity: 

The subject property is currently accessed from Harman Park Drive with lighted intersection access from 

Hwy 160.  
 

Traffic Generation: 

Anticipated traffic generation created by the proposed project was contemplated when the original 

subdivision was approved and Hwy 160 intersection improvements were constructed. No additional 

impacts are anticipated.  
 

Roadways: 

CDOT/County/Town adopted Access Control Plan (ACP) compliance: 

Harman Park Drive is part of the secondary road network identified in the Access Control Plan (ACP) 

jointly adopted by the Town, County and CDOT. With that said, the roadway has not been accepted by 

the Town as of yet due to compaction and material testing results. The Town Council will eventually 

consider accepting the roadway and possible concessions for doing so.   
 

Roadway Classification: 

1) The classification of Harman Park Drive was designed as a Minor Collector Roadway. This    

     roadway is existing and improvements are not required with the increased ADT’s expected.  

2) The classification of the ACP secondary road will be Classified as a Minor Collector road, with   

     ADT’s between 400‐2499. The actual installation of connectivity to this ACP roadway will occur as   

       development occurs to the east. 

 

Parking and Vehicular Access: 

Private Driveway: 

The Private driveway design includes two 24‐foot‐wide accesses from Harman Park Drive. The eastern 

access does overlay on a plat dedicated 50‐foot‐wide utility and pedestrian easement. There is an available 

approximate 17 feet in width remaining for a future multi‐use trail installation. The trail is conceptualized 

to eventually connect with Great West Ave. Typically trail easements are 20 feet wide, to accommodate a  

10‐foot trail with 5‐foot‐wide drainage facilities on each side of the trail. The development will handle the 

drainage on the west side, thus staff believes a 17‐foot‐wide area for the trail is sufficient.  
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Parking and Loading Areas: 

Parking Area Layout and Design: 

1) Stall Dimensions: 

 Parking lot vehicle stalls are designed at a 90‐degree angle and dimensioned at 9 feet wide and 18 

feet long in compliance with LUDC table 6.9‐4.  

 Parking lot isle is designed for two‐way traffic and dimensioned in compliance with the LUDC.  
 

2) Number of Parking Spaces:  

 Table 6.9‐1: Ministorage Parking Requirements: 1 per 50 units, plus 1 per 300 sf of office area, plus vehicle 

stacking spaces for security gate. Aisles suitable for temporary loading and unloading may be counted as 

required parking stalls in accordance with Table 6.9‐4 as determined by the traffic engineer. 

The Revised Project includes a 117 storage unit structure and a 211 storage unit structure, 

requiring a minimum of 7 parking spaces. The applicant proposes 21 parking spaces exceeding the 

minimum 7 spaces required.   

Two HC spaces will be provided (minimum 1 per 25 spaces is required).  

 
 

3) Parking Area Layout: 
 The parking lot surface will be an asphalt pavement surface.   

 The Parking lot design provides with curb and gutter to direct drainage on the surface.  

 

4) Parking Lot Landscaping: 
 LUDC requires one tree for each 5 parking spaces. 

A minimum of 4 trees are required within the parking lot. Staff recommends the project incorporate 

the required tress within the parking islands and bump outs, providing the intended buffering and 

shading.  

 LUDC 6.9.4.C requires 10 percent of the parking lot shall be used for landscaping.  

The Landscape strip between the building and the parking lot serves as the required 10% parking lot 

landscaping treatment at 38%, 2160 sqft compared to the adjacent parking area of 5600sqft which 

includes the future lot expansion area.  

 

5) Circulation Area Design: 
Phase One proposes two 24’‐0” wide accesses from Harman Park Drive. Pedestrian connectivity from 

the public sidewalk is provided. The traffic flow is set up to accept cargo drop in through the building, 

heading east and exiting via the eastern access to Harman Park Drive.  

 

6) Exterior Lighting: 
Exterior parking lot lighting is not proposed. The applicant has indicated exterior building lights will be 

installed. All exterior lighting shall be inspected after installation for compliance. All light sources shall 

be completely concealed so as not to be visible from off site. Staff highly recommend the applicant 

meet with staff on all proposed exterior lighting fixtures prior to installation. 
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7) Parking Lot Drainage: 
Parking lot drainage is conveyed on the surface via curb and gutter to the detention pond. 

 
 

8) Loading/Unloading Areas: 
The loading area is proposed as a drive through, thus concealing the loading areas from view.  

 

Sidewalks, Multi‐Use Paths and Trails: 

1) Sidewalks along Harman Park Drive do not extend to this property. The applicant will provide a 

public sidewalk improvement along their property, for future connectivity.  

2) Internally, pedestrian paths are provided from the parking lot to the building, however, 

crosswalk stripping should be provided between the parking lot and building entrance to 

delineate the pedestrian route across vehicle drive lanes.  

Commercial and Mixed‐Use Design Standards: 

1) Site Layout: 
The proposed development is a new development on a vacant 7.23‐acre lot.  The applicant 

proposes a phased project, with the first phase being reviewed at this DRB stage.  
 

2) Building Orientation: 
One Story: Orientation has the main entrance, both vehicular and pedestrian, on the west side. 

Two Story: Orientation has the main entrance, both vehicular and pedestrian, on the east side. 
 

3) Pedestrian Environment: 

      The applicant has provided pedestrian access and connectivity throughout phase one,           

       consistent with the intent of the LUDC and Comprehensive plan, however, crosswalk stripping  

      should be provided between the parking lot and building entrance to delineate the pedestrian  

      route.  
 

4) Building Design: 
The proposed one story 36,000 square foot building design has provided:  

a. The walls contain no more than 30% metal siding (29.73%)   

b. Wall modulation is proposed on the north and south side.   

c. The roof line has been broken with a center raised portion  

 
 

5) Building Materials: 

LUDC section 6.7.3.B.2 supports the use of a wide range of building materials, including but not 

limited to: wood, brick, stone and stucco.  

Proposed exterior building materials include the use of: 

a. Painted Metal Siding.  

b. Stucco 

c. Raised Seam Metal Roofing 
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6) Architectural Style: 
The DRB should consider if the architectural style compliments the character of the adjacent 

existing buildings (LUDC 6.7.B.3) 
 

7) Four‐Sided Design: 
                    Four sided design appears to have been achieved, with similar level of design detail on all four  

                    Sides of each building. 
 

Landscaping and Buffers: 

15% of the site is required to be landscaped per LUDC section 5.1.2. The applicant has provided a 

landscaping plan that indicates 17% landscaping and identifies locations and plant species as well as 

mulched areas and re‐vegetation after construction.  

 

1) Design Standards:  
Living plants and cobble rock is proposed in most planting areas. The area east of the west 

access entrance has a large area of cobble. Staff would recommend an enhanced surface 

appearance be considered (dry creek feature or some large boulders. Or ?). 

2) Protection of Existing vegetation: 
Few existing mature ponderosa trees are proposed for preservation within phase one, 

however, it appears that as additional phases are pursued, these trees maybe removed, thus 

credit for trees at this time is premature in staff’s opinion. The remaining portion of the 

property not included in this phase will not be affected or trees removed until those phases are 

constructed.   

3) Maintenance: 

The property owner is required to maintain all plantings associated with the plan submitted 

and approved by the DRB.  
 

4) Plant Materials: 

Plant species and materials are called out on the landscape plan.  
 

5) Visibility and Security:  
No visual obstructions or security concerns have been identified.  

 

6) Landscape Plan: 
The applicant has provided a landscape plan for the DRB’s consideration.  

 

Buffering and Screening: 

1) Loading and Service Areas: 
Service and loading areas are indoors.  

2) Mechanical Equipment: 

Mechanical Equipment has been indicated by the applicant to be incorporated interior of the 

building.  
 

3) Dumpsters and Trash Storage Areas: 
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The applicant has not indicated where this area will be located or what shielding will be 

provided.  
 

Exterior Lighting Plan: 

1) Light Sources Shielded from View: 

The applicant has not indicated any exterior lighting in the submitted plans. The applicant shall 

submit an illumination plan with fixture specification sheets if any exterior lighting is to be 

installed, confirming that all exterior light sources will be shielded/concealed from off‐site view. 

Staff highly recommends a meeting with the Planning Department to review proposed fixtures 

prior to installation.  
 

2) Foot Candle calculations: 
The referenced illumination plan may be required to include foot candle levels along the 

property lines if necessary.  Planning Director shall make that determination once presented 

with an exterior lighting plan/proposal. 
   

Sign Code:  

The applicant has not submitted a sign plan. Staff can administratively approve a sign permit if directed by 

the DRB. 555 sq.ft. total exterior signage allowable for the entire property (all phases combined).  

1) Freestanding Signs: Monument style sign required, up to 100 sq. ft. per side and 20’ tall 

maximum. 
 

 

2) Wall signage: No more than 100 sq. ft. per side.  
 

Building Code and Building Permit: 

1) The applicant has indicated the submission of a building permit following a determination on 

the development’s Major Design Review application at the DRB public hearing.  
 

Impact Fees:  

1) The proposed development is subject to Impact fees pursuant to LUDC article 10.  

54,818 sqft new Industrial building square footage. The fee can be deferred over 10 years, with 

annual payments at 3% interest.  

                                           Roads      Reg. Pub Building        Emer Serv Pro  Total 

    Per 1,000 sf                 $1,694.00           $159.00                       $741.00                 $2,594.00    

     54,818 sf=                   $92,861.69       $8,716.06                       $40,620.14    $142,197.89 
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Staff recommends the DRB consider the Applicants Major Design Review application, Staff’s analysis and 
all public comments as they relate to the Land Use Development Code.  Staff has the following alternative 
actions for the DRB’s consideration only, as the DRB is not limited to these alternative actions. 
 

1. Approve the Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. Major Design Review 
Application submitted, finding the application to be in substantial compliance 
with the Town’s adopted Land Use Development Code, contingent on the 
following items:   

a. The applicant shall provide a snow storage plan or exhibit indicting snow storage areas, the square 
feet to be cleared and the square feet of storage area. 
 

b. The applicant shall provide design details regarding a dumpster/trash collection area and the 
screening of such. 

 

c. Provide pedestrian crossing markings designating the route through the driveway area.  
 

d. Provide revised landscape plan indicating parking lot tree and locations.  
 

e. Exterior lighting plan or proposed fixtures were not included in the application submittal. If Exterior 
lighting is to be incorporated, the Applicant shall provide an illumination plan and LUDC 
Compliance will be determined after installation of fixtures.  

 

f. Provide proof of State Storm Water Management Plan Permit prior to Building Permit Issuance.  
 

g. Each Additional project phase requires the submission of a Major Design Review application.  
 

h. PLUS, ADDITIONAL CONTINGIUENCIES AS DETERMINED BY THE DRB……… 
 
 

2.  DENY the Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. Major Design Review Application 
submitted, finding the application is not in substantial compliance with the 
Town’s adopted Land Use Development Code. 
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Major Design Review by Reynolds Ash + Associates.



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

189 Talisman Dr. Suite C, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc.
“PCCS, Inc.”

Major Design Review Submittal:
July 26th, 2016

Submittal Requirements Checklist References Criteria:

(m) General Development Information:

(I) We are requesting approval of our Major Design Review submittal for a proposed Indoor 
Climate Controlled Storage Facility located at 341 Harmen Park Drive.  The plan is 
consistent with the conditional use permit allowed by the towns planning commission with 
no modifications as requested by town planner and planning commission.  The project will
ultimately have a mix of commercial/retail buildings along Harmen Park Drive with 
storage/commercial building to the south of those structures. The current zoning for the site 
is MU-C Mixed Use Commercial and as noted above the mini-storage or Industrial use was 
allowed by the planning commission by a conditional use permit.

The storage buildings will be 1 or 2 stories. The initial storage buildings will be one single
story building (36,818 square feet) and one two-story building (18,000 square feet). All 
storage buildings will have a fire sprinkler system and future commercial/retail buildings are 
to be determined if a fire sprinkler system is required.  Future phases of storage buildings are 
anticipated to be similar structures/buildings, the only difference being the buildings colors.  
The developer would like to make each building unique in color to differentiate each 
building for each other.

Proposed parking will develop with each phase as required.  The development is designed to
accommodate future commercial uses as the parking requirements for mini-storage are 
minimal.  Future buildings use and size will be limited to the amount of parking provided. 

The development will have provide a minimum of 15% landscaping/open space per the 
LUDC as indicated on the L-101 sheet by RA+A.  Exact calculations are provided on L-101
for each phase.

The project is anticipating on completing the project in 4+ phases with Phase One beginning 
this summer as indicated on the AS-101 sheet by RA+A.



(II) See Davis Engineering’s Report and Plan for estimate of developments need for water, sewer, 
fire protection and the route of utility connections.

(III) The proposed use satisfies the Town's Land Use Plan and Comprehensive Plan.

(IV) No exceptions are being requested at this time of the LUDC.



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

(p) Grading and Drainage Plan/Report:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

Attached:

Grading and Drainage Plan Prepared by Davis Engineering
Grading and Drainage Report Prepared by Davis Engineering



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

(q) Master Utility Plan:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

Attached:

Master Utility Plan Prepared by Davis Engineering



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

(s) Codes & Covenants:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

N/A



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

(t) Context & Vicinity Map:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

Attached:

Context & Vicinity Map Prepared by Davis Engineering



ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

(v) Engineering Plans and Specifications:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

Attached:

Engineering Plans Prepared by Davis Engineering
Specifications Prepared by Davis Engineering

















ARCHITECTURE and ENGINEERING

1140 Main Ave. Suite B, Durango, CO 81301     Phone 970. 259.7494      Fax  970.259.7492 

262 Pagosa St. Suite 200, Pagosa Springs, CO  81147     Phone 970.264.6884      Fax 970.731.0990 

CDOT Access Permit:

Project: Pagosa Climate Control Storage, Inc. (PCCS, INC)
Date: July 26th, 2016

Property: (Parcel #569915319013):  

Attached:

N/A
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VI. Planning Commission: 
 

A. Conditional Use Permit for 24 and 66 Red Ryder Court to Allow the Construction and Operation of an 

Indoor Climate Controlled Mini Storage Business. 
 

 

Project Locations: 
 

Property Zoning: 
 

Nearby Land Use/Zoning: 
 

 
 

 

Property Owner: 
 

Applicants: 
 

Relative LUDC section: 
 

Planning Commission Action: 
 

 

24 and 66 Red Ryder Court within the Harman Park Commercial Subdivision 
 

Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C).  
 

East: MU‐C, within Harman Park 
West: MU‐C, within Harman Park 
South: County, Agricultural Estate, Alpha Rock Ridge subdivision. 
North: MU‐C, within Harman Park  
 

Glacier Bank 
 

Mr. Kelly Dunn 
 

LUDC section 2.4.4., Conditional Use Permits 
 

Consider application for Condition Use Permit to allow the development and 
operation of a proposed indoor climate controlled mini‐storage business. The 
PC’s determination could be Approval, Approval with contingencies or Denial.  
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On July 11, 2016 the Planning Department received an application for a Condition Use Permit (CUP), for 
the construction and operation of a proposed indoor climate controlled mini‐storage business to be located 
at  24  and  66  Red  Ryder  Court.  The  applicant  is  seeking  approval  prior  to  the  investment  for  design, 
engineering  services  and  purchasing  the  subject  property  to  ensure  the  proposed  development  and 
business will be allowed at this location.  
 

The Planning Commission will be considering either: 
1) Approval of the proposed development and business. 
2) Approval of the proposed development and business with contingencies. 
3) Denial of the proposed development and business. 

 

If approved, the applicant will be required to submit an application for Major Design Review for the Design 
Review Boards consideration at a Public Hearing within one year of CUP approval.  
 

Definition for the Mixed Use Corridor (MU‐C) district:  
The MU‐C district is intended to allow for the vertical or horizontal mixing of uses, including some high‐
density  residential,  along major  highways.    Commercial  uses  are  appropriate,  including  retail,  offices, 
hotels, and  tourism‐related businesses.   The district  is  intended  to promote gradual development and 
redevelopment of existing commercial corridors to become more vibrant and attractive mixed‐use areas 
that also contain some housing, offices, and light trade. 
 
LUDC section 2.4.4 outlines the process and considerations for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  
Please see attached LUDC section 2.4.4 Steps 1‐11 for full explanation.  

2.4.4.       CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS  

A. Purpose 

This Section provides a discretionary approval process for conditional uses, which have unique 
or widely varying operating characteristics or unusual site development features.  The procedure 
encourages  public  review  and  evaluation  of  a  use’s  operating  characteristics  and  site 
development features and is intended to ensure that proposed conditional uses will not have a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  surrounding  uses  or  on  the  community‐at‐large.    Specific 
conditional uses allowed in each zone district are listed in Table 4.1‐1, Table of Allowed Uses. 

B. Relationship to Design Review Requirements 

1. Coordination with Design Review  

If design review  is necessary for the proposed conditional use, then the development 
plan and the conditional use applications shall be processed concurrently.  In such cases, 
the  Planning  Commission  shall  be  the  final  decision‐making  entity  for  both  the 
development  plan  and  the  conditional  use.    The  Planning  Commission  shall  render 
separate decisions on the applications based on the applicable approval criteria in this 
Section 2.4.4. (for the conditional use) and Section 2.4.6. (for the development plan). 
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2. Lapse of Conditional Use Approval Upon Design Review Expiration 

If  design  review  is  necessary  for  the  proposed  conditional  use,  the  approval  of  the 
conditional use shall be conditioned on the design review approval.   Accordingly, the 
approval of any conditional use shall lapse and become null and void upon the expiration 
of the approved development plan, unless otherwise restricted by the Town. 

C. Procedure 

Figure 2.4‐9 shows the steps of the common development review procedures that apply in the 
review of applications for conditional use permits.   The common procedures are described  in 
Section  2.3.    Specific  additions  and  modifications  to  the  common  review  procedures  are 
identified below. 

 

Step 8:   Town Issues Decision/Findings 
A. Approval Criteria  

The Director or the Planning Commission may approve a proposed conditional use that meets all of the following 

criteria: 

i. The proposed use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and all applicable provisions of this Land Use 

Code and applicable state and federal regulations; 

ii. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning district in which it is located and 

any applicable use‐specific standards in Article 4 of this Land Use Code; 

iii. The  proposed  use  is  compatible  with  adjacent  uses  in  terms  of  scale,  site  design,  and  operating 

characteristics (such as, but not limited to, hours of operation, traffic generation, lighting, noise, odor, dust, 

and other external impacts); 

iv. Any significant adverse impacts anticipated to result from the use will be mitigated or offset to the maximum 

extent practicable; and 

v. Facilities  and  services  (including  sewage  and  waste  disposal,  water,  gas,  electricity,  police  and  fire 

protection, and roads and transportation, as applicable) will be available to serve the subject property while 

maintaining adequate levels of service for existing development; and 

vi. Adequate assurances of continuing maintenance have been provided. 

B. Subsequent Ownership 

Successors and/or assigns of the person(s) who originally obtained conditional use permits may make use of the 

land or structures covered under  the  issued permits and must abide by all  the  terms and conditions of  the 

permits, unless otherwise stipulated  in the approval process.   Successors and/or assigns of an  issued permit 

must change  the names on  the original permit and have a  letter of acknowledgment  signed,  filed with  the 

Director, and recorded by the subject property owner.   
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LUDC Section 2.4.4 sets forth approval criteria for CUP applications. Following are the approval criteria 
and staff’s observations and recommendations under each criteria.  

Step 8:   Town Issues Decision/Findings 
A. Approval Criteria  

The Director or the Planning Commission may approve a proposed conditional use that meets ALL of the 

following criteria: 
 

i. The proposed use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and all applicable provisions of this Land Use 

Code and applicable state and federal regulations; 

Staff Comments: The proposed Indoor Climate Controlled Mini‐Storage development and business is located 

in the MU‐C district,  in a previously approved commercial subdivision. The LUDC zoning map was adopted 

under guidance from the Comprehensive Plan, thus is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan. 

If approved, the applicant shall submit an application for major design review for the Design Review Board’s 

consideration to ensure compliance with site and building design criteria as set forth in the LUDC. 
 

ii. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning district in which it is located and 

any applicable use‐specific standards in Article 4 of this Land Use Code; 

Staff Comments: “Article 4 and the table of allowed uses”  indicates Mini‐Storage under the  industrial uses 

category as an allowable use with an approved CUP in the MU‐C district.  Given the proposed indoor nature 

of this mini‐storage facility, there should be minimal impacts to the surrounding properties.  

The plan to use a portion of the indoor space prior to phase two completion as a Gym, indoor tennis/pickle 

ball court, which are considered allowable uses by  right  in  the MU‐C district. The use  specific  site design 

criteria are essentially the same for both of the proposed uses and shall be considered during major design 

review.    
 

iii. The  proposed  use  is  compatible  with  adjacent  uses  in  terms  of  scale,  site  design,  and  operating 

characteristics (such as, but not limited to, hours of operation, traffic generation, lighting, noise, odor, dust, 

and other external impacts); 

Staff Comments: With the exception of customers parking to access the office or their indoor storage space, 

the mini‐storage will contain most all activities indoors. Many times these type of establishments accumulate 

items that are not associated with the business. Staff would recommend addressing this in the PC’s Approval 

contingencies. Site improvements require a Major Design Review Application to be considered by the Design 

Review Board for compliance with the LUDC regarding exterior lighting, landscaping, driveway and parking, 

building design and appearance, site drainage, ect…  

 

iv. Any  significant  adverse  impacts  anticipated  to  result  from  the  use will  be mitigated  or  offset  to  the 

maximum extent practicable; and 

Staff Comments: The majority of all activity on the property will occur indoors, thus, adverse impacts are not 

anticipated. Site  improvements require a Major Design Review Application and specific mitigations can be 

considered at that time.    
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v. Facilities  and  services  (including  sewage  and  waste  disposal,  water,  gas,  electricity,  police  and  fire 

protection, and roads and transportation, as applicable) will be available to serve the subject property while 

maintaining adequate levels of service for existing development; and 

Staff Comments:  All public utilities are available in the Harman Park Subdivision. The project site is within the 

Town’s  jurisdiction and police  service  area as well as  the Pagosa  Fire District boundaries. The utility and 

services demands of the proposed project can be accommodate with the current availability while maintaining 

adequate  levels of  service. The applicant  is  required  to provide evidence of all utilities  servicing  the new 

development in the major design review application.  

The roads within the Harman Park subdivision have not yet been accepted by the Town and are currently 

privately owned and maintained by the Subdivisions Owners Association. 

The Sanitation system is privately owned by the Subdivision Owners Association and transfers into the Pagosa 

Springs Sanitation General Improvement District (PSSGID) infrastructure. 
 

vi. Adequate assurances of continuing maintenance have been provided. 

Staff Comments: Staff recommends that  language  is  included  in the approval contingencies to ensure site 

maintenance  is ongoing  as  a  contingency  for  allowing  the development  and  continued operation of  this 

business at this location.  
 

A
TT
A
C
H
M
EN

TS
    

 

~ Letter of explanation from the Applicant  
~ Lots Location Map 
 
 

P
U
B
LI
C
 N
O
TI
C
E 

   
Public notification is required for this public hearing agenda item. Public notification was conducted for 
the July 26, 2016 Planning Commission public hearing to consider the CUP application as follows:  
 

Public notification was provided as follows: 
1) Public notice was posted on the subject property on July 11, 2016. 
2) Public notice was posted at Town Hall on July 11, 2016. 
3) Public notice was published in the Pagosa Springs Sun newspaper  

In the too late to classify section on July 14, 2016 and in the Public Notice section on July 21, 2016. 
       4) Public noticed mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the property on July 11, 2016.   
 



   

Staff Report            Board of Adjustments, Design Review Board & Planning Commission               Page 19  of   23  

Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments, 
& Design Review Board 

Staff Report – Tuesday, August 09, 2016 Regular Scheduled Meeting 
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The Town Planning Director recommends the Planning Commission consider the CUP application 
submitted, materials submitted with the application, the Staff Report and all testimony/evidence 
received at the public hearing. Below are 2 alternative actions for the PC’s consideration only, as the PC is 
not limited to these recommendations.   

 
1) APPROVE a Conditional Use Permit for 24 and 66 Red Ryder Court to Allow the Development and 

Operation of an Indoor Climate Controlled Mini‐Storage Business, with the following 
conditions………    
a. The Applicant shall submit a Major Design Review application in compliance with the 

development criteria set forth in the Land Use Development Code section 2.4.6.E. 
b. The applicant shall submit a building permit application within 6 months or renew the CUP 

Application. 
c. Noise, odors and the visual condition of the site shall be monitored and regularly maintained 

in a manner to prevent adverse impacts to surrounding properties. 
d. The business shall ensure that all overhead/storage doors remain closed unless under current 

use. 
e. Other Contingencies as determined by the Planning Commission…. 

 
2) DENY a Conditional Use Permit for 24 and 66 Red Ryder Court to Allow the Development and 

Operation of an Indoor Conditioned Space Mini‐Storage.  
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IX.  Reports and Comments: 
 

A. Planning Director Report –  
 

 

   
Historic Preservation Board (HPB) Update 

1) In recognition of the Town’s 125th anniversary, the HPB has coordinated hosting several 
performances by regional talent to represent the multi ‐cultural collection of the people who are a 
part of the fabric of the area, at this year’s Archuleta County Fair, August 5, 6 and 7th, including: 
     

  Jicarilla Junior High Drummers from Dulce, NM 
    (Students perform traditional drumming representing the Jicarilla Apache Nation heritage).   
    4 performances:   Friday 8/5/16 11AM –Noon and 3‐4PM 
          Saturday 8/6/16  ‐ 1‐2PM and Sunday 8/7/16 – 1‐2PM 
 

  Semillas del la Tierra (Adams State University sponsored Spanish dancers in beautiful colorful costumes).  
    2 performances:  Friday night August 6th, 8‐9PM and Saturday August 7th  11AM‐Noon  
CANCELLED Due to Illness. 
 

 Variety Express (Old Time Rock, Spanish Traditional, Cumbia, Ranchera, Country Western & Pop music).   
    1 Friday night performance August 6, 2016 with a 9PM start and 12:30AM finish. 
 

  Colorado Thunder (Performing traditional Country Western music, playing Merle, Johnny, Waylon etc). 
    1 Saturday Night August 6, 2016 at 4H Chuck Wagon 4:30 Start 
 

  Centennial Ranch Owner Recognition: 6 Centennial Ranch owners will be recognized by the HPB during  
    the chuck wagon dinner. Owners will be present a Commemorative Coffee Mug Set.   
    Saturday Night August 6, 2016 at 4H Chuck Wagon 4:30 Start 
   

  The HPB is also looking at an informational manned booth and displays.  

 
2) The HPB completed its Historic District Sandwich Board Sign survey review and has developed a 

recommendation for Town Council’ s consideration, which may be heard by Town Council on 
August 2, 2016. The HPB would also like the TC to comment on how they would like to handle 
sidewalk displays including magazine/newspaper stands.  
 

3) The HPB has been reviewing a web page format developed by Rachel Novak, and have provide 
direction to staff for information for inclusion. The site will be populated with information about 
the HPB and Historic Preservation in the near future. 

 

4) The HPB has developed a recommendation for Town Councils consideration regarding the 
response from the High School art department and participation in a student Mural on Main 
project, which may be heard by Town Council on August 2, 2016. 

 

5) The HPB has designated a sub‐committee to coordinate a public work session regarding the Water 
Works Facility and possible re‐purposing of the property. The information collected will be 
presented to Town Council for inclusion into the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. 
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6) The Movie Series “Into the West” showed at the liberty Theater as part of the HPB Historic 

Preservation Month activities. The 6‐part series were free and attendance was excellent with 40 ‐ 
60 in attendance at each showing.  

 

7) The HPB has expressed that the Town needs to be a larger part of the Courthouse Discussions. The 
Town Council had recently expressed interest in a BoCC work session to discuss the future 
Courthouse considerations, however, this work session has not yet been scheduled.  

  
The next regular HPB meetings will be held on July 27, 2016 and August 10, 2016 at 5:45 pm in Town Hall. 
 

Planning Commission 
Staff has extended the period for accepting letters of intent for a regular planning commissioner until 
August 31, 2016. We had a few individuals interested that have not been able to submit letters of intent 
within the original deadline date.  
 
Two Rivers Gravel Pit 
On June 28, 2016, the Archuleta County Board of County Commissioners, denied the issuance of a permit 
for the proposed Two Rivers Gravel Pit, 15 miles south on Trujillo Road. The Town Planning Director had 
provided concerns regarding the exclusive use of Town roads for transporting deliveries, requesting an 
equitable delivery route map and plan.  
 

Safe Routes to School Grant  
The Project Manager has issued a request for qualifications for design and engineering services in 
compliance with CDOT regulations. Responses are due back on August 8, 2016. A short list of consultants 
will be selected to provide a bid proposal for design services.  
Construction is planned to occur in 2017.  
Our Safe Routes to School Infrastructure grant application was fully funded at $346,500.  The state 
received 21 applications with our application scoring #4 out of the 7 projects awarded funding.  
Following are the financial contributions the Planning Director was able to negotiate and secure for the 
project: SRTS approved $346,500, The Town Council approved $80,000, the BOCC $10,000 and the School 
district $3,500, Totaling $440,000.  
 
Historic Water Works Facility 
Staff received notification that our State Historical Fund Grant application was awarded in the amount of 
$167,000! The restoration and stabilization project will occur in 2017. 
 
Historic Water Works Facility Future Repurposing  
The HPB has designated a sub‐committee to coordinate a public input work session format regarding the 
future potential of the Water Works Facility site, including the stone arch bridge.  This is being initiated to 
ensure a full understanding of the site is considered for potential future repurposing and use of the Town 
owned site. The information will be valuable as this site is considered in our 2006 comprehensive plan as 
an opportunity site. The results will be incorporated into the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.  
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Rumbaugh Creek Bridge Update 
We have received the preliminary restoration plans, unfortunately 3 months behind schedule. State 
Historical Fund staff is currently reviewing the plans for compliance with their criteria, however, due to 
staff changes at SHF, they are 2 months behind in reviewing our documents.  A RFP for restoration services 
will be advertised once we receive and incorporate SHF comments into the final plans.  
 

Town to Pagosa Lakes Trail, East Phase Update: 
This trail segment project has been advertised for construction bids and awarded to UCAL construction 
services.  Town Council elected to include a concrete trail option and street lighting and allocated 
additional funds for these and other additional expenses. The contractor will begin the project with the 
next 4 weeks or so. 
 

South Eighth Street Re‐construction Project: 
Town Council has awarded the project and construction is anticipated to begin before the end of August, 
with the north end being the focus in 2016 and the south end being completed in 2017.  
 

Town to Pagosa Lakes Trail, West Phase Update: 
We have received CDOT Right‐of‐Way approval and have submitted final plans to CDOT for final review. 
We are expecting to receive approval to proceed with advertising for construction bids by August 3, 2016 

at which time we will advertise for construction bids, to ensure construction can begin in 2016.  
 

Harman Park Drive 
We have met with members of the Harman Park Association board, to discuss the considerations for the 
Town’s acceptance of Harman Park Drive, Papoose Court and Red Ryder Court into the Town’s Road 
system. Staff hopes to bring considerations to Town Council in the near future.  
 

Main Street Mural  
We have conducted discussions with the High School Art Teacher regarding the potential of a student 
mural project. Though the interest was very high, it was determined they would not be able to 
accommodate such a project this school year, but, wanted to have the opportunity during the next round 
(next art work change out in 5 years) or another appropriate project. 
The HPB is currently reviewing the RFP prior to advertisement for proposals and bids. 
 

Mill Creek Road Annexation 
Staff is working on the annexation process, currently developing the legal description of the area to be 
considered for annexation. Local surveyors are very busy currently, thus staff hopes to have the legal 
ready before the August 18 TC meeting, when TC will consider a petition for annexation.  
 

Comprehensive Plan Update  
We have advertised for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. The RFP was available on July 14 and bids 
are due back prior to August 5, 2016. Staff will provide a summary of responses to Town Council at the 
August 18, 2016 meeting for award consideration.  
Staff would like to have a small committee review the RFP’s and conduct interviews with the short listed 
respondents. A TC and PC member or two would be very beneficial on this review committee, and 
suggests at least one appointment by Town Council and the Planning Commission.  Staff will ask the Parks 
and Recreation and Historic Preservation Board to also participate.   
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IX.  Reports and Comments: 
B. Planning Commission – 

 

IX.  Reports and Comments: 
C. Upcoming Scheduled Town Meetings. 

 

a. 

 

Next Scheduled PC Meetings:       
~ Tuesday, August 23, 2016 @ 5:30pm in Town Hall, Regular Meeting 
~ Tuesday, September 13, 2016 @ 5:30pm in Town Hall, Regular Meeting 
 

b. 

 

Next Regular Scheduled Historic Preservation Board meetings:  
~ Wednesday, August 10, 2016 at 5:45pm in Town Hall  
~ Wednesday, August 24, 2016 at 5:45pm in Town Hall 
 

c. 

 

 Next Regular Town Council Meetings:  
~ Thursday August 18, 2016 at 5pm in Town Hall.  
~ Tuesday, September 6, 2016 at 5:30pm in Town Hall 
 

d. 

 

 Next Regular Parks and Recreation Board Meeting:  
 ~ Tuesday, September 9, 2016 @ 5:30pm in the Ross Aragon Community Center  

 

 

County / Town Planning and Development Application Review 
The Archuleta County Planning Department and Town Planning Department have been working together 
to ensure each entity receives an opportunity to comment on projects that are occurring with each others 
planning areas. This has helped ensure continuity between the two entity’s and consistency within our 
community.  With development at its highest point since 2007‐2008, the Town Planning Director has 
reviewed and commented on approximately 12 County Development projects this year.  
 

Smaller Lot Size TC / PC Work Session 
The Planning Director is encouraging the TC to schedule a work session in the very near future, and has 
started to draft an outline for the work session discussion. Staff hopes to have an update to present at the 
08.23.16 PC meeting. 
 

Downtown Development Authority (DDA) 
On August 2, 2016, the Town Council denied approving an ordinance to conduct a special election in 
November 2016 for the formation of a Downtown Development Authority District. 
 
 

 

 
Time for Planning Commission Open Discussion, Ideas and Comments. 
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