PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
TOWN HALL, ZERO JASPER AVENUE, GRANBY, CO
MONDAY, JULY 1, 2024

Town Granby is inviting you to a scheduled Zoom meeting.

Topic: PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING - JULY 1, 2024
Time: Jul 1, 2024 06:00 PM Mountain Time (US and Canada)

Join Zoom Meeting
https://zoom.us/j/91531000602?pwd=BssmuprOpyAmb I wrRdMO;jY5YeshHRu.1

Meeting ID: 915 3100 0602
Passcode: 549711

One tap mobile
+17193594580,,91531000602%,,,,%549711# US
+16694449171,,91531000602#,,,,%549711# US

Meeting ID: 915 3100 0602
Passcode: 549711
Find your local number: https://zoom.us/u/acmHgiyl0x

If a scheduled public hearing is a quasi-judicial hearing, no comments will be taken by Zoom. You may
listen to the hearing -- but no participation will be allowed using Zoom for any quasi-judicial public
hearing. You may attend the meeting in person to participate.

TOWN OF GRANBY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
AGENDA
JULY 1, 2024
TOWN HALL, ZERO JASPER AVENUE, GRANBY, CO

CHAIRMAN MARQUARDT TO CALL THE REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING TO ORDER AT THE TOWN
HALL, ZERO JASPER AVENUE

6:00 PM

(Any Board member with any potential conflicts of interest regarding any of the agenda matters will declare them at this time.)

REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS

[.  PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - JUNE 3, 2024 6:00 PM

2. PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01A, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A MODULAR HOME WITHIN THE
RESIDENTIAL/BUSINESS DISTRICT
OR
PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01A, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A MODULAR HOME
WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL/BUSINESS DISTRICT 6:05 PM
More information can be found at the following link:
https://www.townofgranby.com/index.asp?SEC=790F5DC2-741D-4371-9F8B-
8E6DDOBEIBE0&DE=39099D0F-DB4C-4581-9226-20D39FA06E4B

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01B, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR WEST GRANBY MINOR
SUBDIVISION

OR

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01B, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING

COMMISSION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR WEST GRANBY MINOR SUBDIVISION
6:20 PM

More information can be found at the following link:
https://www.townofgranby.com/index.asp?SEC=790F5DC2-741D-4371-9F8B-
8E6DDOBE1BE0&DE=8FA3FFFA-CF03-4833-ACEC-6130B0F653A7

L

ANY OTHER ITEMS TO COME BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 6:35 PM

MEETING TO ADJOURN
6:40 PM

Any matter may be taken up at any time during the meeting EXCEPT DURING PUBLIC HEARINGS, WHICH ARE TIME SENSITIVE. Items on the
agenda are approximate and intended as a guide for the Town Board. "Estimated Time" is subject to change, as is the order of the agenda except for
PUBLIC HEARING TIMES AND ORDER. Anyone wishing to attend the meeting and needs special accommodations, please contact the Town Clerk
prior to the meeting. For deadlines and information required to schedule an item on the agenda, please contact Deb Hess, CMC, Town Clerk, at 970-887-
2501 ext. 201.
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TOWN OF GRANBY, COLORADO
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
MONDAY, JULY 1, 2024
PRESENT: Present: Chairman Thomas Marquardt, Commissioner Joshua P. Hardy,
Commissioner Carin Aichele, Commissioner Jason Wilson.
ABSENT: Commissioner John Young and Commissioner Casey Farrell
RESIGNED: Commissioner Jeffrey Sneddon

STAFF PRESENT: Town Manager Ted Cherry, Town Attorney Scott Krob, Assistant Town Manager
Nicole Schafer, Building & Planning Tech Cathy Tindle, and Town Clerk / Planning
Coordinator Deborah K. Hess, CMC, who recorded the minutes. Minutes are
summary.
Contract Planner Britt Palmberg was also present.

TIME: MEETING - 6:00 PM
BY: Chair Thomas Marquardt
LOCATION: Town Hall, Zero Jasper Avenue, Granby, CO

NOTE: FORALL PUBLIC HEARINGS - COMMENTS ARE LIMITED TO 3 MINUTES PER PERSON _Scheduled public
hearings are quasi-judicial hearing; therefore, no comments are taken by Zoom. You may listen to the hearing — but no
participation will be allowed using Zoom. You may attend the meeting in person to participate. Application documents are
located on the Town’s website at www.townofgranbv.com; Click on Planning, Zoning & Economic Development, and click on

the appropriate subdivision application. The minutes are a mix of summary and verbatim.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
6:00 PM
Marquardt asked if there were any conflicts of interest. None.

MINUTES - JUNE 3, 2024

6:00 PM

Marquardt introduced the agenda item. He asked if there were any corrections to the minutes. They seemed
to in order to him. Hardy moved to approve. Aichele seconded all yes; Young and Farrell were absent;
Sneddon resigned.

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01A, ARESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A
MODULAR HOME WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL/BUSINESS DISTRICT

OR

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01A, ARESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A
MODULAR HOME WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL/BUSINESS DISTRICT

6:01 PM

More information can be found at the following link:
https://www.townofgranby.com/index.asp?SEC=790F5DC2-741D-4371-9F8B-
SE6DDOBE1BE0&DE=39099D0F-DB4C-4581-9226-20D39FA06E4B

Marquardt opened the public hearing.

Cherry explained the application that there was an existing mobile home on the north lot that was being
removed and a modular home was being added to the south lot.

Marquardt asked why this needed a conditional use permit.

Cherry said it is the type of build because it is a modular and per the code, they have to request the CUP
from the Planning Commission.

Marquardt said he thought that was an inconvenience with the expense of putting structure in and having to
deal with a timeframe for the conditional use permit. We do have the authority to be longer than the usual
renewal.
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Krob said it was recommended by staff that it does not have an ending date and that it would run with the
land.

Aichele said the second site plan change shows a new property line which subdivides this into four parcels.
She wondered if the approval tonight was also approving that this be subdivided into four parcels. It needs
to be clarified.

Laurel Jones, daughter of the current owner, said eventually this property will be passed on to her. The
division into the four parcels is a future idea. Our plan is to situate the building on one side and that way in
the future, and it can be separated into four parcels. That way there is more opportunity for buildings to be
placed there rather than placing the modular in the middle.

Aichele said the fact that on the documents we are looking at, it says proposed new property lines, that needs
to say a proposed future application, but she didn’t feel comfortable approving it with that on the document
if it is a future intention.

Cherry said one does say proposed future property line and one does say proposed new property line. He
asked Krob his opinion from a legal perspective; he would assume that doesn’t have an affect on the
conditional use permit because that would be a platting function.

Krob said correct. This is just part of the CUP and does not subdivide the property.
Aichele asked if we didn’t need to say anything to that effect.

Krob said no, if they ever do decide to go forward with that, then they would have to plat the subdivision at
that time.

Marquardt asked if there were any other comments or questions. He thanked the applicant for clarification
and then opened the meeting up for public comment.

Resident Adam Walker said he didn’t feel the CUP should apply to all four lots. He also said there weren’t
any other pre-fab homes in that area, and he just didn’t want it to look like the old modular homes.

Resident Catherine Parker said the modular they are asking for is not replacing the mobile. They are putting
the new structure on Topaz but wanted to make sure that the neighborhood continues to look nice.

Resident Daniela Gosselova commented on mobile homes versus modular homes. She also commented on
the GIS maps that look like the property lines are going through the roof.

Tindle explained that the GIS maps are through the County and that the world is not flat and therefore, the
lines are off. The County took their paper maps and turned them into digital maps and that is why the lines
are off. She said they are demolishing the mobile home which should start tomorrow, and the water and
sewer are shut off. She checked with the assessor’s office and the two lots are combined for tax purposes
only and are still two lots.

Aichele said it is two lots.

Tindle said yes.

Hardy asked why they needed a CUP to put up a modular home.

Tindle said modular homes are not allowed in R/B zone district as a use by right, but the mobile was
grandfathered. The codes have changed throughout the years and there is quite a difference from a mobile
home that has wheels, you can put it on a foundation, but it has a plate underneath it and has a serial number.

They can design their home in a modular.

Cherry said a mobile home would have axles on it and a modular home does not have axles, it would be on a
permanent foundation.

Marquardt closed the public portion of the hearing.
Hardy asked the applicant that there seems to be some concern as to the type of building that you are using,

whether it is a mobile home or a manufactured home, and the look of it. He asked the applicant for a
description.
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Jones said it isn’t a mobile home, it will have a foundation and it will have a basement. It will be a one-story
ranch-style home.

The builder said it is an IRC Factory Built Home Modular, built to the same specs and codes as your site-
built homes in the neighborhood, it is set with a crane onto a basement foundation, it is secured to the
foundation, it is inspected by the Colorado Division of Housing which is the entity that oversees all factory
built homes in Colorado and it doesn’t have any axles underneath it, it comes on a flatbed trailer and is
picked up with a crane.

Hardy said that it is ultimately stick-built somewhere else.

The builder said yes. We have done some million-dollar homes up in Granby Ranch. We meet all the local
specs. Winter Park Building inspects these houses just like they do any other houses, we go through the
same process.

Jones clarified that the demolition of the old mobile home will be on Monday, July 8.
Marquardt said this seems straightforward to him. Any further discussion?

Aichele said she thought they should discuss the timeframe of the duration of the permit. She asked if it was
in the resolution.

Krob said it is in the resolution under Condition No. 4 and No. 5 recognizes it as well that it goes with the
land and can be transferred.

Aichele moved to approve Resolution 2024-07-01A as presented. Hardy seconded. Roll Call Vote: All yes;
Young and Farrell absent; Sneddon resigned.

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01B, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR
WEST GRANBY MINOR SUBDIVISION

OR

PC RESOLUTION 2024-07-01B, A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF GRANBY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR WEST GRANBY
MINOR SUBDIVISION

6:23 PM

More information can be found at the following link:
https://www.townofgranby.com/index.asp?SEC=790F5DC2-741D-4371-9F8B-
SE6DDOBE1BE0&DE=8FA3FFFA-CF03-4833-ACEC-6130B0F653A7

Marquardt opened the public hearing.

Cherry said this is basically subdividing a large parcel into two parcels. This is Terra Firma and basically
where the buildings are located, the owner is requesting that this one parcel be separated from the parcel as a
whole so that the property owners can then use the other larger portion of the parcel for other purposes in the
future. On Page 45 is the map and you can see on Page 46-47 what the whole parcel looks like currently.
There is a note that was added to the plat from the Sanitation District. Again, the original concept that came
in added a road through, and after speaking with the applicant, they were not sure if that was something that
they wanted to do especially the connection of that road to New Church because of the steep embankment
there off New Church down to the Terra Firma property so they did come up with this concept instead of the
original concept that was provided to staff.

Marquardt said it seemed like one of the things that he read in the material showed an actual potential road.

Cherry said on Page 34, you had the original information that came in which was the prior application, and
then the current plat. The current plat is what you show on the actual plat itself and that begins on Page 44
of your packet.

Marquardt asked if that was not a conflict by essentially eliminating that road as a future use.

Cherry said this allows for the applicant to have some leeway with what they want to do on the larger
portion of the property moving forward, whether that be selling it or subdividing further. It is one of those
lots in Town that was never broken down and the plat that is in front of you starts on Page 44 and that is
what is being considered by the Commission this evening.
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Aichele said there is Item No. 2 in our approval if we were to approve the resolution. It is Conditional No.
3c that says if they further subdivide, they have to come back. She asked about the zoning. She assumed
that they were going to come back and subdivide it.

Cherry said it is Highway General Business (HGB). He said that was one of the most lenient of our zones, it
does allow for businesses and residential.

Aichele said it allows for residential because everything in here sounds like that is where it is headed.

Cherry said the reason for the change of the original is that they don’t know what they want to do with that
other parcel. Their current access is off Meadow Road. They are pulling out the smaller piece and allowing
for future decisions to be made via the current applicant or the parcel owner at that time, as Aichele
mentioned, would have to come back to the Planning Commission for any further changes.

Aichele said we are not saying yes, they can do that, they have to come back if they want to do that.

Cherry said yes. All of the conditions are listed in the resolution starting on Page 28 and they also spell out
what those plat notes are which does say that they have to come back. Because that is a plat note, their title
company or whoever should make any new owner aware of that if they were to come back.

Marquardt asked the applicant to come forward.

Applicant Brad Smith said the property was originally in the county and was annexed into the Town of
Granby.

Jeff Marck said he is with Terracina Designs and is the planner for this project. He thought the condition
that the Commission was discussing was what they wanted to discuss. It was something that caught them a
little off guard. When the packet came out, they saw it in there and it honestly was not going to work for
them. He read this as the road is going to have to go in if we do anything else with that parcel. We don’t
know what is going to happen in Tract A. There could end up being another small shop there. There could
be a residential subdivision. We don’t know. A residential subdivision would require a road connecting up
through there. Another small shop, absolutely not. This is an expensive road connection and so it is
something that will have to come in front of you again. When you do that Tract A, it will have to go through
a minor subdivision process. Typically, we specifically did it as a tract, it was a little hard to find in your
code, but in most jurisdictions, it does say the lot can be built on with a building permit. Usually when we
call it a tract, that specifically means that you have to come through a process again, either converting it to a
lot or a further subdivision. It will be analyzed at that time whether it needs a road or not. The main reason
that we did have a road originally is when we were looking at it, it seems to build out the full parcel all the
way to the north with homes, for fire access, you probably need that road. It won’t be necessary to build
something closer to Meadow. We were fine with everything else. Their request would be to strike that
condition.

Chery asked Krob if there was language that could possible work that would cover the Town for the
applicant coming back to do the subdivision instead of the language regarding a road specifically.

Krob said he would ask a pre-question first. Did you talk with Dave Kotz this afternoon? He talked to him
and he said he was going to give you a call.

Smith said he left him a message because he seemed as confused as he was when he read it. He was looking
at some original engineering plans that were from a previous round of sketch plans that showed a road and
an easement. He has no intention of putting in an easement on a tract that he didn’t know what was going to
happen on later. We are obligating a potential purchaser to build a road and then they may not need to do so.
The confusion was that we were trying to originally get creative and create three lots and have a road that
came through but then at sketch plan, it became apparent primarily from Doug Bellatty’s comments that he
would have to put up an improvements certificate and a bond that would be prohibitive for him to do as a
small businessman here in Grand County. He can’t do that so they made it a big tract and if he decides to
put storage units there or get something else approved at that time, if you have houses up top and something
by the road, it would make complete sense to have that be a condition of approval of that plat. But just for a
tract of land that could just end up being a landscape yard, like it is right now, or some other use, obligating
that into the future didn’t seem appropriate. He thought Kotz just looked at the old stuff and maybe
misinterpreted since we had been to sketch plan and it was a different idea originally.
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Krob said he talked briefly with the Town’s Engineer, Dave Kotz, and he said that one of the items they
hoped to achieve was looping the water line through the area and eliminating a dead end. But he didn’t see
anything that says that has to happen now. He thought Smith’s concern was if there is anything that we can
do with this plat note that makes it work for them. What he heard him say is that if they subdivide it or
develop it, in his mind, they have to come back to the Town.

Smith said he believed the interpretation for what tract means in your code.
Marck said that is their interpretation.

Krob said he made some notes here that we could say, “In the event Tract A is subdivided or developed in
the future, such subdivision or development shall include a road right-of-way easement and utility
connections between Meadow Road and New Church Avenue if reasonably deemed necessary by the Town
at the time of such subdivision or development.”

Smith said that sounded like a deal killer because you reasonable necessity for example, Bellatty wanting to
loop that water line, might not have anything to do with a landowner’s necessity for....he has a shop
building up Meadow Road and he needs a 1” water line off the main Meadow and didn’t need to connect an
8” water line and build a road.

Krob said what if we say: if required by the Town Code at the time of such development?

Marck said since it has to go through the subdivision process, if this is a tract that exists today, this Tract A
that they are proposing, and if you were to come in and subdivide that, you would have to go through that
process, you are going to have to go through a Traffic Report, going to have to go through Public Works, do
the water studies, all that is going to have to be done either way per the Town Code, so he didn’t know
why...he is trying to figure out why the note is necessary.

Aichele said because the original plat showed a road.

Marck said no matter what we change things all the time and we go through plans all the time and it doesn’t
mean that is the way that we will have something, he was just trying to address everything that was done in
the past as they went through it. That is where he is just trying to figure out in reading it...since that is
something that we have to do...or whoever purchases it, they are going to have to do.

Krob said the reason that, in talking with Dave Kotz and Nathan Krob, the other Town Attorney, their
concern was to make sure that anybody that buys that Tract A, has notice that if they are going to develop it,
or subdivide it, you are going to have to come back and comply with the Town Code requirements at that
time.

Smith said he thought that was just implied.

Krob said there was some discussion that if you have this Tract A and it meets all the setbacks, and you are
going to use it, use by right, why would you have to come back?

Marck said if it is a use by right, it will....anything that would require that road is going to have a much
higher intensity of use that is going to then require a water line, it will probably include the road for fire, so
he thought that was where it was, in looking at it, if somebody comes in and does a use by right, that isa
building or two or something right on Meadow Road that doesn’t have a high water usage, it doesn’t need
the road, that is where the concern is. That is not a necessity which is where their concern was on this note.
Somebody may come in and do a multi-family project there and, if you go through the subdivision process,
then that road would be required. It depends on how far development also goes into the project because
there is a lot of terrain on that site so as you go up, there are different water zones that you have to deal with
and there is also again, that fire access and getting back in there. If Smith sells it to somebody, and they
decide to go back in there, then it goes through the process with public works.

Krob said he thought their main concern was just a notice to buyers, you can’t just buy Tract A and if you
have a use by right, as you say, they are going to have to come back to the Town to do that.

Cherry asked if he was afraid that a plat note like this would hinder a sale.

Smith said yes, it would kill a sale to someone that just wanted to put another steel building in there.
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Cherry asked Krob if there would be a way to say that Tract A would just need to follow all Town
regulations and code.

Krob said he thought there was some language we could come up with. He didn’t think that conceptually we
are that far apart. He thought what they were saying was that they don’t want it to look like a requirement
that the Town could just impose, if it deems it reasonably to be necessary, that they want to have some
certainty that all is going to be required is whatever the Town Code requires.

Cherry said this has to go to the Board and so the Planning Commission, if they would feel comfortable
making a motion to pass the resolution removing Condition 3¢ for now and coming to an agreement before it
is taken to the Board. He didn’t think that they were going to figure out perfect language here tonight but we
could pass this resolution with that language attached to the approval that says we need to figure out
language that is acceptable to both sides before it is taken to the Board.

Krob said what he would suggest, in terms of a motion, it would be that it is a motion to approve the
resolution except with regard to Condition 3¢ and that the recommendation of the Planning Commission as
to Condition 3c is that the applicant and Town Staff work on achieving mutually acceptable language before
it is considered by the Board of Trustees.

Cherry asked if that would be acceptable to the applicant.

Smith said he thought so. A very similar thing occurred with the Sanitation District because of inclusion
fees and since it wasn’t in the district yet, if somebody wants to build one steel building, that is one thing but
if they want to do 40 units, that is a much different inclusion fee.

Cherry said that is a route to go for today’s meeting and then we can get that figured out before it is
approved by the Trustees.

Smith asked who would take a stab at the language.
Cherry said he would work on it with staff and the planner.

Aichele said she was going to argue on behalf of this applicant that no language is required. The lot exists, it
has zoning criteria, it has use criteria, and it is a separate lot, they will have to come in and see us based on
what they decide to do at that time. This happened because there was confusion because they came in with a
plat that had a road on it. Everybody is making assumptions that they are going to do a certain thing with it.
She said to strike it. She didn’t think it was relevant other than they came in with one assumption, changed
their mind at that time, and now we are going forward assuming that they are going to do that and if they do,
they have to come back.

Cherry said the Town’s Engineer and Town’s Attorney are both saying that it is probably necessary to have
some sort of note attached to it.

Krob said one of the concerns that he heard was that with Tract A, that you could come in and just build
something without much further oversite by the Town so he thought if they go back and Krob and Kotz talk
to the applicant and look at it and say, no they don’t think there is a chance that Tract A could be built on
without further process, they might end up where you are saying. All the Planning Commission is saying is
staff and the applicant can see if they can come to an agreement on 3¢, whether it can be revised or whether
it can be stricken.

Smith asked about a condition use permit on Tract A because right now there isn’t one on that tract. (Note:
that is not a correct statement, the CUP is on the whole parcel.)

Cherry said there are several processes that it would have to go through and we can work through all that.
He thought if the Planning Commission would be OK with Plat Note 10, Condition No. 3¢ being worked
out, we could move this forward. He said the applicant will have to work with staff to get the language in
the plat.

Marquardt opened the public hearing and then closed the public portion of the hearing. He asked for a
motion for Resolution 2024-07-01B.

Cherry asked Krob to make the motion for how it needed to be on the record.
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Krob recommended that the Planning Commission move to approve Resolution 2024-07-01B, as drafted
except that in connection with Condition 3¢, which relates to Plat Note 10, they recommend that staff and
the applicants work on reaching mutually agreeable language before it goes to the Board of Trustees. If you
want to do a so moved, you can.

Hardy so moved. Aichele seconded. Roll Call Vote: All yes; Young and Farrell absent; Sneddon resigned.

ANY OTHER ITEMS
6:47 PM
Marquardt asked if there were any other items to come before the Commission.

MEETING ADJOURNED
6:47 PM
Aichele moved to adjourn. Wilson seconded. All yes; Young and Farrell absent; Sneddon resigned.

PLANNING COMMISSION

ATTEST:
Deborah K. Hess, CMC Thomas Marqua t

Town Clerk / Planning Coordinator ccosss Chairman






