Prepared: May 9, 2016

* Revised:
STUDY SESSION AGENDA
ESTES VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, May 17, 2016
12:30 p.m.
Estes Park Town Hall, Room 202
12:30 Lunch Chair Hull
12:40  Review of Minutes (5) Chair Hull

12:45  Review of Ex-Parte Communications and Conflict of Interest Attorney White

1:15  Adjourn to meeting Chair Hull

Informal discussion among Commissioners concerning agenda items or other Town matters may
occur before this meeting at approximately 12:15 p.m. The public is welcome to attend study
sessions; however, public comment will not be accepted. Times are approximate.



Prepared: May 9, 2016
* Revised:

AGENDA
ESTES VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION
May 17, 2016
1:30 p.m. Board Room, Town Hall

1. OPEN MEETING
Planning Commissioner Introductions & Introduction of newly-appointed Town Board Liaison to the
Planning Commission

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
The EVPC will accept public comments regarding items not on the agenda. Comments should not
exceed three minutes.

3. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Approval of minutes of April 19, 2016

4. PORTION OF TRACT B, THE KEEP MINOR LAND DIVISION; ROBISON CABINS DEVELOPMENT
PLAN 2016-03, 1120 Griffith Court
Staff requests this item be continued to the June 21, 2016 meeting.

5. SPECIAL REVIEW 2016-02, LAZY B RANCH & WRANGLERS, 1665 HIGHWAY 66, continued
from April 19, 2016 meeting

Owner: Randy Jackson & Michael Andrejek
Applicant: Michelle Gliver
Request: Development of a Chuck Wagon Supper and Show venue consisting of an

approximately 17,900 square foot building and a 192-space parking lot. Project
to be completed in three phases.
Staff: Audem Gonzales

6. REPORTS
A. Estes Valley Board of Adjustment
1. Townsend Residence Variance, 1545 Hummingbird Drive — approved May 3, 2016
2. Black Canyon Inn Variance, 800 MacGregor Avenue — approved May 3, 2016
B. Estes Park Town Board
1. Black Canyon Inn Amended Plat & Preliminary Townhome Subdivision Plat — approved April
26, 2016.
C. Larimer County Board of County Commissioners
1. Report on applications heard May 16, 2016
D. Staff-Level Approvals
1. Amended Plat of Lots 4A & 5A, Spanier Subdivision, The Landing at Estes Park
2. Development Plan 2016-01, The Landing at Estes Park, 1774 Hwy 66
E. Flood Recovery/Mitigation
1. Silver Jackets Non-Structural Floodproofing Study, May 9-13, 2016
F. Downtown Plan Update
G. Other

7. ADJOURN

The Estes Valley Planning Commission reserves the right to consider other appropriate items not available at the time the agenda
was prepared.
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Estes Valley Planning Commission 1
April 19, 2016
Board Room, Estes Park Town Hall

Commission: Chair Betty Hull, Commissioners Doug Klink, Nancy Hills, Steve Murphree, Sharry
White, Russ Schneider, Michael Moon

Attending: Chair Hull, Commissioners Murphree, Moon, Klink, White, Schneider, and Hills

Also Attending: Interim Director Karen Cumbo, Planner Audem Gonzales, Town Attorney Greg
White, Town Board Liaison John Phipps, Environmental Planner Tina Kurtz,
Senior Planner Alison Chilcott, and Recording Secretary Karen Thompson

Absent: None

Chair Hull called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. There were approximately 60 people in
attendance. Each Commissioner was introduced. Chair Hull explained the process for accepting public
comment at today’s meeting. The following minutes reflect the order of the agenda and not
necessarily the chronological sequence.

1. PUBLIC COMMENT
Charley Dickey commented on today’s study session. He asked the Commission to consider having
the same discussion in the regular meeting. The discussion was relevant, and the publicin
attendance at the regular meeting today deserve to hear the same discussion. He also asked the
Commission to be more involved in planning. There are items coming up in the community that
could be assisted by the Commission’s involvement.

2. CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of minutes, March 16, 2016 Planning Commission meeting.

It was moved and seconded (Hills/Murphree) to approve the consent agenda as presented and
the motion passed unanimously.

3. REZONING & BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT AND RE-ZONING , TBD Little Prospect Road
Planner Gonzales reviewed the staff report. The applicant, Stephanie Rauk, desires to adjust the
common property line between two parcels as well as rezone both properties to E-Estate. The
owner of both parcels is the George H Voeks Trust, and Ms. Rauk is the Trustee. In 2010, a
separate legal lot determination was requested of Community Development staff, and it was
determined the north parcel was not considered a legal not for the purposes of development. In
August, 2015, another legal lot determination was requested, and again the lot was determined
not legal for purposes of development. The applicant has since filed an appeal of the staff
decision to the Larimer County Board of County Commissioners, which was initially heard at the
December 21, 2015 County Commission meeting. The result of that hearing was a request by the
County Commissioners to the applicant to come forward with the appropriate applications to
accomplish the goal of creating two equally-sized lots. It was implied if the applicant completed
these steps, then the County Commissioners would be inclined to overturn staff’s decision, which
would make the north parcel a legal lot and eligible for a boundary line adjustment (BLA).
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Commission: Chair Betty Hull, Commissioners Doug Klink, Nancy Hills, Steve Murphree, Sharry
White, Russ Schneider, Michael Moon

Attending: Chair Hull, Commissioners Murphree, Moon, Klink, White, Schneider, and Hills

Also Attending: Director Allison Chilcott, Planner Phil Kleisler, Town Board Liaison John Phipps,
Larimer County Liaison Michael Whitley, Environmental Planner Tina Kurtz,
Town Attorney Greg White and Recording Secretary Karen Thompson

Absent: None

Chair Hull called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. There were approximately 60 people in
attendance. Each Commissioner was introduced. Chair Hull explained the process for accepting public
comment at today’s meeting. The following minutes reflect -the order of the agenda and not
necessarily the chronological sequence.

1. PUBLIC COMMENT
Charley Dickey commented on today’s-study session. He asked the Commission to consider having
the same discussion in the regular meeting. The discussion was relevant, and the public in
attendance at the regular meeting today deserve to hear the same discussion. He also asked the
Commission to be more involved in planniﬁg. There are items coming up in the community that
could be assisted by the Commission’s involvement.

2. CONSENT AGENDA :
Approval of minutes, March 16, 2016 Planning Commission meeting.

It was moved and seconded (Hills/Murphree) to approve the consent agenda as presented and
the motion passet unanimously.

3. REZONING & BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT AND RE-ZONING , TBD Little Prospect Road
Planner Gonzales reviewed the staff report. The applicant, Stephanie Rauk, desires to adjust the
common- property line between two parcels as well as rezone both properties to E-Estate. The
owner of both parcels is the George H Voeks Trust, and Ms. Rauk is the Trustee. In 2010, a
separate legal-lot determination was requested of Community Development staff, and it was
determined the north parcel was not considered a legal not for the purposes of development. in
August, 2015, another legal lot determination was requested, and again the lot was determined
not legal for purposes of development. The applicant has since filed an appeal of the staff
decision to the Larimer County Board of County Commissioners, which was initially heard at the
December 21, 2015 County Commission meeting. The result of that hearing was a request by the
County Commissioners to the applicant to come forward with the appropriate applications to
accomplish the goal of creating two equally-sized lots. It was implied if the applicant completed
these steps, then the County Commissioners would be inclined to overturn staff's decision, which
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would make the north parcel a legal lot and eligible for a boundary line adjustment (BLA).
Therefore, the applicant has applied for a BLA and Rezoning, of which the Planning Commission is
the recommending body to the County Commissioners. A hearing on the appeal, BLA, and
rezoning is scheduled for May 16, 2016.

Planner Gonzales stated the proposed BLA would reconfigure the lots, although neither would be
conforming to minimum lot size for the proposed rezoning to E-Estate (0.5 acre minimum). Both
lots would be 0.437 acres in size. Adjusting the boundary line would result in the smaller parcel
coming closer into conformance with the zone district standards. A minor modification would be
required to reduce the minimum lot size to the proposed 0.437 acres. The proposal also includes
granting direct access to the two new lots via Little Prospect Drive, accessed from Peak View
Drive. The applicant requested a waiver from establishing limits of disturbance and vegetation
protection standards, and staff approved the request. He stated the application was routed to all
affected agencies and adjacent property owners. Water supply to the proposed two parcels could
be by connecting to the Town system or drilling a well. New ﬁ-tility easements will be dedicated
with the Final Plat.

Planner Gonzales stated the rezoning request is essentially a corrective rezoning. The south parcel
was zoned E-1-Estate when the Estes Valley Development Code was adopted in 2000, and the
north lot was zone E-Estate. The E-1 zoning is not consistent with the remainder of the
subdivision. In order to avoid split zoning if the BLA is approved, staff supports the rezoning
request. The site is located within the .Beaver Point planning area of the Estes Valley
Comprehensive Plan. Staff evaluated the woposed development for compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan and found no issues or conflicts with this proposal.

Staff Findings J%

1. The Boundary Line Adjustmen; application and Rezoning request do not fall within the
parameters of staff-level review, and will be reviewed by the Estes Valley Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission is the Recommending Body, and the Larimer
County Board of County Commi_s-Sioners is the Decision-Making Body.

2. The Minor Modification request does not fall within the parameters of staff-level review,
and will be reviewed by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission is the
Decision-Making Body.

3. This request has been submitted to all applicable reviewing agency staff for consideration
and comment. All fetters and memos submitted by reviewing staff, referred to in the staff
report, are incorporated as staff findings.

4. Adjusting the boundary line and changing the configuration of the parcels would not
compromise the intent of the original subdivision. it would bring the two parcels into
further conformance in regards to lot area dimensions.

The rezoning would reflect the new lot configuration.
Utility easements on the newly created lots will be recorded with the final plat.
7. Existing easements will remain to be dedicated on the final piat.

o v
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staff listed several motion samples for the Commissioners to consider, which can be viewed in the
staff report. Each has various conditions of approval. The conditions of approval chosen by the
Planning Commission are listed below.

Public comment

Joe Coop/applicant representative stated the property owners are in agreement with all staff
findings and conditions of approval. When asked about the option for drilling a well on the
property, Mr. Coop stated he understands lots created prior to 1972 are eligible to apply for a
water well with the State of Colorado Water Division. There is documentation the lot was created

before 1972.

Conditions of Approval
1. Board of County Commissioners granting the Separate Lot Determination Appeal,

therefore designating the north parcel a legal lot making it eligible for a Boundary Line
Adjustment.
2. Approval of the Rezoning request from E-1-Estate to E-Estate.

Label setbacks on Preliminary P!_at.
4. Add note to plat map that owner of Lot 1 or Lot 2 shall abide by any local road association
or homeowners association maintenance regulations for Little Prospect Drive.

-

It was moved and seconded (Schneider/KIin!_c) to recommend approval of the application to the
Larimer County Board of County Commissioners with the findings and conditions recommended

by staff and the motion passed unanimously.

4. REZONING OF 475 FALL RIVER LANE FROM CO-COMMERCIAL OUTYLING TO R-2-TWO-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL
Planner McCool reviewed the staff report. The applicants, Dennis and Katie Lovell, desire to
rezone the subject property in order to allow an existing two-family dwelling to be used as such.
A rezoning request was submitted in 2004 by the previous property owners, but the request was
withdrawn before the public hearing. The application was routed to all affected agencies and
adjacent property owners,.and a legal notice was published in the local newspaper. No neighbor
comments were received. The Planning Commission is the recommending body for this
application, with the Town Board being the decision-making body. Planner McCool reviewed the

following:

Staff Findings
1. Staff found the previous rezoning request from 2004 was generated due to updates to the

Estes Valley Development Code (EVDC) completed in 2000 which removed language
permitting single-family and duplex uses within the “CO” zone district as uses by right.
Therefore, the 2000 EVDC updates created a nonconforming use of this property. This
proposed amendment is necessary to address changes in conditions in the areas affected
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since the quilting business previously located within the structure was relocated many
years ago, hence, the long-standing uses on the parcel have been primarily residential. The
Division of Building Safety reviewed a building permit to bring the property into
compliance with current building codes since the conversion of the commercial space to
residential use was never reviewed by the building officials at the time. A condition
required by the Division of Building Safety is that a rezoning is approved prior to issuance
of a Letter of Completion. Approval of the rezoning will bring the property into compliance
with the existing uses on the property and improve the safety of the building through
required upgrades to the structure.

2. Staff found that given the nature of the current land use and existing developed parcel,
Staff has waived the requirement for a development plan, since no new development is
proposed in conjunction with this rezoning request. The configuration of the existing
development has been evaluated by Staff and will conform to the proposed zoning
designation of R-2-Two-Family Residential.’

3. Staff found the property is fully developed and already served by the public-utilities and the
fire district. The Estes Valley Fire Protection District reviewed the submitted materials and
had no comments or concerns regarding those plans. The EVFPD provided their standard
condition of approval that al! construction and proc"ess:es shall be in accordance with the
provisions of the International Fire Code (2009), the International Building Code (2009)
and the Town of Estes Park Codes and Standards.

Public Comment

Katie Lovell/applicant stated she and her husband were working with the Division of Building
Safety to bring the structure into compliance as a residential duplex.

Public comment closed.

Staff and Commission Discussion
None, '

Conditions of Approval =~
1. Al construction a[-\d processes shall be in accordance with the provisions of the
International Fire Code (2009), the International Building Code (2009), and the Town of
Estes Park Codes and Standards.
2. Property owner will comply with all requirements of the Division of Building Safety to
ensure the converted commercial space is safe for habitation as a second dwelling unit.

It was moved and seconded (White/Murphree) to recommend approval of the rezoning request
to the Town Board of Trustees with the findings and conditions recommended by staff and the
motion passed unanimously.

5. AMENDED PLAT AND REZONING REQUEST FOR LOT 5, SUNNY ACRES ADDITION
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Planner Gonzales reviewed the staff report. He stated the applicant, Paul Pewterbaugh, was
requesting to remove the common property line between two illegally subdivided lots, and
rezone the proposed Lot SA to RM—Muiti-Family Residential. He stated a previous property owner
illegally subdivided tot 5, Sunny Acres Subdivision in the 1980s, and they were subsequently
zoned R-2-Two-Family Residential and E-1-Estate with the established of the new zone districts
in 2000 when the EVDC was adopted. The zoning of the two lots was determined by the uses of
the properties at the time. In 2006, and Amended Plat and Rezoning applications were approved
for the subject property. However, the applicant failed to record the final plat, therefore nullifying
the approved Amended Plat and Rezoning. The current application is essentially a duplicate of the
2006 requests. Planner Gonzales stated the existing lots are sized 0.11 acres (zoned R-2) and 1.06
acres {zoned E-1), making the proposed Lot 5A 1.17 acres, meeting the requirements for
minimum lot size in the RM—Multi-Family Residential zone district. The smaller parcel currently
contains a duplex which does not meet setback or dimensional requirements, and the larger lot
also contains a duplex that does not meet setback requirements on the west side. Planner
Gonzales stated the plat was reviewed for grading and sitedisturbance standards. There are
existing gravel drives, and these standards are not applicable at this time. The requirements for
adequate public facilities were not triggered with this application. There is a proposed 10-foot
utility easement along all property lines, and a new private 10-foot utility and access easement
through the center of the property is proposed to be dedicated to allow for utilities and access to

properties to the east.

Planner Gonzales stated this application is for a corrective rezone. This property would have
remained zoned for multi-family residential development with the adoption of the EVDC if the
Larimer County Tax Assessor’s. _map had shown this property as one lot containing four units.
However, the Larimer county m‘ap reflected the 1982 illegal subdivision with one duplex on each
of the two parcels. Staff was not aware of the illegal subdivision at the time of the rezoning when
the EVDC was adopted in 2000. Planner Gonzales stated the site is iocated within the Fall River
planning area of the Estes Valley Comprehensive Plan, which includes a mix of single-family and
multi-family development. Although the rezoning request does not align with the Comprehensive
Plan, it reflects what is currently buitt.

Staff Findings :
1. This Amended Plat application and Rezoning request do not fall within the parameters of

staff-level review, and will be reviewed by the Estes Valley Planning Commission. The
Planning Commission is the recommending body, with the Town Board of Trustees being
the decision-making body.

2. This request has been submitted to all applicable reviewing agency staff for consideration
and comment. All letters and memos submitted by reviewing staff, referred to in the staff
report, are incorporated as staff findings.

3. Adjusting the common property line and creating one legal lot does not affect the original
intent of the subdivision. It would bring the existing property into conformance in regards
to lot area dimensions and permitted uses.
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4. The rezoning would reflect how the subject area is developed.
5. New utility easements and private access easements on the newly created lot will be
recorded with the final plat.

Staff recommended approval of the Amended Plat and Rezoning request with conditions of
approval listed below.

Staff and Commission Discussion

Planner Gonzales clarified the setback on the west side of the larger lot does not currently meet
all setback requirements. However, the amended plat would bring hoth lots into compliance with
setback requirements in the RM-Multi-Family Residential zone district.

Public Comment i

Joe Coop/applicant representative stated a proposed covered entry would extend into the
current setback. However, this will be corrected with the amended plat. The applicant was in
agreement with the findings and conditions reflected in the staff report.

Public comment closed.

Condition of Approval &
1. Approved Amended Plat shall be submitted for recording within 60 days of Town Board
approval of the application.

it was moved and seconded (Hlils/KImk) to recommend approval of the Amended Plat and
Rezoning to the Town Board of Trustees with the findings and conditions recommended by staff
and the motion passed unanimously.

6. SPECIAL REVIEW 2016-01, LAZY B RANCH & WRANGLERS 1665 HIGHWAY 66

Planner Gonzales reviewed the staff report. The request is to develop a 750-person capacity
Chuckwagon Dinner and Live Entertainment facility on a five-acre site located at 1665 Spur 66,
within the Estes Park town limits. The site is adjacent to the existing Elk Meadow RV Resort. The
proposal includes a 17,910 square foot building, 192 space parking lot, widening of Mills Drive on
the south of the site, and installation of a right turn lane on Spur 66. The development would
occur in three phases over three years, unless funding allows the phasing to be completed
sooner. The parcel is zoned A-Accommodations, allowing for higher intensity/higher density
projects. The proposed site currently serves as a storage area for the RV Park. Surrounding the
site are various land uses including Rocky Mountain Nationai Park (RMNP) facilities and offices,
single-family dwellings, a restaurant/tavern, and an RV park. Mills Drive is currently a 20-foot
wide asphalt private drive.

Planner Gonzales stated the application was determined to be reviewed as an indoor
Entertainment Event, Major. Major entertainment event uses are characterized by activities and
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structures that attract people to specific {often large-scale) events or shows. Activities are
generally of spectator nature. Accessory uses may include restaurants, bars, concessions, parking
and maintenance facilities. A Special Review is required for this type of development in the A-
Accommodations, CO—Commercial Outlying, and CD-Commercial Downtown zone districts, and
requires the applicant to mitigate, to the maximum extent feasible, potential adverse impacts on
nearby land uses, public facilities and services, and the environment. Planner Gonzales stated the
Planning Commission is the recommending body for this application, with the Town Board being
the decision-making body. The application was routed to all affected agencies and adjacent
property owners. A legal notice was published in the local newspaper. Staff received many public
comments regarding this application. These comments can be viewed at
www.estes.org/currentapplications.

Planner Gonzales stated the application complies with the density standard_s, minimum lot size
requirement, building height and setback requirements. Impervious lot coverage allowed is 50%,
and this project proposes 15% coverage. The proposed plan complies with the general grading
and site disturbance standards. There is currently very little landscaping on the site, and
additional landscaping has been proposed to meet or exceed the requirements of the code for a
development of this size. Concerning wetlands and stream corridor protection, there are no
delineated rivers or streams on or near the subject area. Two potential wetland habitat areas
have been identified and conservatively“r\r'lé‘ppaq for this application. A formal delineation study
will be conducted once the site thaws. The proposal includes an ‘encroachment by 2.6 feet into
one of the potential wetland setbacks (50-fbpt reduired'set_back), for which a minor modification
would be required, with staff having authority to grant or deny the modification {10% or less).
Staff will recommend a condition of approval be the submittal of the Jurisdictional Wetland
Delineation results to the Community Development Department for review. A wildlife habitat
evaluation and impact analysis was provided and found no critical habitat or
threatened/endangered species habitat on the site. The proposed development does not propose
any obstructions to critical wildlife movement corridors. Exterior lighting as proposed will comply
with the EVDC. The proposal calls for reducing exterior lighting after 10 p.m. Approval of exterior
building lighting will be address during the building permit process. Planner Gonzales stated a
photometric study will be required during the design of the paved parking lot. Regarding
Operational Performance Standards, Planner Gonzales stated the maximum noise level shall not
exceed 55 decibels during the hours of 7 am. to 8 p.m., with the level being reduced to 50
decibels between the hours of 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. Staff will recommend a condition of approval
requiring the applicant to perform a noise level study at the property line prior to the first show in
the temporary tent to ensure compliance with the noise ordinance. Off-Street parking and loading
requirements were reviewed. A Traffic Impact Study was conducted, and it was determined 200
vehicles would be maximum number of passenger vehicles with an attendance of 750 guests. The
applicant has requested additional parking studies during phases one and two to determine a
final parking space number. In the meantime, staff reviewed the project considering the full build-
out of 192 parking spaces. The proposed parking area includes handicap-accessible spaces,
parking for large buses, and a bicycle rack. Planner Gonzales stated the EVDC has requirements
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for distances from property lines in regards to loading areas. The applicant will be applying for a
variance from this requirement to allow encroachment into the setback for the street-side loading
area.

Planner Gonzales stated adequate services and facilities are available to serve the proposed
development, as follows:

* Connection to the existing Upper Thompson Sanitation District sewer system;

* Extension of a 12-inch water main and a 20-foot utility easement on the north side of Mills
Drive;

e Existing overhead electric lines will be buried within the 20-feot utility easement;

¢ On-site stormwater will be handled through streets/curb and gutter, overland flow, catch
basins, and in storm sewer pipes; -

¢ Estes Valley Fire Protection District prowded comments that are referred to in the
conditions of approvai; v

e Asouthbound right-turn lane will be required at the intersection of Spur 66 and Mills Drive
as determined by the traffic study, of which there is sufficiert Larimer County right-of-way
to accommodate such turn lane;

* Recommendation of a limited all-way stop sign at the intersection of Larimer County Road
69B and Spur 66 (also known as Hwy 36 and Spur 66 intersection), which would require
approval from the Colorado Departr_neht of Transportation -

* Requirement by Public Works for Mills Drive {private drive) be widened to meet local
street standards with 45 feet of dedicated right-of-way, 24 feet of asphalt and curb and
gutter on both sides up to the entrance of the proposed development. The proposal wouid
dedicate an additional 15 feet on the north side of Mills Drive to be added to the existing
30 feet of right- of-way on the south side of Mills Drive.

* The proposal triggers construction of a sidewalk along Mills Drive. The applicant and staff
do not feel construction of a ' sidewalk at this time is reasonable as it would only extend to
the property line to the east of this proposed development. Public Works has requested a
cost estimate to allow the applicant to provide cash in lieu of the sidewalk construction.
The proposed expansion of Mills drive occurs within the property boundaries of the parcel
m question.

Planner Gonzales stated the project was reviewed against the guidelines in the Estes Valley
Comprehensive Plan. Prior to the establishment of the Estes Valley Development Code and
valley-wide rezoning in 2000, this property was zoned for multi-family use. In 2000, the property
was rezoned to A-Accommodations, which allows chuckwagon dinner use with Special Review.
Staff found this proposal is in alignment with the Comprehensive Plan, as follows:

* The proposed commercial project is in an area that currently allows commercial uses;

* The proposed location of the building is setback 240 feet from the east property line along

Spur 66;
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e The proposal greatly reduces the land availability for campground utilization and
expansion, and the applicant is interested in possibly subdividing the parcel from the
existing campground.

Planner Gonzales stated the proposal does not support the Comprehensive Plan guideline that
the commercial campground should evolve into housing, as follows:

e The campground property is roughly 31 acres, and this project would use less than five
acres of that total. There is adequate land to re-develop the entire site with various land
uses.

Planner Gonzales stated staff found the proposed development advances several adopted
Community-Wide Policies, including:

o Community Design
o Construction plans would include light-colored roofing materials
o Natural colors for building exteriors
o Windows, doors, or other architectural features to provide visual relief
o Lighting that is shielded and directed downward

e Growth Management
o Encourages infill of older core areas to reduce infrastructure costs. The undeveloped

portion of this property is considered an infill site:

e Mobility & Circulation
o Implements access control mprovements as development occurs. This proposal would

widen Mills Drive and add a right-turn lane.

o Encourages movement toward alternative modes of transportation. This proposal
would utilize tour buses and the free shuttle systém

e Economics
o Maintain a unique blend of businesses, resident and visitor, without negatively

affecting the natural beauty of the Estes Valley. The proposal is a business that has
history in the Estes Valley. The area would benefit by having power fines placed
underground, adding additional landscaping along Mills Drive to buffer between the
commercial and residential uses to the south.

o Sustain and syupport the existing tourism industry and marketing programs. Staff found
this project fi Iis a niche in Estes Park for a very popular tourist attraction all across the
western United States.

o Establish the basis for a sound tourism market and sustainable economic climate.

e Intergovernmental Coordination
o The Town and County will encourage redevelopment and infill as a primary tool to

create a compact community and to prevent sprawl. The proposal is within the Town
limits, and aligns with the community-wide policy.

Planner Gonzales reviewed the criteria for Special Review, stating a traffic study was provided,
resulting in the determination that Mills Drive should be widened, with the entrance coming off
of Mills Drive. This entrance would be required should the property be subdivided. The property
owner also requested the separate entrance from the RV Park. The applicant has proposed the
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hiring of a traffic control officer during peak periods, and contracting with bus tour companies as
an alternative mode of transportation. The Town shuttle service has a proposed stop at the site
for guest and employee use. Limited employee housing may be provided on site. Environmental
impacts, noise impacts, and hours of operation were discussed earlier in the meeting. Other
potential impacts include light pollution from headlights, which should be mitigated by the
extensive landscape buffer along Mill Drive. The view shed to the north from residents south of
Mills Drive will be improved because the area will be cleaned up, power lines will be buried, and
Milts Drive will have improved landscaping. Dust from the dirt parking lot will be mitigated prior
to events or during high wind events. Planner Gonzales stated officials at RMNP expressed
concern about potential air quality issues presented by grilling beef and chicken, and that
pollutants from food preparation would enter the Park when the wind blows from east to west.
This concern was routed to the Larimer County Health Department, whose opinion was there
would be no negative impact requiring an air emissions permit unless the char-broiler or wood-
fired cooker exceeded the threshold amount of 17 tens of wood per year.

Planner Gonzales stated the minor modification, discussed earlier in the meeting, to allow an
encroachment of 2.6 feet into the 50-foot wetland and stream corridor protection buffer/setback
is within the authority of staff to grant, and staff approved this minor modification. Another
variance for the off-street loading requirement mentioned earlier in the meeting would be heard
by the Estes Valley Board of Adjustmen‘t foliowing the final decision by the Town Board, as
required by the EVDC. ‘. -

Planner Gonzales explained the phasing process. For the 2016 season, a temporary use permit has
been approved by staff, allowing operation of the dinner and entertainment event in an 8700
square foot tent with 63 tables, a 200 square foot indoor stage, dirt parking lot, installed
landscape buffer on Mills Drive, where the entrance would be located. This is the third temporary
use permit to be issued in as many years at this location. The biggest change for this year is the
entrance coming off of Mills Drive instead of using the Elk Meadow RV Park entrance on Spur 66.

Phase 1, planned for 2017 and in addition to the current facilities, would include permanent
kitchen and restroom facilities, ADA compliant sidewalks, paved ADA compliant parking spaces,
the water main extension and sanitary sewer service line, and a soft-surface trail from the
temporary tent to the shuttle stop location on Spur 66. Phase 2, planned for 2018, would include
construction of the dining/performance hall (12,200 square feet) being added to the permanent
kitchen and restrooms, additional landscape buffer along Mills Drive, and installation of the right-
turn lane. Phase 3, planned for 2019, would finish the development with construction of the
parking lot (including curb and gutter), storm sewer installation, and parking lot landscaping.
Planner Gonzales stated the Planning Commission should consider the entire development in
their recommendation to the Town Board.

Planner Gonzales stated there has been an extensive amount of public interest in this project,
mainly from adjacent property owners. There are concerns about how this project will affect
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parking at the nearby Rock Inn. He stated the County Engineering Department has determined
the parking area in front of the Rock Inn is actually in the County right-of-way, and has not been
approved for use as a parking area. Additionally, it was determined that residents living on Mills
Drive and parking across the street from their homes are actually parking on the Elk Meadow RV
Park’s property. Mills Drive is a private road located on the Elk Meadow RV Park property.

Staff Findings

1.

2

If revised to comply with recommended conditions of approval, the application will
comply with applicable sections of the Estes Valley Development Code, as described in the
staff report.

The application Is consistent with the policies, goals and objectives of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Adequate services and facilities are available to serve the development.

The Planning Commission is the Recommending Body, and the Town Board of Trustees is
the Decision-Making Body for the Special Review application.

Staff recommended approval of the Special Review application with the conditions of approval
listed below.

Staff and Commission Discussion
Comments included but were not limited to:

The new noise ordinance increases the daytime decibel level from 55 to 80, with quiet
time from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. These changes will impact this proposal.

The water main exteh‘sipn was requested by a private citizen. RMNP will also have the
option to tie into this extension. This proposal only requires a small segment to be
connected to the Town water system.

A limited stop sign means not permanent, and either way it would have to be approved by
CDOT. 1t would be in effect for certain hours.

Is there a possibility that Milis Drive could become a town street? (Public Works would
need to discuss this with the property owner).

There was brief discussion regarding a second ingress/egress to the proposed parking lot.
The temporary use permit allows for the entrance to be on Mills Drive. Previous
temporary use permits had the entrance from the Elk Meadow RV Park.

There was brief discussion regarding the stormwater discharge. The applicant’s
representative will discuss this in more detail.

The approved temporary use permit allows 200 people and a maximum of 60 cars in a
temporary tent from May 15 through September 30, 2016.

Lessons can be learned from temporary uses regarding traffic, dust, noise, etc.

When the turn lane is installed, only parallel parking in front of the Rock Inn would be
allowed. The Rock Inn’s parking issue would need to be addressed by the owners of the
Rock Inn to the County Engineers. It is not part of the application presented today.



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Estes Valley Planning Commission 12
April 19, 2016
Board Room, Estes Park Town Hall

Chair Hull called a five-minute recess at 2:56. The meeting reconvened at 3:01.

Public Comment

Troy Krening/attorney representing applicant addressed the concerns regarding two entrances,
stating while only one was required, the applicant would be willing to look into establishing two
areas for ingress and egress. The temporary use permit allows for one access point from Mills
Drive. He explained there would be two separate business on the property, each having its own
specific entrance, and it was never intended to use the Elk Meadow RV Park entrance for the Lazy
B’s entrance. The peak traffic time for the Elk Meadow RV Park is 5-7 p.m., and if the Spur 66
entrance was used for Lazy B traffic, the two would be competing, which is not considered a
workable solution. At some point, the property owner intends to subdivide the Lazy B portion of
the parcel (five acres) from the larger parcel. For the 2016 season, the Lazy B applicant and the
property owners have signed a lease agreement to allow the use and operation of this 5-acre
proposed development area. Traffic officers will be hired by the applicant, with their Jocation to
be determined by the police department. tazy B will encumber the expense necessary to ensure
safe passage to and from Spur 66. According to Mr. Krening, Mills Drive is a private road
belonging to the property owners of the parcel proposed to-be developed. it has been maintained
by RMNP, which has had this unwritten agreement for many years, Mills Drive is vital to RMNP,
as the headquarters and operational buildings are located off of Mills Drive (and can also be
accessed from Hwy 36.)

There was discussion between the Commissioners and Mr. Krening regarding exterior lighting in
the parking area and whether or not it would be turned off when not in use. There was
discussion between the Commissioners and staff regarding hours of operation, and whether or
not a condition of approval could be placed Iimiting the hours and extent of the operation.

Michelle Ollver/appllcant stated she is a full-time resident of Estes Park, whose desire is to carry
on the western heritage tradition of a chuckwagon dinner theater in the Estes Valley. The
proposed development was modeled after the chuckwagon dinner theater by the same name
that operated in Estes Park for more than 40 years. The operation will be a family-oriented early
evening event, held seven nights a week from May through October, once the permanent building
is in place. Addressing earlier comments, she stated the lights could be turned off when the
building is not in use. If financing aliows, she would hope to compiete the phasing earlier than
planned. She is seeking support from the Town of Estes Park to allow economic growth in the
community. Ms. Oliver stated she held two public meetings to address concerns with those that
attended. She initially offered an area for the Rock Inn customers to park, and has a few other
unexplored parking ideas, but nothing has been completely resolved. Ms. Oliver stated she
initially met with the met with two of the owners or managers of the Rock Inn in September,
2015, and also has a trail of several email exchanges between them. She met with Tim Roemer,
one of the business partners of the Rock inn, but has been unsuccessful in attempts to meet with
Kerry Egan, the other business partner. Ms. Oliver and Mr. Roemer met with one of the land
owners, Randy Jackson, to discuss parking afternatives suggested by Van Horn Engineering that
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could have provided additional parking for the Rock Inn. Ms. Egan was invited to this meeting, but
did not attend, so no decisions were made. Ms. Oliver stated it was made known at that meeting
that Ms. Egan would not be willing to lock at any of the parking proposals. Regarding the concern
regarding air pollution from cooking, Ms. Oliver stated they are hoping to smoke their meat, but
grilling was also an option they would consider. She will comply with whatever the health
department requires.

Celine LeBeau/project leader from Van Horn Engineering explained the parking situation for the
Rock Inn, stating their customers are parking on the Rock Inn property, but are backing out of the
spaces Into the right-of-way where the turn lane is proposed. There was brief discussion about
whether or not the parked cars at the Rock Inn would extend into the turn lane, and whether the
proposed situation would be any different than other nonconforming parkmg lots in Estes Park.
Ms. LeBeau stated the proposed plan does not include curb and gutter, which would allow
parallel parking in front of the Rock Inn. She stated curb and gutter is typically required. The
intersection of Mills Drive and Spur 66 would be slightly altered, with the road being moved to
the south to meet the grading standards. She stated an effort was made to mitigate adverse
impacts for the neighbor’s parking area on Mills Drive by adjusting the location of the improved
drive. She reminded the Commission that Mills Drive is actually on Elk Meadow RV Park’s

property.

Lonnie Sheldon/Van Horn Engineering clarified drainage questions by stating the existing pond is
on private property. The depth has been measured and has the capacity for water quality
purposes and stormwater detention and runoff.

Matt Delich/traffic engineer was available to answer questions. He developed traffic forecasts for
the area, stating the heaviest traff' ic would be between 5-6 p.m., due to traffic coming into town
from RMNP at that time of day. He anticipated traffic delays at Highway 36 and Spur 66 coming
from town heading to destinations on Spur 66. He explained the grading scale or level of service,
with “A” being best and “F” being worst. Grades are determined by the amount of vehicle delay.
An acceptable leve! of service is a "C” or better. “D” grades are tolerated in cities larger than Estes
Park. Mr. Delich stated a level of service “E” would be present at that intersection from 5-6 p.m.
during the high tourist season. One way to mitigate this “event condition” would be manual
traffic control, or a temporary stop sign on Hwy 36. The functionality would be similar to a four
way stop. Adding a temporary stop sign or using a manual traffic control system would improve
the level of service to “C”.

Chair Hull provided some parameters for public comment, which will be limited to three minutes.
She reminded those in attendance that audience reactions are not appropriate.

Tony Goss/County resident stated the traffic at the intersection of Highway 36 and Spur 66 is bad.
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Ron Thomas/Town resident stated the plans posted on the Town website were not readable. He
questioned the location of the property corners and the validity of the schematic maps. He
disagreed with the survey completed by Van Horn, based on the legal description. He wanted to
know the exact legal boundaries of the rights-of-way. He questioned whether the right-of-way
was purchased by the County, and thought there should be documentation stating such. He
suggested the applicant have their plans redone and resubmitted correctly.

Jay Vetter/County resident stated his front porch will be approximately 100 feet from the front of
the building. He is opposed to the development. He stated the public comments were mostly
opposed to the project, relating concerns about parking and noise. He was concerned that he
received incorrect information from staff regarding the Spur 66 Management Plan. He did not
think the proposed project complied with the Spur 66 Management Plan or the Estes Valley
Comprehensive Plan. He asked the Commission to consider an alternate entrance other than Mills
Drive. He questioned the validity of the temporary use permit and the Spur 66 Management Plan,
and wondered if staff had reviewed everything requiring review. He thought there should be
conditions of approval for exterior lighting, dust mitigation, etc. Mr. Vetter was not confident a
shuttle stop at the proposed location was realistic,

Mike Egan/County resident stated he was a part-owner of the Rock Inn and an adjacent
residential rental property. He was concerned about the proposed turn lane, stating it would
eliminate 16 parking spaces at the Rock Inn. He felt his concerns have been ignored, as have those
concerns of others. He disagreed with the classification of this project as an “accessory use” for
the RV Park. He suggested the Commission evaluate the impact the project will have on adjacent
properties, as required by both the EVDC and the State Highway Access Code. Mr. Egan stated if
this project is approved, it would be surrounded by people that are opposed to it.

Mark Donahue/County resident stated the Town Board, as the decision-making body for this
project, would be making a decision affecting adjacent property owners that live outside the
Town limits. Those opposed are locals that would have to deal with this business on a daily basis.
As a long-time local resident, he was opposed to additional development in Estes Park that would
bring in more tourists. This proposal would not be a fair and equitable outcome for everyone. He
thought the Rock Inn should be gifted some parking areas to make up for parking spaces being
lost.

Tim Roemer/business partner at the Rock Inn disputed whether alternative parking solutions
were suggested by Van Horn Engineering. He stated there was a brief discussion with Randy
Jackson about the small area between the Rock Inn and the proposed location of the Lazy B.

Colt Weber/County resident was concerned about the risks imposed to the public with the
proposed turn lane and additional traffic. He is visually impaired, and the improvements proposed
on Mills Drive and Spur 66 would make it more dangerous for him to get around without
assistance, as he does now. He stated that due to the removal of the parking spaces in front of
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the Rock Inn, people will be parking along Mills Drive, which will make the area more dangerous
for pedestrians, thereby bringing the traffic on Mills Drive to an unreasonable level.

John Vernon/County resident was on the board that created the Spur 66 Management Plan, and
to his knowledge it was not obsolete. Planner Gonzales stated the plan was recognized by the
Planning Commission and County Commissioners, but was not a formally adopted plan. Mr.
Vernon stated there were several reasons commercial businesses were discouraged near the
intersection of Highway 36 and Spur 66; the close proximity to RMNP, the congestion at Beaver
Point (Moraine Avenue & Marys Lake Road), etc. This proposed development would create a
bottleneck that could not be mitigated with traffic control. He was opposed to the project.

Ann Vernon/County resident stated she has worked with the YMCA of the Rockies and Federal
land developers to keep open space in their area, since it is close to RMNP. She was supportive of
the success of the Rock Inn and was concerned about a larger project going in nearby. She
recommended the Planning Commissioners not allow the entrance on Miils Drive, but instead use
the Elk Meadow RV Resort entrance. She was opposed to the project being so close to RMNP. She
stated the Mills Drive entrance is the reasoning behind a lot of the anger with this project. She
thought there would be too much noise for the campground, residents of the High Drive area, etc.
She was opposed to the project.

Sherrie Durris/County resident commented on thg wildlife study, stating Mills Drive has a lot of
wildlife, including bear, deer, bobcat, wease|, and elk. She was concerned about the noise, light
pollution, traffic, impact on wildlife, etc. She wondered if the Commissioners would be in favor of
this if it were in their backyard.

Jill Schladweiler/County resident stated she lives on Mills Drive and is part of Estes Park’s working
class. She stated if Mills drive was going to be widened, a sidewalk should be required, and thinks
the food at the Lazy B will attract bears. She was concerned about what would happen to the
property if the business did not succeed. She is not opposed to growth and understands Estes
Park is a tourist town, but she needs to believe in where she lives in order to stay. She was
opposed to the project.

Jenna Melissa/County resident stated tourists that do not understand the environmental impacts
to wildlife will have a negative impact on the area. She caters to visitors to Estes Park that come
to enjoy the open space. She was concerned about the traffic delays at the intersection of
Highway 36 and Spur 66, and how it could impact her business as a fly fishing and hiking guide.
She stated the light pollution could attract bugs that would not normally be in the area, impacting
the aquatic wildlife. She was concerned about whether the business would be successful, when
there are several other events in Estes Park that are offered at no charge.

Deborah VanTaessel/ County resident understands the impact that tourists have on traffic in the
area of the proposed project. She was concerned about the possibility of the population living on



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Estes Valley Planning Commission 16
April 19, 2016
Board Room, Estes Park Town Hall

Spur 66 needing to be evacuated due to an emergency. She stated she did not know about the
project until just a few days ago, and thought there should be more publicity about it. She was
opposed to the project.

Susan Wolfe/County resident was concerned about the air pollution from tour busses, meat
smokers, etc. She was concerned about attracting bears to the area. If the pond is a natural pond,
she would be concerned about it being used for stormwater runoff.

Public comment closed.

Commissioner and Staff Discussion

Addressing Mr. Thomas’ concern about inaccurate survey information, Commission Klink
requested Lonnie Sheldon to explain. Mr. Sheldon stated the surveys meet state statutes, and the
right-of-way information was found in the title search. Mr. Sheldon would like to meet with Mr.
Thomas to resolve any disputes.

Regarding the temporary use permit, Planner Gonzales stated staff has the authority to approve
temporary use permits, and can limit the use to what is appropriate. The temporary use permit
for the Lazy B allows operation from May 15, 2016 to September 30, 2016. The temporary use is
not part of Phase 1, and is not part of the \app'li-catio*n presented toglav.

There was discussion regarding Estes Park traffic in general, and who was accountable for making
it work properly. Comments included but were not limited to: why is there not already a light at
that intersection?; CDOT should not have allowed the creation of that intersection the way it is; a
condition of approval could be to have the temporary stop sign at that intersection; whether or
not a temporary stop sign would be required is determined by CDOT; traffic is a concern from the
majority of the people that commented today; there is no easy answer.

Kevin Ash/Town engineer stated the Town recently received authorization from the Town Board
to apply for a grant to make improvements around the intersection of Moraine and Marys Lake
Road. He stated there are steps being put into place to be proactive with making improvements
to the Moraine Avenue corridor, which would directly impact the area being discussed.

Commissioner Schneider expressed his concern about parking availability for the Rock inn, and
the desire to see more discussion between the applicant, the owners of the Rock Inn, and others
heavily impacted by the proposed project to work out a solution. Commissioner Hiils agreed.

Commissioner White stated the people that spoke today are the workers in Estes Park. The
impact on Mills Drive will have a big impact on that neighborhood. She was not a big fan of
allowing the tent on a temporary basis. She suggested trying to work with the property owners to
have the entrance for Lazy B and the Elk Meadow RV Resort use the same entrance.
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Commissioner Hull agreed. Planner Gonzales stated whether or not a tent is considered an
indoor or outdoor activity was a determination made by staff.

Commissioner Klink was concerned about the proposed project being expanded to include
additional performances, and the impact it would have on traffic.

Commissioner Murphree stated he did not think the Lazy B would add daytime shows, as people
that visit the area are typically outside during the day, and past history with the Former Lazy B
and the Barleen’s evening shows are preferred. He stated the traffic to the area would be from
people that are already in town, not additional visitors. He was concerned about bears getting
into the tents. He stated this recommendation to the Town Board would be a very difficult one.

Commissioner Moon stated he was disturbed by the lack of willingness between the parties
involved to communicate on the issues. There needs to be some consensus on the parking and
access issues. The owner and the lessee need to work together to arrive at a solution. The risk to
pedestrians as it relates to the increase in traffic and. parking is another issue that needs to be
worked out. It seems like there is a lot of opportunity for compromise that has been squelched
due to the emotions of those involved.

Commission Murphree added he though’t_‘the-p_arking issue was very fixable, if the parties would
communicate and be willing to compromise. He would like to see the application continued to
allow additional communication between the parties involved.

Town Attorney White stated the applicant has Sybmitted a plan for review, and has a right for the
Planning Commission to recommend approval or.denial of that plan. It is not in the Commission’s
purview to recommend ideas that would improve the plan. Placing a condition of approval on the
project regarding communication with other parties is not appropriate, as the applicant has no
control over a third party. Attorney White stated continuing the meeting is an option, to allow the
applicant time to address the concerns presented today.

Conditions of Approval
1. Compliance with affected agency emails and memos:
Upper Thompson Sanitation District memo dated January 25, 2016
Estes Valley Fire Protection District memo dated January 27, 2016
Town of Estes Park Utilities Department memo dated February 1, 2016
Town of Este Park Public Works Department memo dated February 19, 2016
e. Larimer County Engineering emails dated March 2, 2016 & April 6, 2016
2. The applicant shall submit an amended road design plan set addressing the comments
from Larimer County Engineering in regards to the right turn lane being extended.
3. The applicant shall amended the development plan set as follows:
a. Change 125PPL/Bus to SOPPL/Bus
b. Remove installation of right turn from Phase 1 and include in Phase 2 plan

oo oo
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¢. Under required parking, change 3.5 people/vehicle to 3.75 people/vehicle, per traffic
study analysis

d. Change required 215 spaced to 200 spaces, per traffic study analysis

e. Change water main extension distance from building from 525 feet to 250 feet.
Variance approval by the Board of Adjustment is required for off-street loading area
location.

. A noise reading shall be performed prior to the first show in the temporary tent to ensure
compliance with the noise ordinance. Noise study results shall be submitted to staff for
review and approval.

. Dust mitigation efforts shall be performed by the applicant as proposed in the Statement of

Intent for the Phase 1 and Phase 2 dirt parking lot prior to every phone and during high
wind storm events.

A JWD {lurisdictional Wetland Delineation) shall be conducted on the site to formally
delineate the potential wetland areas. Results shall be submitted to staff prior to the
Board of Trustee meeting.

. Plans for the food service operations shall be épp—royed by the Larimer County Department

of Health and Environment prior to issuance of a building permit.
A photometric study shall be submitted to staff before construction of the final parking lot
design.

10. A 15-foot utility easement shall be recorded separately from the development plan.
11. Construction plans shall be reviewed and approved prior to issuance of any building or

grading permit.

It was moved and seconded {Moon/Hills) to continue the review of the Special Review
application to the next meeting, and requesting. staff to initiate a discussion with CDOT
regarding the signalization at the intersection of Highway 36 and Spur 66, and the motion
passed unanimously. '

REPORTS

1

Interim Director Cumbo reported the first meeting of the County’s Vacation Home Task
Force for vacation rentals with occupancies of nine and over will be meeting Aprit 27t
from 1-5 p.m. During the joint meeting between the County Commissioners and the Town
Trustees, they agreed on most of the regulations except the cap, and because of that no
amendMents to the current regulations have been finalized. We are currently functioning
under the current regulations that have been in effect, and will have additional
discussions/study sessions with the new Trustees.

Interim Director Cumbo reported the amendments to the EVDC regarding density
calculations and employee housing were approved by the Town Board and the County
Commission.

Interim Director Cumbo reported two candidates for the Community Development
Director were interviewed. One was offered the position but declined the offer. The
search continues.
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4, Interim Director Cumbo reported the vacant Planner position has been posted.

5. Environmental Planner Tina Kurtz reported a public meeting on the technical aspects of
how the hydrology study was being conducted was held this morning. The resuits will be
available in June, and another public meeting will be held to announce and discuss the
results.

6. Environmental Planner Tina Kurtz reported the US Army Corps of Engineers will be in
town the week of May 9% to gather data for a non-structural floodproofing study of the
downtown area. There will be a public meeting on May 9*" to discuss the process.

There being no further business, Chair Hull adjourned the meeting at 5:32 p.m.

Betty Hull, Chair

Karen Thompson, Recording Secretary
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To: Betty Hull, Planning Commission Chair
Estes Valley Planning Commission

From: Audem Gonzales, Planner |
Date: May 17, 2016
RE: Special Review Development Plan: Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers

Continued Discussion: At the April 19t Planning Commission hearing the Commission
asked for additional information pertaining to the Special Review Development Plan for the
chuckwagon dinner and performance facility. The Commission requested information on the
temporary tent classification, CDOT input on the Spur 66 and HWY 36 intersection, and
wished to give the applicant more time to address the parking concern with the Rock Inn
Mountain Tavern. This item was continued to the May 17* PC date.

Temporary Tent: The application proposal falls under the use classification /ndoor
Entertainment Event, Major. The Planning Commission questioned whether or not the use
of a temporary tent for Phase | would fall under the parameters of being “indoor”. The Estes
Valley Fire Protection District as well as the Town of Estes Park Building Division classify
this tent as a structure. The Building Division would also require building permits for use ofa
tent over 180 days. With this designation, staff has determined the use would take place
within a structure, making it an indoor use.

HWY 36/Spur 66 Intersection: After recent discussions with CDOT, they felt the
development proposal does not pose a major effect on the overall traffic situation at this

location. They did comment that they are opposed to a 4 lane stop at this intersection at this
time. They stated future traffic conditions may warrant re-considering their position.

Rock Inn Parking Concerns: The Commission continued this item to the next PC hearing to
give the applicant additional time to meet with the Rock Inn and discuss the parking issue.

This conversation is between the two parties and does not involve Planning Staff
coordination.

Temporary Use Permit:

Several concerns came up at the April 19t Planning Commission hearing about the
Temporary Use Permit approved for the summer of 2016. Temporary Use Permits are
approved by Staff and do not go before the Planning Commission or Town Board. The TUP
was approved for May 15th-September 30" for a timeframe of 5:30PM-8:00PM daily. The
approved use allows up to 250 people in the existing lodge building on the Elk Meadow RV
Resort property. Parking for this event will take place in the overflow area of the RV Resort
just south of the existing pond. Any questions or concems about this Temporary Use Permit
should be directed to Audem Gonzales, Planner | at (970) 577-3729 or

agonzales@estes.org.












































































































































































































































































































HY P Karen Thompson <kthompson@estes.org>

Fwd: Lazy R il
1 message R e OO
I4E Jif_'_"l!.fﬁi{?} };};‘;—;‘ﬂ — r{.‘i".{/ /
Gail Ellis <gail@ellisblb.com> TS 5-?’{{55.:;;}2%/ Tue, May 17, 2016 at 7:34 AM

To: kthompson@estes.org e

Additional comments on the Lazy R project.

Forwarded message
From: Gail Ellis <gail@ellisblb.com>
Date: Mon, May 16, 2016 at 7:14 AM
Subject: Lazy R

To: charley.dickey@outlook.com

| have a few more comments about the Lazy R other than those | addressed in
the survey.

1. 1find it difficult to fathom how we think we can add such a facility and employ
the amount of people required to manage it when the the town has repeatedly
stated the issues of affordable housing and other infrastructure needs necessary
to accommodate our current work force and guests. | simply can not understand
how we think we can add more to our workforce and not address this issue. We
are already having to use several of our rent-able units to accommodate
employee housing.

2. The traffic congestion at that intersection is a serious problem as it is now. |
can't imagine adding any additional traffic to that area, even with a turn lane. The
Rock Inn does not have adequate parking now, removing any parking spaces and
making a turn lane will seriously impact them. This in turn will flow over to
impacting us more than it currently does. This is to say nothing of pedestrians on
the side of the road crossing the street. Currently leaving our property and making
either a right or left turn when cars are parked along the road, makes it impossible
to safely exit.

3. Although traffic will supposedly be directed by an officer, the problem of people
leaving, having had sufficient alcohol, being loud and walking around the area
would and has not been addressed. Exiting an establishment like this is not
simply traffic control, but more importantly people control.

4. The music and noise coming from the Lazy R would directly impact our condos
located on the front of the property. We already regularly receive complaints
about the noise from The Rock from our guests. | can't imagine the noise factor
by adding another band and dance facility in that area and it being managed so
as not to effect The Rock Inn and Beaver Brook on the River.



| have read all the "true/false" statements however in reality the details of the
results of the project are not being considered. It might be fine to quote various
requirements and rules in place on the books but foolish to not consider the reality
of such complaints. We are responding to "reality" rather than statutes.

Thanks for listening,

Gail Ellis

Gail Ellis

Little Current Consulting / Trout Haven Resorts
Asset Manager

Cell: 970-274-8844
Fax: 888-551-9232
Gail Ellis

Little Current Consulting / Trout Haven Resorts
Asset Manager

Cell: 970-274-8844
Fax: 888-551-9232



5/16/2016
2:30 PM

Good Afternoon Commissioners,

| am sending you the comments | have received from the non-scientific survey | did over the last 3 days. | did ask
permission from the Lazy B Ranch owners to publish this survey. The survey was sent to 1787 email address and
posted on Facebook with 1251 friends. It was then shared on others pages at least 13 times. To date | have 456
response and 192 comments both pre and con. | limited the responses to not allow multiple entries from the same
computer. My intent is to not advocate for or against this project but to allow the public to weigh in with no fear of
reprisal in a confidential environment. Below is a copy of the survey. Starting on Page 2 is the raw data from the
comments received from the responders:

It T T e
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What do you think about the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers project?

This Survey is intended to help understand how the community feels about the newest project in town, the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers. The individual responses are confidential, only the total results will be public.

The DEADLINE for this survey Is MAY 17, 2016 at 10:00 AM.

The links below include information to help understand and educate you on the facts of the Lazy B Ranch and
Wrangler project.

Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers - Web Page

Planning Department - Current Application

Planning Commission continues Special Review-Trail Gazette

April 19, 2016 Planning Commission

May 9, 2016 Rumors - Bad Information-Trail Gazette

May 9, 2016 Efforts being made to Resolve Issues-Trail Gazette

May 12, 2016 - Editorial from the Trail Gazette

% 1. As a member of this community or a visitor with a love for our village, please let me know how you feel
about the issue of the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers.

~  Yes-|support the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers

¢ |do not care or have enough knowledge about the Lazy E Ranch and Wranglers

t~  No-I|do not support the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers

Comment:



| think | am up on the issue but with that being said there is so much mis information out there it is always hard to
know what to believe. with that being said | think | know enough to say | am for the ideal but not all the issues,
especially effecting neighbors, that | am against the plan as it is stated.

Fooed on the ground will attract Bears.

| have amazing memories of the Lazy B. | am excited that it will be coming back. The traffic issue should be
addressed.

Wae are so excited to see this type of entertainment coming to the park

The location is a push on all in the area. | like the thought, but having a 750 person event center is fo much. The
idea is outside enjoying nature. This is being set up to be much more than just chuck wagon dinners during the
summer.

interesting that the Rock which has the prablem is trying to push in onto the lazy B
what a great event to be held all year on a daily basis
was great fun when it was on Dry Gulch

Why not. If they're talented entertainers and have line up a venue it adds value to our community.

In an area that continues to see the loss of commercial businesses, one would expect that an opportunity such as
this would be embraced by the local community. | support the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers.

| completely agree with the editorial from the Trail Gazette. The complaints against this project are unwarranted.
We as a community have got to stop creating hurtles for new and valuable business owners that want to be here.
They are making our community better! This whole situation makes me feel embarrassed for our town. Can
someone PLEASE iook at the big picture? Or are we going to continue to allow the narrow minded views of some
diciate the growth potential of Estes Park?

We oppose the proposed facility due to the congestion and light, air and noise pollution purposes.

We do not live in that neighborhood but am dismayed at the projections to ultimately have a 750-person venue.
Estes Park already has a facility available next to the fairgrounds along 36 and the lake, with adequate parking.
We would hope that something could work out in that regard so there could be a venue for this type of
entertainment but with minimal additicnal impact.

I would feel like the owners were more committed if the permanent structures were considered from the get - go.
Making the parking and road accessability for a bunch of tents gives the appearance that the owners just want to
"try it out".

We are a perennial visitor to EP and RMNP. My family's primary residence is Melbourne Florida. During a recent
April visit, | experienced first hand the threats and organized disinformation program fostered by the Rock Inn
supporters. Estes needs more family oriented businesses like Lazy B. If the Town Trustees vote FOR those Rock
inn liars and thugs, we will remove Estes Park from our vacation schedule and encourage others to do the same.
Family oriented businesses must take priority.

| like the concept, just not there. The Town's plans pegged this area for Accommodations, and possible housing.
Like the damn Event Center, we are choking on 4 million tourists a year, why do we need more "events” to expand
tourism?

Too big of a endeavor for the location & Estes Park

The Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers will provide another family friendly activity that will boost tourism and bring in
new tax revenue. Most of the concerns that have been raised are without merit. This project will be an asset to
Estes Park and should be approved.

i think what the lazy b is doing is fantastic!! | used to go the the chuckwagon in Az for the sons of the pioneers and
it was a really nice evening in the spirit of the old west! Giad to see that they are bringing back some of the good
old days!

Keep riding the Happy Trails!

| do not like the proposed entrance location off of Mills Drive. | think this put too much congestion on the
residential neighborhood. Miils Drive is also the entrance for Emergency responders for the fire station. | think the
entrance should be through the RV campground.

There are many accommodations nearby so folks can walk to the evening programs and won't cause a huge
traffic problem or take parking places from the Rock Inn

| think the Lazy B wranglers bring a touch of the Old West that visitors to our community will enjoy. The location is
easily accessible for many staying at the RV park or on / across Spur 66 in short term rentals.



I support any venture that is willing to invest in offering a new service to our community. | have heard from the
Visitor's Center that there is a strong demand for this type of entertainment. | think Lazy B has done everything in
their power to follow the limitations that have been presented to them and they surprisingly still want to continue
with the project. It is a shame that our community members would be the biggest obstacle.

Worried about using Mills Drive and it effecting RMNP and the Estes Valley Fire fire station by the project.

This would be a wonderful addition to the Estes Park visitor "experience”. | would love to attend an evening at the
Lazy B while traveling in the area!

I've been going to the Lazy B every year they were open for 35 years. Tom Justin would always come around to
the business and offer a free night for owners and staff. We always went and then also went on special occasions.
Then of course we highly recommended it to our customers. | understand that times have changed and to give the
night away totally free is probable not possible but | could not justify taking 5 people out there for over $40.00
apiece, | passed.

If they could possibly find a better location | would support this.

It their money so | support them trying to run a business. | read that the land could be for residential. It would be
nice if the town zoned some land only for an apariment. Even waived some of the requirements so a builder would
have some incentive to build some long term rental units. smaller two bedroom work force housing units.

The owners of The Rock Inn are selfish. Shame on them for being obstructicnists. | will boycott them and tell
everyocne | know not to go there.

Sounds like a wonderful venue.
| think all the controversy going around is just bored citizens who can't get by without causing drama.
Wrong type of business for area but individual rights will be trampled for more tourism.

| think the others are worried about parking and taking away some of their business, when actually when people
are spending 2 or more nights in Estes, they will find it makes their business more noticable and their businesses
will grow too.

| do not see the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers as something that appeals to the demographic of the community
and tourists.

if the town wants to be involved in something, why not clean up all that junk along the roadway where good
tourists will be entering this venue.

My concerns are similar to RMNP with the addition of information | have regarding planned staffing for events like
this. Barleens Opry is a good model for staffing and food service requirements for an operation like Lazy B is
proposing.

My objection is for the project as planned. The proposed assess from an un-platted road puts most of the project
traffic and traffic impacts on the neighboring properties. The Lazy-B property fronts on a State Highway and the
access should be on that highway. The developers don't want the access on the highway, because it will then
impact their other property uses. Dah! They want to push their development impacts on fo the neighbors rather
than be responsible for it themselves.

1. Parking for The Rock tnn is already very limited with people parking along Hwy 66 creating a dangerous area
for people and traffic entering and exiting the Beaver Brook Condos. The entrance to Lazy R would further
congest.

2. The noise factor of guests leaving, and getting drunk creating an "outside party” is very probable.

3. Noise factor of music and loud guests, although said to be mitigated, wilt not be.

4. The lighting will certainly negatively impact the area for our guests.

Though | am not a resident of Estes Park it is my second home. | have been going there since | was seven years
old that was a long time ago. | am saddened to leamn of this proposed business. | don't feel it hag any place in the
location that has been chosen for it. | will make sure to spread the word to my friends and family who have all
started to visit there over the last 20 years as a result of me asking them to check it out | am sure they will all
agree with me that location SUCKs. Duh!!

Estes Park needs this kind of wholesome entertainment! My family and | are excited to participate. The bar scene
isn't for everyone. Thank you.

I'd love to experience this concept!



Seems likely to fail within 3-5 seasons, and then we are left with a big empthy development and the whole reason
we now have an RV park at that particular site, because someone came in with a great idea that the community
didn't rally behind and the tourists couldn't suppert financially.

Great activity for a western mountain community to offer.
Adds a good dimension to the community and will be well received by our visitors
In think it is a great idea. My children grew up with the Lazy B and | would be thrilled to see it back again.

Personally I'm all about keeping the quaintness of cur community and when | read the owners statement on FB,
she talked about bringing in more residents to Estes. We are already having a housing crisis and do not need to
encourage more lower income families to live in Estes, or live in hotels or vehicles until they find a home. Also |
don't see Estes as getting back to our cowboy roots, we are known for our great outdoors. Estes needs to support
and improve what we already have existing.

| do NOT support the LOCATION of this project. | don't care how you slice it or explain it. There will be bad traffic
congestion at the intersection of 36 and 66. At dinner time there are thousands of cars leaving the park and there
are going to be hundreds of vehicles trying to get to Mills drive to access the venue. A stop sign on 36 is going to
be a disaster. There is going to be traffic backed up way east of Mary's lake road. It's time for town planners to
stand up to developers.

This is a venue that has been much needed in this community. A family friendly and fun time for families to be
together.

This is a great family entertainment for the area and is a good brand. My family will be customers. Most of the
concerns aren't conceming in the big picture

Just the wrong place for it

We believe in the owners and management for this new and exciting project.
Love what this will bring to Estes Park!

Do not overrun the Spurl

It will be fantastic to bring this opportunity back to the community and | look forward to taking my children to this
was my father took me. What could be bad about this.

Will fill a huge void in Estes Park

What the.. What? Well first off this isn't the Lazy B that | remember.....and it pretty much 1sn't the cowboy way to
ride in Transit busses... Sure it won't last but probably will just because this valley is full of money hungry city
people that grew up on one coast or another... Many blessings messing up the beauty of out surroundings...
Peace love and light

If a solution could be found where the existing entrance to Elk Meadow could be used for access to the Lazy B
instead of Mills Drive, | would be supportive of this project. | do not agree with the current plan as it stands.

In general, | support the project. However, | live on Highway 66, and am concermed about the traffic, both at the
“intersection" of the spur and further down Highway 66. Until | have a betier understanding of how traffic issues
will be mitigated, | cannot support the project.

| do have concems of the likely traffic jams during the summer months when high volume of traffic is exiting the
South Park entrance - and guests are arriving to the Lazy B event location. It seems the Park traffic can almost be
backed up to the Park gate at times heading back into Estes at the end of the day. | think this event location for
Lazy B wili likely make traffic matters worse. But | do think the attraction would be a nice addition for Visitors to
Estes Park.

Their plan runs roughshod over a thriving business and wil! disturb the peace of long time residents in a quist
neighborhood. They need to think through the logistics. Get the guests onto the property another way, and | think
they'd get a lot more support.

Will not have a positive impact on the community.

People have a right to start a business anywhere they like. The way they are going about it is a huge problem for
this community. They should have started smail and built the business instead of this nonsense of huge buildings,
right of ways, major construction, etc. | don't object to the theory of the business and | do think a different format
{like the orig Lazy B} would work great. Have some common sense people!



This is not Branson or Pigeon Forge. The mountains are our amusement and the community our identity. If you
can't see that you don't deserve to be here. This project as propsed does not support this community.

Why does the town need additional attractions and another restaurant? The place is already packed. Chuckwagon
dinner, really? No, thanks. I'l be eating, staying and spending my money elsewhere. Our young family moved
years ago because of the lack of options and opportunities for our children. Maybe the antient council, planning
commission and mayor should be talking about ways to improve the infrastructure for the full-time residents.
Chuckwagon dinners, really?!

Would love to have this historical part of Estes back. Our kids grew up loving this place.
We need evening venues for our visitors. This will be a great experience for residents and visitors alike.

No Way, terrible idea. So sorry it's even a notion we have to combat. Who thought this was a good idea? Do these
people live here, and | don't mean for the last 12 months or for 3 months a year. Absolutely horrible concept!

It's the projected size | find most worrisome. It seems HUGE and very intrusive on many levets, traffic and parking
being foremost, followed by noise and dust (yes, I've read the articles, but you can only minimize the outcomes so
much) and the disruption of wildlife so close to RMNP, foo. Thanks for asking.

Please don't allow this to effect so many people.
Lazy B and the circumstances around it are shady. Shame.

It was a tradition for many years{(43) prior to closing. Many generations attended the original Lazy B. As a member
of the Lazy B wranglers of old | heard dozens of stories telling how entire families looked forward to attending the
shows every year. As a member of the new Lazy B Wranglers | know how hard we are warking to keep many of
the traditions of the original chuck wagon dinners while building new traditions. It can only help Estes Park's
reputation as a place for family vacations

Lazy B Ranch is precisely the kind of family oriented dining and entertainment establishment that the Estes Valley
and Estes Park needs.

Taking away from one, established business to speculate on another is never the right thing to do.

I'm not against the concept of it but | will never be for something at the defriment of an established business
namely The Rock Inn.

| would have no problem with the ranch, except | feel the location is a nuisance to the National Park, local
homeowners, businesses in the area and will significantly impact wildlife in the area.

There is already a bear problem in the area and adding a 750 persen event center will only worsen that problem.
This type of center should be located at the fairgrounds or an area away from homes and also an area that will not
take away from existing business,

Many of the issues brought to light have not been adequately addressed. | support what the park stars regarding
this issue.

| am tired of the people trying to block legal attempts to make a living or improve quality of in Estes Park. Wellness
Center, Lazy B, Loop, Event Center, Performing Arts, Marijuana, Fairgrounds improvement ect.

It is a gross self-serving venture with no regard given to neighboring residents and businesses, traffic congestion
or impact on local wildlife.

Think it's a very, very bad idea with our traffic congestion problem.

| do not suppott this project. The impact on the businesses and residences near by is oo negative. | don't believe
this has been thoroughly planned out and thought through.

This is exactly the kind of family criented entertainment we need in Estes Park and will contribute in a very
positive way to the unique character of our community.

| was thrilled to hear that the Lazy B was being revived after all of these years. | have read the comments agatinst
the project and understand the concerns. However,both the Rack Inn and Elk Meadow have headlights, noise and
the possibility of attracting bears. The Spur 66 comidor includes both lodging and commercial use.

We will have bears roaming our neighborhoods with the meals to be served in a tent like they are intending. Itis a
serious problem we've had the last year or two. The amount of elk and deer that gather in the proposed site will
guarantee a loss of what many people come to our side of town for. Wrong place to have this unless they just do it
at Elk Meadow in their lodge. Big is not always better!



This development project brings much needed year-round revenus to the town. It benefits other businesses by
driving additional business to them. It draws on the heritage of what Estes is built on and meets the needs of
tourists for something intergenerational and fun to do. It creates jobs. It has a proven track record. It is improving
the proposed neighborhood's infrastructure and appearance. It is in alignment with the criteria of Avalanche
consulting which was designed to assist EP to grow.

That side of town is already over-traveled and constricted at many certain times due to access to the RMNP and
YMCA. An addition of this magnitude would ravage the gentle lands on this side of Estes. Unsustainable traffic
would require a massive overhaul of infrastructure that is, frankly, not needed! Nothing wrong with a person from
out of town trying to change it but not at this magnitude. It needs another area or no project at all.

i do not support that kind of traffic on spur 66 and taking way from access for already existing businesses

| am definitely in support of the Lazy B. | realize the important need to discuss the effects and impact on the area,
but it seems like some of the facts are being ignored or magnified with a negative spin. | look forward to visiting
the Lazy B and wish them much success!

| can't even believe this is a debate. Absolutely ridiculous to even be considered. I'm vehemently opposed mainly
due to what it will do to a beautiful historical landmark, the Rock Inn. It's insane to put a bus turn around now in
front of it. She can have her business as long as it doesn't affect other businesses. How can we even be
considering this when she has no history of doing this before? Mind blowing that our Town is even considering it.

Since | live on the other side of town, and since [ also walk everywhere, except when | use the shuttle-bus service,
that's why | answered the way | did.

This isn't the kind of development we need, or the right place for it.
I might support the Lazy B, but not the current plan.
no parking and danger to pedestrians

| urge everyone who enjoys Estes Park and The Rock Inn to do whatever it takes to prevent this. It would be a
travisty for the community and all visitors!

Might be okay in a proper location, but NOT where it is now planned!
| think it is a ridiculous business plan that will destroy a beautiful piece of land and ruin the neighborhood.

Why Not?
- Ruining a neighborhood and an existing business for tour buses instead of using original entrance.

- This is a business or fad that has been declining for years and the market or need for this is obsolete as Estes
Park is trying to gear towards a younger generation and this would be takin a step backwards.

- | believe it's not right to bring bad business into this town as investors have a history of foreclosures. Estes does
not need that reputation.

The success of this proposed enterprise is nothing more than conjecture. Why is all this change being made
before that is even ascertained? What if the first season is a total flop??? Plus, since this potentially causes such
disruption of a neighborhood, the National Park and a respected longtime business, | do not support this.

| think this would create a traffic mess and is not consistent with and would not be a positive or gaod thing for that
neighborhood. The people wha live and work in the neighborhood are not in favor of the Lazy B. The town should
strongly consider and favor the opinions of the locals, in particular those living and working in that neighborhood.

This community does not need a large influx of more tourists. Also the location of the proposed venue is not
appropriate- proximity to park, homes. Traffic will be a major issue. Parking and its affect on other
businesses/homes is a major concern. Bigger is not better and at some point the town needs to realize this.

| understand that there used to be a Lazy B out off Dry Guich. | don't think poorly of the activity itself, but |
question the whale relocation, rebuild...efc etc Elk Meadows itself IS historic, and many, many come to set up a
sort of temporary " residency” via RY and campers. Many of these same falks live, sometimes work and shop
Estes. Withaut one of the largest RV parks these folks WILL NOT find other places and simply will not retum.
Traffic, noise and pollution will also be issues.

| am against because: The traffic, noise/light pollution, detrimental effects on the environment/animals in the area,
detrimental sffects to the neighborhood on Mills, the size and scale of the project, the detriment to other
businesses by taking 750 people each night from other restaurants, additional tour buses on the spur and Mills,
number of concessions be asked for (sidewalks, eic), appears to be an unauthentic "westem experience” and
more of a hokey gimmick, | could go on...



The Lazy B ranch would be fine in a different location. First they will take away parking from The Rock inn, which
they already overflow their parking each evening. | also don't like the idea of it being right next to the Park. One
more thing, how about the neighbors on Mills Drive. Just doesn't seem very neighborly. FIND A DIFFERENT
LOCATIONNIM

This project does not have the community in mind. It is only o make money for a few.

The business plan is flawed and the Town is allowing an operation with a temporary permit without making any of
the necessary improvements to mitigate negative impact on the neighborhood and other local businesses.

Leave businesses out of neighborhoods, we have enough to contend with short-term rentals. Please move to the
Fairgrounds.

There's a good reason why the first Lazy B close see its doors... Times have changed and | believe our present
day visitors are not interested in country westermn music. It's completely irresponsible to serve food in a temporary
tent. It will attract bears and they will be destroyed all for someone's personal profit. Unacceptable!

| fully suppeort this project. The Lazy B successfully operated here for 40 years previously. it's not another t-ghirt
shop. | think it will be a great family venue for the Estes Valley.

First of all, we live in the TOWN of Estes Park. It is not a village. If the town wants to grow and attract millennials,
then going 'retro’ with Wranglers at a Ranch doesn't fit with the town trying to move forward. | wish the town would
focus on projects that would fix the issues we currently have, such as shoddy roads, uneven/non-existent
sidewalks, peeling paint, poor signage, etc before launching on projects that will not have an overall impact for
ALL in the town.

There are better locations for this in Estes Park.

{ would support a smaller venue in this space. | love western music and dearly miss Chuck Pyle, for example. But
it is too large and invasive for this space. And despite what the newspaper would have us believe, there are just
too many problems with this plan. Neighbors, local business, and our beloved wildlife have been ignored and
thrown under the bus in the name of profit for a few and at the expense of many.

Estes needs to think about the comminty and the local businesses that have been there. It is not just about the
money but the people.

-Housing for local residents is already such a scarcity. Choosing to use this property for another tourist attraction,
rather than for local housing, seems like a bad choice for our community.

-Additionally, | am concerned that emergency response from the fire station will be hindered by the heavy traffic
each night at show's end.

~Light and noise pollution are also concems.

i have been visiting Estes Park for 10 years and have come to love the neighborhood of this area for its quiet
character and historical significance. | believe the Lazy B would have a negative impact on the residents and long-
established businesses that already serve the community in this area. My grandparents visited the Rock Inn on
their honeymoon in the 1940s, and it is so special that my husband and | can continue to connect to Estes Park's
history through this mainstay of the community.!

A smaller more appropriate use of the space would be OK. These new entrepreneurs need to learn how to fit into
the community without causing more problems: noise, parking and traffic difficulties light pollution, buses etc.. |
have friends who live in the area and are very concemned about the issues, We love to spend a evening at the
Rock Inn and use the handicapped space out in front. Do not ruin a good business by letting the new
entrepreneurs to take over!!

| believe a much better venue could be found - possibly the under utilized Event Center

No. | am offended by the prospect of the Lazy B. personally and professionally, as a resident of Estes Park. [ feel
it down levels our community and is against the integrity of the people who live and work in that area. It lacks
consciousness and does not contribute anything of meaning o our town.

| do not feel the business model is an appropriate use of that location. It will be very defrimental to adjacent
businesses, traffic, and the nearby residential neighborhood.

This is a viable entertainment option for visitors and locals alike. The more there is for guests to do in the evenings
in Estes Park, the better. Right now the options are limited and render the Town "dead" after a day of hiking. We
need good family entertainment at night! Be "Yes!" sayers, not nay-sayers!

We visit Estes every summer for 2 weeks
and have been coming to Estes for over 30years. We love the Rock Inn and would not want to see this type of
venue to ruin the peace and atmosphere of The Rick Inn and surrounding areal



| do support this type of venue because | think that it will be a fun family acivity; and in fact have been
recomending it to our guests. However, | am very conflicted about it because of the effect that it will have on the
Rock Inn Mountain Tavem by taking most of their front parking lot. In that regard | am very much against it.

| don't support the huge number they're proposing. If they want to run it out of the Lodge at Elk Meadows, that's
great. 750 a night and to build them some kind of mega building is just too much. Knock it off with trying to turn our
beautiful town into Gattlenberg, TN, Branson, Mo, or Myrtle Beach.

Would be welcomed if it did not steal parking from The Rock Inn! That's "criminal” and certainly not indicative of
Westemn Hospitality!!

Perhaps the size of the venue could be made a little smaller.
Traffic will be unreal after the event. Terrible for residents and guests, not the right place for this.
Yes there are rental sites but it [S more of a residential area than commercial. Too big too much traffic

This project is tourism at all costs. It will have a negative impact on the surrounding community and result in
severe fraffic problems.

I live in the area and | drive through the intersection of 36/66 a few times a day. I'm not satisfied a proper solution
will be found to help with traffic. | will have to plan my commute around the Lazy B events. Secondly, whether or
not the Rock Inn parking spaces is a legal issue or not, | think it is very poor for one business to adversely effect
another. Especially when it is new out-of-town business owners effecting an established successful local
business.

The owner/developer of this project is working in accordance with their property rights.

This is another wast of money and time. According to all the reports it will pack people In. That 1s what the event
center ,fairgrounds was suppose to do . Now it can't get events to pay for the millions spent . Once again the cart
is in front of the horse. Just what this town needs on more debacle for the tourists to pass by and wonder why. It is
from most descriptions similar to the flying W ranch in Colorado Springs. Why not ask that organization how
business is .

Hell NO

if the facts are looked at, the emotional disinformation analyzed, a rational individual would come to the conclusion
that Ms. Oliver should be given the opportunity to bring back a piece of heritage that was so important to the
community in the late 1960's and 70's.

My parents live in Estes. My family has come here for the past 30 years prior to my parents moving here. We love
this small MOUNTAIN town. We love the pride they take in supporting the local businesses. The owners and
patrons of The Rock Inn have become family. What is being proposed is unimaginable. Estes doesn't need a
cowboy themed waste of space. | live in Oklahoma. | live in a cowboy themed state. | come to Estes Park to get
away from that. Keep Estes a MOUNTAIN town!!

The amount of traffic it will cause will be intolerable and for this reason alone this business should not be allowed
to operate in that area. It's unfair to residents nearby due to traffic and noise. It is not bear friendly. It is unfair to
take away 25% of the Rocks parking. Locals need to be heard. The land is not zoned for this type of business
since they have no accomdation and paying employees $10|hr is not sufficient. Thig business has too many
negative impacts to be considered.

Congestion at 66/36 is already huge in the tourist season. This will make it worse. The Rock Inn has been there
for a long time and is a beloved landmark restaurant. Don't mess with it. And finally, this whole thing is cheesy.
Bad food and glorification of a time in history when Tribal Americans were being slaughtered by "Cowboys." We
have a National Park. That is entertainment enough. We don't need to be known for a two-bit tourist trap.

This question itself is so misleading. The wranglers are gone. This is a different bossiness in a pot location. I'd be
more apt to support in another location. Traffic.

This survey is flawed. What purpose does it really serve?There is no disclosure on who is conducting it,who will
tally the result, who received it...... certainly not just those on facebook. This is not an authentic way to obtain
input.

Not in a residential neighborhood bordering RMNP!

Tents, steel buildings, four buses, traffic beyond infrastructure, noise, light, air pollution, multiple variances and not
following current codes and plans. NO!!

Town of EP, please investigate what's wrong with policy and procedures on how this project was steamrolled
along.



The 12-24 buses that will be used fo transport people from who knows where will cause a huge traffic nightmare
for anyone trying to enter or exit RMNP and anyone trying to get toffrom the YMCA and alt the rental cabins along
Spur 66. | cannot imagine anyone camping at the RV park will want to hear the same country music show every
night. Sound really travels in the mountains. Move it back down by Sombrero stables.

Estes Park needs to improve year round. Where would this town be if everybody sucked the tourist money and left
us high and dry the rest of the year? Wrong business for Estes, wrong location for the business. NO Lazy B

It will ruin this quiet part of town in a 100 ways. Please listen to the Park. They only have the best interest
In mind for our area

This project should not diversely affect traffic, parking or neighbors in the projected plan. If Elk Meadows wants
this project they need to provide parking and area for the building.

Why not ,the Lazy B did well for years on Dry Gulch Rd. Could it be the resteaurent in the city think i's a bad thing
777 Thay don't want the comprtition 77?7

| definitely DO NOT support this kind of development . It is an inappropriate location for such a large venue of
people,effecting a residential area,creating an excessive use of the property and then in encroaching the adjacent
neighborhood!

No need for a seasonal chuck wagon supper place in E.P.. of this size and one that is impacting the yearround
neighbors and businesses as much as this one will. | can't see forcing as many people as they want to serve and
entertain into that neighborhood. The noise from all those voices and music will drive residents and year round
business's out. Not to mention its on the edge of the park and sound is magnified in the hills. Try renting out
Events Center first fo see if there is desire for one.

Bad location. Traffic on this side of town is horrible during the summer. Why not locate in the Events Center?
That's what is what is built for.

. .. At the elk meadows location

| am adamantly opposed. | object to this business in the proposed location. The deception by the developers has
been appalling. | don't believe for one minute they care about the Estes community. Qut-of-towners and late
comers cannot define the character of Ester Park for profit. 9 ¢'¢¢~¢

it seems like the wrong location for this venue. It seems to be toc large anywhere. This is a small town. The town
gains nothing. The promoters are the real winners. This venue isn't something for the town to be proud of: it's slop
food, a few laughs, and loud music. Move everyone rapidly into the meal then into the musical. Not classy or even
western. Just an attempt to seem a western version of fast food entertainment. It moves the quality of what we
offer in a small western, mountain town.

| think this is a plan that has not been properly vetted and | also am not convinced the developer is paying enough
to support the infrastructure need to support this scale project. And this will further complicate downtown traffic
and does not seem week conceived with regards best setting up estes park the town for success. This is short
sighted

Our greatest attraction, the national park, is opposed to the use of Miles Dr, the way they are doing the food and
the idea of wildlife interference. These reasons are enough to find a new location.

| do not support with current planned entrance. Use the existing RV Park entrance.

Uss the un-used new event center. Plenty of parking, use of buses, away from small neighborhood. Problem
solved.

| don't mind the concept of the lazy b. What | do mind is how it affects the parking at the Rock inn, the neighbors
on Mill drive & the already heavily congested traffic in the area. Go ahead with the lazy b elsewhere where you
aren't totally disrupting the neighborhood.

I like the idea of this. | just think the location is ridiculous! Also, this DOES NOT need to be a nightly event. This
could be done on weekends only or during the rodeo or any other events when there are a bunch of Cowboys in
town who actually might want to attend an event like this. This event should ONLY take place at the fairgrounds.
There's NO reason to build a new 18,000 ft building just to host this dinner that might end up being a total bust
anyways. Use the fairgrounds!!

This is an asset for Estes Park!

Would not be good karma ..on The Lazy B's behalf



| think this could be a great venue, but the location and number of people and vehicles are too much for this area.
| also have concerns about an outside venue serving food with our wildlife. If the Lazy B would like to have a place
in Estes, then a well thought out plan would need to be developed.

Lazy B Ranch is too large of a business endeavor for that area. It is a residential homeowners area. With quiet
rental cabins and RV parking. We own a condo a few blacks from that area. | strongly oppose. Cindi Finnigan.
Rambling River Condo Association.

| knew Tom Justin and the Lazy B Ranch. | don't know if the venue has the same appeal today as it once had for
the visitor. Personally | have always like the western flavor, but somehow it no longer looks authentic with the craft
beer and wine influence that seems to be heavily favored with a few people. I'd rather have the Lazy B Ranch than
the wellness influence that cannot be accurately identified.

This project should be moved to a venue further away from town. For environmental, noise and traffic concems |
am voting no.

There are many non-residential areas this could go....how will the fire dept get to the houses if they clog up the
roads. Go to Elkhorn lodge, Aspen lodge or Sombrero ranch....they are not residential areas!

| support the concept but not the venue chosen due to the issues it will cause. | think to make the proposed venue
50 large is an issue as well.

| support it. | am disheartened at Rock Inn's narrow mindedness. It is shameful.

BUT, | do not support it on such a busy road. There is abundant traffic on Spur 66 as it is in the summer and | fear
that additional traffic will be a safety hazard and an annoyance to neighbors, businesses, and the YMCA who live,
work, and visit beyond this event.

The Rock Inn is an historical entity that supports the community 12 months a year. | would like you to consider a
plan for access to your project that allows the Rock Inn to continue to make use of the HWY 66 right of way.

This should not be a popularity contest between the Rock inn and the developer's property rights. Public comment
about this project has been hysteric and disrespectful. The right turn lane off Spur 66 seems to be the biggest
bone of contention. How about seeking an exception and not building this “improvement.” That would make Rock
Inn happy (although they still and will always have a dangerous parking situation with 10-30 cars parked on both
sides of Spur 66} and save the developer $300,000

If the Rock inn does not own the land for the parking spaces | do not see the need for a special mesting. | can
appreciate the affect it will have on there business but they dont own the land

We are opposed in all ways |
If you can't follow the zoning regulations, go somewhere else

This sort of venue and music has a long and successful history in the Estes Valley. Not entirely sure what valid
argument can be made against such appealing entertainment with a strong history of success. Personally, we will
be taking our visitors to the Lazy B all summer long. God bless them for bringing it back.

There are numerous reasons but the largest is the fact that our biggest tourism attraction, RMNP, will be effected
negatively and is against the development project.

Is this location the best place? Limiting the plans could solve some problems. Good family entertainment is
valuable. Insisting on shuttle transportation is a must.

it seems that to support the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers one must have to choose between this and the well-
being of The Rock Inn and the neighboring community. It is clearly going to cause a traffic problem, a
parking/congestion problem, eliminate the peacefulness of the neighborhood and eliminate parking spaces for The
Rock Inn. If Lazy B cannot resolve the issue with the Rock Inn and the residents of the area, then Lazy B should
find another place.

As events have proceeded VERY quickly--this seems to be an "expedited"process. Entirely too rushed without
detailed study and thorough communication to the public. Process is not trustworthy. Like too many other projects
around EP.

We feel it will impact traffic flow near the park and in a residential zone and is not a venue that Estes Park can
support.

As a native and third generation business owner in Estes Park, | find this project to be poorly aligned with the
current physical and economic circumstances of the area. | find it offensive that a 17,000 square foot building
would be erected for seasonal purposes only, meanwhile affecting year round businesses and residents. | am aisc



appalled at the above information from the Trail Gazette being posted as good information for leaming about the
project, as many things stated as fact are untrue.

It will be a good addition to entertainment in our community.
Too much damage to neighborhood,

We need to plan our community. Issues such as density, short term rentals, road access, nature of the
neighborhood need to be determined and honored. The Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers has already been an Estes
Park entity that folded. Why are we remaking and moving a failed venue to an already populous site? Silly.

The sheer size of the proposed facility is way to big. The location is terrible, right on the boarder of the national
park. Also, the manner that these developers are conducting themselves is unprofessional, rude, unethical. There
is no concern for any objections. Personally, | feel like it has been a slap in the face for the residents of Estes Park

We have a business just down the street from the Rock Inn and we already have traffic/parking issues. This is a
totally inappropriate business to have in such a residential area. This belongs in the new center at the Fairgrounds
or somewhere where it won't disrupt so many folks (including the Nation Park who is not for it either). | will be
actively opposing.

This question is loaded. As a year round resident and property owner we do not need this project.

This endeavor will have a significant impact on our community in many ways and it has not been well-thought-out.
| see no reason that Estes needs, at this time, a business that is poorly organized. What's the rush to open this
now? The business can wait to open until such time as it proves it's positive impact on the community and it's
organized plan for sustainable growth. In support of a more sustainable and resilient Estes Park, | cannot support
this initiative at this time.

| went to the show some 40 years ago with my parents. Glad to see they are back. Hope to go this summer when
in Estes.

| would love to see the Lazy B Wranglers back in business, but NOT at Elk Meadows! It is the wrong location for
s0 many reasons which have been put forward by several, including RMNP, the Rock Inn and others. DO NOT
APPROVE THE PROJECT!

Sounds good but would like to know the price. | loved the old Lazy B dinners and shows.

With enthusiasm. The Estes Park Trail-Gazette has done an outstanding job in laying out the facts, and cutting
through the objections, many of which are clearly self-serving and without merit. Let us embrace the project.

There is a great need for summer time family entertainment for the community.
My biggest issue is the limited hiring policy that they expect to have with short shifts for temporary workers.

Terrible location and | have not seen much in the behavior of the owners that makes me feel confident in their
ability to run a successful business. They should find a more appropriate location, or have solutions in place to
mitigate traffic concerns. | feel they are playing on the nostalgia of some for their concept.

Your web page and article in the Estes Park news was great. We are happy to have the Lazy B Ranch programs
return. We have a lot of wonderful memories of the Lazy B.

We have mixed feelings about this. Information has been mixed in reliability. We are taking a wait and see
approach.

My husband and | do not live in the project neighborhood but after reading letters and comments from those who
do regarding horrible parking issues and problems with disturbing elk, we cannot support thig project.

| think lazy b will be a huge asset to estes park!

I'm one of the few, | think, who are completely over the cowboy traditions. | find them antiquated and believe that
they cast our town in a backward light. Since we're trying to make this a more modem community with high tech
and broadband to all entities, can't we leave the cowbays behind? It's an old and dusty "tradition" that has run it's
course.

Am a local year-round resident. Sounds like just the kind of business we should want to have in Estes Park -
western themed fun. Tired of hearing the Rock Inn complain about losing a few parking spaces they don't even
own the land for.



To: Estes Valley Planning Commission
From: Jeremy Vetter, Tucson, AZ
Date: 15 May 2016

Re: Lazy B Chuckwagon Special Review

| write to you as a frequent visitor to my parents who live in Estes Park to express my strong opposition
to the Lazy B Chuckwagon special review proposal. Interestingly, | also write as someone who is a
professional historian of the American West—and indeed with a book about to be published, strangely
enough, with a chuckwagon on the cover—so | am not at all opposed to the preservation of western
heritage. However, this plan is so deeply flawed and inimical to the iong-term interests of the town’s
responsible and sustainable development, that | feel my opposition must be expressed.

| am also a researcher by occupation, so | have conducted some research of my own on the previously
existing, relatively similar Chuckwagon entertainment venues elsewhere in the interior American West,
in order to determine if the plan being proposed is different in significant ways from existing operations
elsewhere. | have found that it most emphatically is rather different from other such venues, and in
ways that indicate an adverse situation for the Lazy B proposal. Yet as | have not seen these comparisons
made by others, | wish to convey the results of my research to you, along with supporting evidence.

On the website of the Flying W, Colorado Springs, Colorado, it describes a “Chuckwagons Association”
(https://www.flyingw.com/ChuckwagonsAssociation.aspx) with links to the following operations besides
the Flying W: (1) Circle B Chuckwagon, Hill City, South Dakota; (2) Bar J Chuckwagon, Wilson, Wyoming;
(3) Bar D Chuckwagon, Durango, Colorado; and (4) Flying J Ranch, Alto, New Mexico. | have reviewed
aerial maps of each of these properties on Google Maps (links below), as well as obtaining whatever
property information was easily obtainable. Overall, | found the following to be true:

1. These operations are located in buildings and with parking lots that are separated from
surrounding homes and businesses by substantial open space buffers, rather than squeezed in
immediately along the side of the road directly next to other homes and buildings.

2. Where there are houses in the vicinity, these operations invariably have their own special access
roads off of the relevant local highway or main thoroughfare, rather than utilizing the same
smaller residential streets that are for residential neighborhoods, with houses on them {the one
apparent minor exception being the Bar J where, although the vast majority of the houses in the
area are on separate streets, there is at least one house on the access road itself, which appears
to have been built after the Bar J and its access road, or as part of the same development).

3. Most of these properties are located in more remote areas out of town, rather than in densely
developed areas. Bar D has widespread forested area on basically all sides. Circle B has huge
forested area to the north and east, a related guest ranch property nearby to the west (itself
having a huge buffer on all sides), and a 200 feet buffer zone of the undeveloped Newton Fork



river to the south. Flying W is topographically separated at some distance and isolated from the
nearest housing developments to the northeast, with considerable undeveloped, rugged land on
all other sides. Flying J has substantial forested land to the south and north, and widely
dispersed and separated housing on the west and east in a low density area out in the country.
Bar J is perhaps the closest example, given that it is in the Jackson Hole area, although here
again it surrounded by substantial buffer zones of grassland or forest on all sides. This is possible
because, according to the Teton County website, it is on a sizeable 21.218 acre property (rather
than merely 5 acres of dedicated property contemplated in the Lazy B proposal)—and, notably,
zoned Commercial—in which the buildings and parking lots are in the middle of the property,
surrounded by all this buffer grassland and forest which does not appear to be developed.

4. At all of these sites, the actual buildings being operated appear to be at considerable distance
from nearby houses, since not only are these sites themselves set back from property edges, but
so are the neighboring properties, which are not close to the road as are the ones on Mills Drive,
which appear to be less than or only 100 feet away from the proposed Lazy B main building. The
closest houses | could find to any other Chuckwagon sites are at the Bar J in Wyoming, where
the nearest house is about 275 feet from front door to the back of the Bar J building, with large
buffers on both properties and no shared access road. At other sites, the nearest identifiable
private houses are even further away: around 350 feet at the Flying J, around 500 feet at the
Flying W and at the Circle B, and still further away at the Bar D.

5. At no site are the buildings and parking lots of the operation wedged in a relatively tiny 5 acre
parcel squeezed in between national park headquarters buildings, densely occupied RV park (in
the summer), existing commercial building {Rock Inn), and a row of several houses.

The above observations lead me to conclude that this Lazy B proposal for a major entertainment venue
involves an unprecedented sharing of common access roads with pre-existing properties, unusually
close proximity to neighboring houses, and density of development, which is simply not suitable or
responsible for siting a project of this nature (especially not as a “ranch” themed property) and size.
Those proposing the Lazy B operation should seek out a parcel that has much more open space around
it, whether in the Estes Valley or at some other location where there is more such land available, or seek
to conduct their operations at a much smaller scale {and, at the very least, by using the access road
through the commercial RV park which is providing the land for the project, rather than the residential
neighborhood nearby), or seek to utilize existing entertainment venues such as the fairgrounds.

My comments above do not even touch on many other relevant issues of public concern, such as the
traffic implications of a major entertainment venue being built in proximity to the most important and
congested intersection between Rocky Mountain National Park and the Town of Estes Park. Having
spent a lot of time in the area, it is hard for me to think of a worse location (traffic wise) to site a major
new entertainment venue. RMNP can properly be seen as an enormous magnet attracting traffic
through the Town via Hwy 36, and it seems counterproductive, given the intense congestion already
existing, to site another large magnetic attractor between the Town and the Park, which will require all
tour buses and private vehicles accessing the site to exacerbate the existing problems that have already
risen to such a high level that they have been the subject of numerous debates about what to do. Why



make this problem even worse? There are plenty of much less densely developed areas scattered
around north-central Colorado, including in the Estes Park area east of the Town and eisewhere, which
would be much more suitable as locations for such a large, new entertainment venue of this nature.

Then there’s the issue of housing. The problem for Estes Park, as many have pointed out, is not an
absence of destination attractions to bring in people—RMNP assures a huge and apparently infinitely
expanding pool of visitors—but to provide housing not only to accommodate visitors but also members
of the local workforce. It is fair to say that this situation has been at crises levels for some time now,
with very little local housing available that is attainable for workers. The area proposed for this
development would sacrifice an area that is currently serving as overflow accommodation area for out
of town guests (where will they go? somewhere else to further increase pressure on vacation
accommodations, | presume) and, through this development, foreclose it from evolving into housing,
which is supposed to be the long-term goal in the Estes Valley planning documents.

Overall, this project is deeply at odds with all the Estes Valley long-term planning documents that | have
seen: It is commercial in nature, in a place where commercial land use is not supposed to be expanded.
It would be right alongside the road, whereas new buildings are supposed to be set back. The parking
lot, though problematically undersized for the capacity of the major entertainment venue proposed,
dominates the western half of the area proposed for development, rather than being tucked away and
surrounded by wide open space for vegetation as stipulated in the development guidelines. If this
project does not respect the development guidelines painstakingly worked out over many years, then it
is the responsibility of the Planning Commission to deny it approval. To do otherwise is to make a
mockery of the deliberative long-term development process, to say nothing of the unfair negative
effects on the immediate neighbors both residential and existing commercial (and RMNP headquarters).

| fear that this project would set a dangerous precedent of throwing out responsible development goals
in favor of developer schemes that are contrary to those goals. If this is approved for Mills Drive, then no
residential neighborhood in Estes Valley is safe from the spread of densely built, large-capacity
commercial venues, which will always be more profitable to developers, but antagonistic to the goals of
retaining the natural character and beauty of the Valley, as well as sufficient housing for both residents
and visitors.

APPENDIX: Links to Google Earth Maps Examined

These maps below are all at as close to the same scale as Google Maps would allow me to get, with 200
feet as the measuring scale:

Circle B:

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Circle+B+Ranch+Chuckwagon/@43.9686121
103.6321817,371m/data=13m1!1e314m5!13m4!1s0x877d5345¢37006e7:0x911aadce4f004adf|8m213d43
9686062 14d-103.6307288




Flying W:
https://www.google.com/maps/place/3330+Chuckwagon+Rd,+Colorado+Springs,+CO+80919/@38.9176

019,-

104.8855065,395m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x87135122306a9491:0x707e64ab606¢c1171!8m2!3d3
8.91727914d-104.8854999

Bar J:

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bar+J+Chuckwagon+Suppers/@43.514987,-
110.8470915,401m/data=13m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x0:0x9b21da61d1587dc1!8m2!3d43.5153906!14d-
110.8459052

Bar D:

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bar+D+Chuckwagon/@37.3994467,-
107.8171641,439m/data=13m1!1e3!4m5]3m411s0x0:0xf9043407555874c218m2!3d37.3987335!14d-

107.81455657?hl=en-US

Flying J:

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Flying+l+Ranch/@®33.4142538 -

105.6695937,390m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m13!1m7!3mé6!1s0x86e1d14b3982c427:0x6c1adabd71f78ede!2sF

lying+J+Ranch!3b1!8m213d33.4142097!4d-105.6679666!3m4!1s0x86e1d, as well as
14b3982¢427:0x6ciadabd71f78ede!8m2!3d33.4142097!14d-105.6675666

For comparison, here is a map of the proposed Lazy B site in Estes Park at the same scale (proposed
development area would fully occupy and be frankly overstuffed into the area between Mills Drive
immediately on the south with several densely packed houses adjacent, the body of water and a
crowded RV park in the summer to the north, RMNP headquarters buildings immediately on the west,
and Rock Inn’s building immediately on the east, with very little remaining open space around it):

https://www.eoogle.com/maps/place/1711+Mills+Dr,+Estes+Park,+CO+80517/@40.3623647 -

105.5563833,398m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x8769650ce5d884c3:0x51f261786e881ebd!8m2!3d4
0.36164614d-105.555621



TO: Estes Park Planning Commission Members

The Trail Gazette has just run a series of articles and an “anonymous” editorial that pretended to be a
fair evaluation of the controversial Lazy-B Project. This was directed at the Planning Commission in the
hope that by further restating false information they could sway the board in making your decision. An
obvious conflict of interest among the writing staff of the Gazette needs to be pointed out. | am sure
that with your existing knowledge of the project you will be able to sort this out and make a fair
decision.

As a supplement to the Gazette investigation which was limited to talking to inexperienced town
planning staff there are a few questions that could have been asked but were not.

(1) What is the real reason the Lazy-B cannot use their existing entrance on Spur 667 They say it will
conflict with RV’s coming in at the same entrance at about 5:00 pm. There is minimal activity at
this entrance at that time. Could the real reason be that they intend to re-zone and subdivide
the land in the area of this entrance?

(2) Who are the real developers of this project and who is providing financing. Is it Michelle Oliver
oris it the Elk Meadow Owners. There is conflicting information reported.

(3) Why were the investigation questions limited to town staff and not one question directed
toward anyone of the 1,300 people who are opposed? (See Petition)

(4) Why are town planners so intent on pushing this project through with so many issues regarding
zoning, waivers to street design standards, variances to set back requirements and impact on
Mills Drive neighborhood? And why was a special temporary permit issued without notifying
any of us neighbors? My understanding is that the Planner is supposed to be an honest broker
in evaluating project impacts.

(5) Why do the Planner, Developer, Engineer and now the Trail Gazette persist in claiming the Rock
Inn patrons are parking on the Public Right of Way when it was established at last Planning
Commission hearing that they are not?

(6) And finally when is the Lazy-B going to sacrifice something to show their good faith in reducing
the impact of their project?

Thank you for your patience and careful consideration of all the facts pertaining to this
project. | guess some of these volunteer jobs just aren’t any fun. Respectfully submitted.

Mike Egan — Estes Park









May 10, 2016

To Members of the Estes Park Planning Board,

Thank you for hearing the many, many concerns of the Mills Drive neighborhood.
We realize it is quite overwhelming and we are extremely grateful for the careful
consideration you have shown thus far.

Prior to the April 19th meeting, between the three of us, we attended every public
meeting, met with Audem Gonzalez, and met with Michelle Oliver and Randy
Jackson. There have been multiple false claims on the part of the Michelle Oliver,
Lonnie Sheldon and Audem Gonzalez that she has presented us with 3 or 4
parking solutions and we refuse to cooperate. They have told this fie at the
second library meeting, all over social media, and over and over in the trail
gazette, and right to your faces in the April 19th study session. We have many
screen shots, newspaper articles and hours of video if you would like to see any
of it. Michelle Oliver then stopped short of repeating it to you on camera a few
hours later (time stamp 1:53:47 on the video on the town website.) At that point
she finally told the truth and admitted that they have not actually shown us
anything. She blames Kerry for not being at a meeting. Kerry was never
scheduled to be at a meeting, since she was very sick from cancer treatments.
Tim, as a Rock Inn partner, had full authority to look at any plans. At that
meeting, Randy told Tim that Michael, the other campground owner {(who was not
at the meeting) was not willing to give up any more land, and they did not have
anything to offer us.

On April 28th, We received a certified letter from Troy Krenning requesting a
meeting. We accepted his request by email within a few minutes. All
correspondence is attached. We were very curious about what they might be
proposing, because they do not have enough land for their own parking needs,
which is why they are requesting a parking waiver/appeal. The height of our
dinner hour is the same as theirs, so using their parking lot when they are not
using it is just silly. Michelle Oliver gushed that her customers will walk to the
Rock Inn after her show. Interesting plan considering there will be nowhere to
walk with the widened street taking up the current shoulders and the developer
requesting a sidewalk waiver/appeal on Mills Drive. Cash in lieu is not the same
as concrete.

We were also quite surprised to hear that they are now claiming that Michelle
Oliver is not the developer. We have her on video stating that this is all her idea
and Randy was kind enough to let her use some land. And she went on and on
at the last planning board meeting about how they are not out-of-town
developers because her family has a second home here (time stamp 1:47:32)



For the meeting with Troy, We set up two cameras, because we film everything
they say at this point. Troy lied to us in the emails setting up the meeting, saying
he arrived late to the party and does not know what is going on, when in fact, he
made the presentation for the lazy b at the last board meeting (time stamp
1:34:27.)

At 2 pm, the agreed upon time of the meeting, we started filming. We would be
happy to share the video of us waiting for an hour if you would like. Out of
courtesy for your valuable time we cut it to just include Troy arriving an hour late,
arguing with us about the start time and then storming out when we showed him
his own email setting the time of the meeting. He did not apologize for wasting
our time and we have not heard from them since. Many people who watch the
video are shocked. We were not even surprised. This is exactly how they have
been treating the entire neighborhood since the beginning. The link to the 1
minute and 24 second video is http://youtu.be/dDZ2g04MzUc

Another lie the developers boldly presented to you is the map of elk meadow
outlined in red (time stamp 1:36:39.) The land between the Rock Inn and Dale
Griffith is not owned by Elk Meadow, yet they have it outlined in red as if it does.

Yet another lie Audem Gonzalez told you is that we are not parking on our own
property (time stamp 1:09:44). Celine, from Van Horn engineering then told you
that we are, in fact, parking on our property (time stamp 2:00:48.)

This major event center is clearly not an accessory use for the campground. Troy
Krenning stated at the April 19th meeting that they will subdivide that piece of
land sooner rather than later (time stamp 1:38) and Michelle Oliver stated at both
library meetings that she was planning to buy it and have it re-zoned to
commercial. This project does not meet code in so many ways that have already
been documented by S0 many people, we will not repeat them all here. What
baffles us is that our own planning department is presenting this as a legitimate
project. We are done with the lies and games. Estes park deserves better than a
planner who is willing to lie to the planning board and the citizens to push the
agenda of a shady, out-of-town, lying developer who is represented by a shady,
out-of-town, lying lawyer.

We are attaching 8 pages of correspondence between us and Troy Kenning and
also a link to our video of this meeting. We are happy to help if you have any
trouble viewing the video.

Thank you for all of your time. Please vote NO!
Bryan Gillam, Tim Roemer and Kerry Egrjln// /
The Rock Inn Mountain Tavern
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LAW OFFICE OF TROYD. KRENNlNG, 1LI.C

ATTORNFYS AND COUNSFLORS AT Law

TROY I). KkENNING
April 25, 2016

Ms. Kerry C. Egan
The Rock Inn. 1 ¢d.
1675 Hwy 66

Estes Park, CO

Dear Ms, Lzan,

AS you are centainly aware the Estes Valley Plaoming Cominission continued the land yse
application out for one moaih conceming the Lazy B proposal. The planning commission
seemed interested in knowing iF an additional month might give the “sides” fime to meet and see
if there might be some sort of agreement thiat could arrived ar,

If you believe that a discussion ould be beneficial T would tike 1o invite you to contactine. 1 amn
very happy and willing to travel 1o Estes 10 accomplish such a meeting. 1 have not been terribly
engaged in the past discussions conceming the issues that have develaped betwean the Rook Tnn
and the Lazy B3,

If we do meet, 1 would respectfutly request that all owners of the Rock Inn be present. One of the
concerns | have is that the exchange of infonnstion up 0 s point scems to he somewhat
disjointed. 1 think it would be best for e 1o mect with you and your pariners at ose tite so that |
an fully understand all of the underiving issues that have heey brought up. Any such mavting
will involve me as the only representative of the 1 azy B,

If you think a meeting would be: productive, please contact me ot iy office, punmbers below or
fect free to emait nre at troyitklav (imsn com

I look forward to your response,
w‘ictﬁ}ii}.
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Kerry Egan <kerbear1111 @gmail.com> Fri, Apr 29, 2016 at 3:57 PM
To: troydklaw@msn.com

Hello Troy!

posted on facebook that she has paid for four different drawings and she claims we have refused them all. This claim
is curious to us, as we have not seen any offers or drawings.

We can certainly all attend the meeting if you feel that is necessary. We have a few requests:

1. Please bring the 3 or 4 offers that we have supposedly refused.

2, As with all communication with her at this point, we will be video recording the meeting for our own protection.

3. Please ask Michelle to stop telling people that we are sending her death threats. The police investigated her claim
and found no evidence, yet she continues to spread this lie.

We look forward to meeting with you. Wednesdays are the day that all 3 of us work, so that would be best for us.

Thank you!

Kerry Egan
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Troy Krenning <troydklaw@msn.com> Fri, Apr 29, 2016 at 4.46 PM

To: Kerry Egan <kerbear1111@gmail.com>
Kerry,

Next Wednesday works perfect. How about 2 at your place (Rock Inn)? I've been there many times in the past!

I'll look into the parking drawings and bring whatever has been created. I'm somewhat the late arrival to this party and
trying to catch up on all that has been said/committed to.

Michelle will not be participating in this meeting, just me. | will look into the death threat issue. | have asked my client
to direct their employees to stop public comment about the Lazy B, Rock Inn, Mills Drive, etc. Please let me know if
you learn of additional public comment via social media or otherwise.

To be clear, | do not represent Ms. Oliver. She is an employee of my client. If you feel recording our meeting is
necessary and appropriate | have no objection.

Will 2 at your place work next Wednesday?
Thanks,
Troy

Sent from my iPhone
{Quoted text hidden]
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Kerry Egan <kerbear1111@gmail.com> Fri, Apr 29, 2016 at 5:39 PM
To: Troy Krenning <troydklaw@msn.com:>

Hi Troy,

Wednesday at 2 sounds perfect.
See you then.

[Quoted text hidden]

Kerry Egan

4 of §
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Troy Krenning <troydklaw@msn.com> Fri, Apr 29, 20186 at 9:06 PM
To: Kerry Egan <kerbear1111@gmail.com>

I'll be there.
Troy

Sent from my iPhone
[Cuoted text hidden]
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Kerry <kerbear1111@gmail.com> Tue, May 3, 2016 at 8:39 AM
To: Troy Krenning <troydklaw@msn.com>

Good Morning Troy!

| hope you are well.

To ensure we are not wasting our time tomorrow, we would like to confirm that you will be bringing the drawings
Michelle Oliver mentioned at the planning board meeting.

Also, we are very curious about with whom we are negotiating, as Michelle Oliver has been represented as the
developer until now. Who is your client?

Thank you, Troy.

Warmest regards,

Kerry

Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden)
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TROY KRENNING <troydklaw@msn.com> Tue, May 3, 2016 at 2:14 PM
To: Kerry <kerbear1111@gmail.com>

Kerry,

| am well, a little busy, but well. | will have drawings that have been produced, | have no way of knowing if those are
what Michelle referenced or not but i will have copies of work that was created for us to review. | represent Randy
Jackson and Michael Andrzejek the actual owners of Elk Meadow and Lazy B.

Michelle is not the developer, that would be the various businesses which is owned by Jackson and Andrzejek, | am
not aware that Michelle has represented herself as the developer aithough she is and will be an employee of the
developerfowners. Her employment status and capacity is not of significant interest to me.

| share your interest in wanting our get together to be productive. Honestly | am not interested in plowing over old
ground. As | said in my initial email, | am somewhat the late arrival to this project and hope to spend time on what can
be done to resolve outstanding issues. | come to this meeting with a clean slate, | want to hear directly from you and
your partners. | am not all that interested in the emotional drama that has unfolded or the he-said she-said
conversations.

You are business owners, my clients are business owners and | actually think that if calm and rational minds can
come together a lot of what has everyone charged up can be resolved. Maybe I'm wrong? But | look forward to sitting
down and at the very least meeting and opening a genuine dialogue and conversation.

| have court in the morning and then plan to change out of a suit and into jeans for my trip up
there. | need to pick my wife up at DIA at 7, so if you don't mind, | plan to be in jeans and
sweatshirt. | trust | will not get downgraded for not trying to look the part of lawyer?

Does this address your questions from email below?

Troy

Troy D. Krenning, Esq

Law Office of Troy D. Krenning, LL.C
640 E. Eisenhower, Suite 150
Loveland, CO 80537 -

(970) 292-8290

(888) 465-8045 FAX

wwuwww*uco nﬁde ntia ”ty NOfice ™ retsmenemmesie 7 o F g

This message {and any associated file(s}) is infended only for the use of the individual or entity fo which if is addressed and may contain information that
is corfidential or protected by attormsy-client privitege and/or the work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby nofified that
any dissemination, copying or disiribution of this message, or files associated with this message, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message
in error, please nofify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer. Messages sent fo and from us may be monitored.
intermet communications cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or
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Tue, May 3, 2016 at 4:15 PM

———— SR —— L

Kerry <kerbear1111@gmail.com>
To: TROY KRENNING <troydklaw@msn.com>

Hi Troy,

To bring you up to speed, Michele Oliver is listed as the 'Applicant’ on the development application on file with the
town, so it is not a he said/she said situation, it is written in ink. | am happy to share the link if you would like.

She and Randy are on video at the second public meeting stating that the lazy b is Michele's idea and Randy has
been kind enough to offer her some land to use because Michele took care of his dying mother. She also stated that
she searched all over town for other options, and the RV park was the best one. | am happy to share the YouTube link
if you would like.

We look forward to the meeting and we do not care what you wear. We are only concerned with facts and are far
beyond weary of the lies at this point. We would appreciate not being portrayed as emotional. Everything we state has
either paper or video documentation to back it up.

Thank you.

Kerry

Sent from my iPad
[Quoted text hidden]
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS
e 2 PO VLT VT BOIES FARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on‘the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the guiet and dark neighborhood on Miils Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a ha rdship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. iIn addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS
Seml P R DUSES VUVITUFESTES FARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.

According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS
S 9T MV VT BoTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Eik Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.

According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane propased by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address g ‘; Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS
S S R PR UVT VR B5TES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn pa rking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primevali.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.

According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a ha rdship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking fot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUf OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are arging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their reque"s.t to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS
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We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.

According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking fot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely Unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.

According to the State Highway Access Code 6n right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.” The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 yeat; old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. |n addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address &H Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access wouid not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking ot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely-primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills lls Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
-show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
“oroperty.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
-eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front

porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and

Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

"Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance

on Highway 66 to avoid the destructior of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must

show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely prirﬂeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to'widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. .In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the gquiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely. primeval.
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‘@ KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptabie hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.” The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on nghwav 66 to avoid the destruction of the guiet and dark neighborhood on Miils Drive.
Accordmg to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.” The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy
B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid th avoid the destruction of the guiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on rlght-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments

Oy Vivghan L STl o ot G

P \
Andeh  Cross ((Bustbridac 3¢ LR

Con Cobimen 5257 Com Bock [ ﬁ‘a]lmt [he N
F‘ég Chc(e_/ (%M&, o))

MeA |

e goda™.
LA & E Eoot .

T

\“Aoo
6. M/\
ib W b\im\]cne\.b(wﬂe\'\ <O Yooll N\ow\“bpop S'&kﬁf\’t*\w.cfb
7.

cﬁu% 37, [rorrtt Lo E5f2-

10.



KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comme'nts
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Board and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the quiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.” The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of—té"v;n developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is corhpletely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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KEEP TOUR BUSES OUT OF ESTES PARK NEIGHBORHOODS

We are urging the Estes Park Planning Boa rd and the Town Trustees to Vote No on the Lazy

B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. Elk Meadow should use their existing entrance
on Highway 66 to avoid the destruction of the guiet and dark neighborhood on Mills Drive.
According to the State Highway Access Code on right-hand turn lanes ‘the applicant must
show that the additional access would not knowingly cause a hardship to an adjacent
property.’ The tour bus turning lane proposed by out-of-town developers that would
eliminate the 79 year old Rock Inn parking lot and move traffic to mere feet from the front
porch is an absolutely unacceptable hardship. In addition, their request to widen 66 and
Mills Drive without building sidewalks or providing proper drainage is completely primeval.

Name Address Additional Comments
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4/19/2016 Town of Estes Park Mail - Urgent - Lazy-B development plan - from Johanna Darden

0 Karen Thompson <kthompson@estes.org>

L]
ESTES P ARK

Urgent - Lazy-B development plan - from Johanna Darden
1 message

Bill J. Darden <bdarden@uchicago.edu> Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 8:57 AM
To: "kthompson@estes.org" <kthompson@estes.org>

April 19, 2016
Hi Karen,

I found my comment along with the many others concerning the Lazy-B development plan on the Town's
website. However, part of the comment was omitted. Please post this again so it will be read by the Estes
Valley Planning Commission. My name was even left off of my comment. I am adding more to the previous
comment, because I believe this development will impact more than the residents and the Rock Inn.

"I vote NO on the Lazy B Ranch and Wranglers Development Plan. It's poor planning and reeks of "money
talks." The Rock Inn is a great place to go to enjoy a relaxing fun time with friends and musicians. The area
around it contributes to this uncongested, low traffic, nighttime environment. Support for the Rock Inn that has
been thriving in the Estes Valley since I began coming here in 1977 should not have negative impacts on their
business or the neighborhood (Mills Drive) nearby. -- Johanna Darden, 501 Mac Gregor Avenue, Estes Park,
CO 80517

To increase the number of tourists along the Hwy 66 corridor will complicate evacuation in case of fire. When
the danger of fire occurred in the High Drive area a couple of years ago, the people at the YMCA were not
permitted to leave. There was not an adequate plan to get the people along Hwy 66 evacuated in the event
the fire could not be contained. To my knowledge this problem still exists. Property owners who insist on
their rights to develop their land should be required to accommodate changes that are needed on their
property only and within existing ordinances. Development plans should stay within the zoning and comply
with current ordinances governing the property. This concept of placing conditions on development plans that
allow the Board of Adjustment to play a major role in determining whether a project is approved is an
inappropriate way of allowing a project and a way of abdicating the responsibility of the Estes Valley Planning
Commission. I would have added my name to the list of people who want to keep tour buses out of
neighborhoods as well. Ten years ago Estes Park was not a tourist town even though tourists visited here. So
the idea that people who do not want excessive tourism should go elsewhere is ludicrous. Less is more!
Please do not allow this project as the owners have currently requested. -- Johanna Darden, Full-Time
Resident of Estes Park"

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=a1a80c521a&view= pt&g=bdarden&qgs=true&search=query&th=1542f06513bd43d48&sim|=1542f06513bd43d4 17










































































































































































































































































































































RECEIVED -
COMM DEV
APRIL 12,2016

To: Estes Park Planning Committee

From: Chris Watters - Estes Park resident and The Rock Inn Mountain Tavern
employee

Date: April 8,2016
Subject: Lazy B Ranch

The creation of this venue has become a major talking point of Estes Park
businesses and residents due to the many changes that will occur if the planned
venue is built. As a full-time employee of The Rock Inn Mountain Tavern and a
resident of Estes Park, [ am deeply concerned by the planning of this venue for
multiple reasons:

* Light pollution -

0 Streetlamps and parking lot lights will heavily pollute the nightscape,
destroying views of the stars and damaging nighttime wildlife in the
area. The secluded feeling of Western Estes Park is a reason so many
residents live here and why so many people enjoy staying on this end
of town. The light pollution that would occur due to the proposed
enhancements of the area will essentially negate that essence of
seclusion.

* Noise pollution -

0 People come to Estes Park for many reasons - one of which is the
peace and quiet. If we do not preserve this aspect of our small town,
people will find other places to travel that provide this environment.
Lost tourism is the exact opposite of what this venue promises to
provide; the type of tourism this venue promotes is not in-line with
our current tourism crowd and has the long-term potential to drive
them away.

* Traffic congestion -

0 Adding a turn lane to Route 66 would negatively affect traffic coming
in and out of the National Park, residential traffic in the area,
pedestrian safety (due to the lack of sidewalks - as it is currently
planned) and parking for The Rock Inn Mountain Tavern. More so, if
the hopes of the venue truly are to have shuttle buses from the
Denver, Boulder, and Fort Collins areas, this would add to the dangers
for wildlife crossing our roads, noise pollution that will scare away
much of the wildlife that co-exists within our community, and air
pollution that is neither beneficial nor easily combated

* Wildlife dangers -

0 Some of the dangers have already been mentioned, but if the venue
exists as a tent for the first year or two (as it has been proposed) and
food is served to families within that tent, there will be incidents with



bears and other forms of wildlife. Either they will come searching and
run away without causing harm (potentially being put-down because
of their domestication due to easily accessible food) or an attack will
happen and not only will this affect some family and/or individual for
a lifetime - but that bear (or those bears) will have to be put-down.

* Complete lack of planning -

0 Please, seriously consider this: an 18,000 square foot building could
be erected, our roads changed, and our natural landscape
manipulated - all on the hopes of a single business succeeding - and
this business is being proposed by someone who believes that they
can maintain that 18,000 square foot building, serve food, serve
drinks, and provide live entertainment day-in and day-out with only
10 - 12 employees.

0 Employment is a major issue in the Estes Park community. Lack of
affordable housing is at the root of this issue, and when asked about
these concerns for any new business, we received two different
responses by two of the partners heading up the proposal -

1. This is not my problem, nor my concern.
2. We will be able to provide adequate housing options to our
employees (since there will only be 10 - 12 full-time).
» Offers nothing back to this community -

0 The leading member of the proposal team has made it very clear that
this business offers the potential for economic growth and prosperity
to the Estes Park community through increased tourism and
employment opportunities. This could not be farther from the truth,
considering that they only plan to provide 10 - 12 full-time jobs and
shuttle a large portion of their customers to and from the venue with
no stops in-between. The majority of these customers will be shuttled
from Denver, Boulder, and Ft. Collins (and surrounding areas)
meaning that their shuttles will be actively competing for our
normally commuting visitors and bypassing every other business in
the process.

It has also been stated that this business would encourage year-round
tourism, but the venue is only proposed to operate full-time May
through September.

0 If this business fails, we will have an abandoned building, with an
abandoned parking lot, improperly zone for commercial use, and very
few options to fill that location with an alternative business that has
the chance to survive in such a large venue, in such a remote location.
The potential of this business surviving in this location is a gamble -
the negative short and long-term effects are guaranteed.

In my opinion, this venue is neither reflective nor contributory to the National Park
or the Estes Park Community. We are risking so much to gain so little - and
potentially lose a whole lot.































































Mike and Donna Egan goldldog@hotmail.com via estes.org 3:12 PM (21 hours ago)
to planning
To: Estes Valley Planning Commission Members, Mayor and Estes Park Town Board

From: Mike and Donna Egan
Partners - S&E Enterprises, 1755 Moraine Ave. Highway 66

Date: February 24, 2016

This letter is to express our opposition to the current proposed plan for development of the Lazy B Chuckwagon on the Elk
Meadow RV Resort Property. We are the owners of nearby (90' away) Commercial & Residential rental units at 1755 Moraine
Ave.

We have reviewed the Statement of Intent, Site & Building drawings, Traffic Study, and various other documents submitted by
the developer. Mike Egan also attended the public meeting for the project on February 17, 2016. Outlined below are our
specific objections.

(1) The Statement of Intent details the proposed project and discusses some Environmental & Miscellaneous Impacts including
wetlands, wildlife and obstructed views. Fine. What the plan entirely fails to address is the direct adverse impact to
businesses and residents of the street re-alignment plan for Highway 66 and Mills Drive. The proposed installation of a turning
lane in front of the Rock inn on Highway 66 will effectively eliminate 16 critical parking spaces for this business. The current
owners have spent the last 10 years building this restaurant into a local favorite. This impact was totally ignored. As you all
know, parking for any business in the Estes Valley is at a premium. These spaces are critical to the Rock Inn.

The proposed widening of Mills Drive to a paved 24' cartway with curbing will infringe on the current driveways and
available parking space for all the residents and eliminate off street parking entirely for some. The needs of these owners and
tenants who are almost entirely year round residents have not been addressed in the plan.

(2) A traffic study prepared by Delich Associates and presented on 12/14/15 indicated that the proposed turning lane at the
intersection of Highway 66 and Mills Drive be delayed until after one year of operation by the Lazy-B Chuckwagon. A later
report dated 1/13/16 stated that the turning lane was now required. Not sure what happened to cause this change but again, it
totally disregards impact on neighbors. The Elk Meadow facility currently has a large driveway entrance off Highway 66 that
adequately handles all traffic coming | and out of the campground. In the past ten years we have never seen a backup of traffic
near this entrance at any hour. The same entrance can easily handle the proposed traffic coming into the proposed Lazy B
operation. There is no need for an additional entrance off Mills Drive.

(3) Several Waivers and Variances for this project are needed for implementation. All of these need to be looked at very
carefully especially Waiver of Ordinance 8-05#, Appendix D Street Design and Construction Standards. | appears this waiver will
impact drainage at Mills Drive and Highway 66. Again, an adverse impact to neighbors of project.

Some closing comments. The project developer in the Statement of Intent indicated that an overwhelming positive response
would be shown at the public meeting. At the meeting an overwhelmingnegative response was shown. Unfortunately, only an
hour was available for public comment due to room scheduling. It appears that the developer is determined to push this
through.

As the governing bodies responsible for overseeing Estes Valley Development we ask the Planning Commission, Town Board
and Mayor to reject this project proposal in its current form. We request that the developer and planers come up with an
alternate plan that takes into consideration the impact on the people in the neighborhood - at least on the same level as the
other wildlife in the area. If Lazy B would use the already existing entrance to the Elk Meadow property a major part of this
impact problem would be resolved. We think a site visit by governing body members might also be helpful.

Thank you for your review and consideration of this information. We can be reached at: 135 Timber Lane, Estes Park, 970-412-
9672, goldldog@hotmail.com.



https://support.google.com/mail/answer/1311182?hl=en
tel:970-412-9672
tel:970-412-9672
mailto:gold1dog@hotmail.com
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