
CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS

AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING NO. 2019-11

 TUESDAY, APRIL 09, 2019

The below Worksession will begin immediately following the 
conclusion of Special Meeting SP-2019-03 that begins at 5:00pm.

Approximate total time 3.5 hours. Times listed on the agenda are 
approximations and may be longer or shorter with no notice.

MEETING LOCATION: Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall; 
124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO

     
ROLL CALL

     
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

     
WORKSESSION

Worksession procedure: The Council will give direction to staff at 
worksessions for the presentation of action items at future regular 
Council meetings, no motions will be considered. Public comment will be 
accommodated at the discretion of the City Council majority.

1. Proposed Plastic Bag Ban and Paper Bag Fee. (DelliQuadri) 
1.5 hours

2. Fire Station Site Feasibility Update. (Stewart/Cerasoli) 60 
minutes

3. Fire/EMS Funding Citizen’s Committee Update. (Connell) 60 
minutes



     
ADJOURNMENT

     
RAINBOW

Rainbow materials.



CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM

FROM: Winnie DelliQuadri, Assistant to the City Manager 
Steamboat Springs Teen Council 
Sarah Jones, Yampa Valley Sustainability Council

THROUGH: Gary Suiter, City Manager

DATE: April 9, 2019

ITEM: Proposed Plastic Bag Ban and Paper Bag Fee.

X DIRECTION
X INFORMATION

ORDINANCE
MOTION
RESOLUTION
PROCLAMATION

I. REQUEST/ISSUE & BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The Steamboat Springs Teen Council, with support from city staff and the 
Yampa Valley Sustainability Council, presented a request for a plastic bag ban 
to city council on November 13, 2018.  At that council work session, a majority 
of council members directed staff to bring back additional information on a ban 
on single use plastic bags, with a focus on grocery stores but with questions 
regarding other retailers.  Council also asked for information on a fee on paper 
bags in conjunction with the plastic bag ban. This work session focuses on that 
requested additional information.  Teen Council and the Yampa Valley 
Sustainability Council have assisted city staff in pulling together the information 
for this work session and are available for questions.

Plastic Bag Ban:  The communities of Aspen, Vail, Avon, Telluride, and 
Carbondale have implemented a plastic bag ban with an associated paper bag 
fee.  Crested Butte has adopted a ban on plastic bags.  When considering a 
plastic bag ban, council will need to determine the type of stores targeted and 
the size of stores targeted.
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As part of the information gathering process, and because these stores were 
mentioned by name in the November 13 work session, staff met with the 
store managers from Safeway, Walmart, City Market, Walgreens, Ace 
Hardware and Plum Market.  The store managers were contacted in person, 
were given broad information about the proposed plastic bag ban/paper bag 
fee, were invited to the council work session on April 9, and were asked to 
provide information on how a ban/fee would impact their business operations.

Number of Single Use Plastic Bags:  Store managers provided information on 
the number of single use plastic bags used each year:  Safeway – 1,190,000, 
City Market – 1,538,000, Walgreens – 74,400 (store manager estimate), Ace 
Hardware 58,000.  Walmart noted their willingness to provide this 
information, however it was not received by the packet deadline.  Staff have 
estimated that Walmart uses 1,000,000+ bags per year.  Plum Market did not 
track the number of single use plastic bags used each year, and noted that 
the majority of its customers were tourists.  Total estimated plastic bags for 
the four larger grocery stores, Safeway, City Market, Walmart and Walgreens, 
is about 3.8 million single use plastic bags per year.

Increased costs for stores for paper bags:  Stores currently provide plastic 
bags and at times, paper bags, free to customers.  Switching from plastic 
bags to paper bags will increase costs for stores, which would then be passed 
on to customers with higher prices on other goods sold.  Over time, as the 
use of disposable bags decreases, the overall dollars spent on paper bags will 
go down.  

For example, national stores have plastic bag costs that range between 1.1 
cents at the low end and 1.5 cents at the high end.  Paper bag costs range 
from 3 cents on the low end to 5 cents on the high end.  The resultant cost 
increase of paper over plastic ranges from 1.9 cents to 3.8 cents per bag.  In 
addition to bag costs, one store manager also noted that there would be a 
labor cost involved in scanning each bag utilized.  

In contrast, locally owned stores have higher bag costs.  Ace hardware 
spends 2.5 cents per plastic bag and their paper bag prices range from 3.7 – 
24.56 cents per bag depending on the size and specifications of the bag (a 
1.2 – 22.06 cent increase, depending on the bag size).  Plum market spends 3 
cents per plastic bag and 36.13 cents per paper bag (a 33.13 cent increase.)

Store type:  Other communities have targeted different types of stores as a 
defining criteria for applicability of their ordinance.  Aspen’s ordinance targets 
grocery stores.  Vail’s ordinance initially targeted grocery stores and then 
expanded to all retailers.  Avon’s ordinance targets all retailers.  
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Store size:  Other communities have utilized facility size as a defining criteria 
for applicability of the ordinance.  Aspen’s ordinance targets grocers over 
3,500 square feet.  Vail’s ordinance initially targeted grocers over 3,500 
square feet, then expanded to all retailers.  Avon’s ordinance allows all 
retailers under 4,000 square feet of retail space to retain all fees for specific 
allowable purposes.

In considering an ordinance for Steamboat Springs, and for reference, 
Safeway is 29,000 sq. feet of retail, 43,900 total, City Market is 54,000 sq. 
feet, Walmart is 57,197 sq. feet, Walgreens is 16,400 sq. feet of retail, Ace is 
26,000 sq. feet, Plum Market is 6,000 sq. feet.  Attachment 3 provides a list of 
buildings within Steamboat Springs that are over 10,000 square feet.  
Attachment 4 provides a list of buildings within Steamboat Springs that are 
over 3,500 square feet.  This data was provided by Steamboat Springs Fire 
Rescue with the caveat that the data may be incomplete, and that these are 
the size of the entire buildings, which can contain many businesses (think 
Central Park Plaza that contains QDoba, Dairy Queen, Mtn Eyeworks, etc). We 
do not have the square footage of individual businesses unless they take up 
the entire building.  

Paper Bag Fee:  The communities of Aspen, Vail, Avon, Telluride, and 
Carbondale have implemented a plastic bag ban with an associated paper bag 
fee.  When considering a plastic bag ban, council will need to determine the 
type of stores targeted, the size of stores targeted, and the fee amount.

Yampa Valley Sustainability Council’s report (attachment 5) notes that the 
goal of a plastic bag ban and paper bag fee is to reduce waste, eliminate 
plastic bag pollution and raise awareness around waste reduction and 
recycling in Steamboat Springs. The fee provides an incentive for consumers 
to utilize reusable bags.  In addition, they note that the paper bag fee also 
offers a mechanism for tracking non-reusable bag usage. Over time, the 
revenue generated from the fee can be determined and modeled to show 
changes in use.  YVSC spoke with stakeholders in other communities and 
reported that the general consensus was that charging higher fees deter 
residents and tourists from choosing paper bags over reusable bags more 
effectively. 

Staff notes that implementation of the potential ordinance will require both 
time and money. Resources will be needed to administer the program, 
coordinate with affected stores, provide education and outreach to locals and 
visitors who will be impacted by the ordinance, and provide reusable bags to 
assist with successful implementation of the program. In addition, fee revenue 
could be used to fund additional waste reduction, recycling, and reduction of 
trash pollution within the community.  
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Amount of the Paper Bag Fee:  Aspen and Carbondale each have a 20 cent 
fee, Telluride, Vail and Avon have a 10 cent fee.  Revenue projections for a 10 
cent, 15 cent and a 20 cent fee for Steamboat Springs are provided in the 
fiscal impact section of this report.

Impact of the Plastic Bag Ban / Paper Bag Fee:  Aspen conducted the “City of 
Aspen Single Use Bag Study” in 2017 which found that “single use paper bag 
sales per $100 of supermarket sales ranged from a low of 0.59 bags/$100 
revenue in 2012 to high of 0.78 bags/$100 sales in 2014. This rate remained 
relatively constant between 2014 - 2016. These low values, combined with 
the observation that only 15% of shoppers leaving supermarkets were 
observed using single use bags, indicates that a substantial number of 
customers choose reusable bags or no bags at all. In contrast, observations 
made at a nearby supermarket with no bag policy in place indicated that 77% 
of shoppers left with single use bags.”

In comparison, Steamboat Springs currently has a rate of 3.395 single use 
plastic bags used per $100 of supermarket sales.

Disposable (Plastic and Paper) Bag Fee:  Boulder, Breckenridge, and 
Nederland each have a 10 cent fee on all disposable bags, both paper and 
plastic.  Similar to the plastic bag ban / paper bag fee discussed above, a fee 
on disposable plastic and paper bags would reduce the use of disposable bags 
while also providing revenue to operate the corresponding program.  Questions 
that would need to be answered to develop an ordinance for a fee are similar 
to the plastic ban / paper bag fee and include:  targeted store type and size, 
and fee amount. 

Impact of the Disposable (Plastic and Paper) Bag Fee:  Boulder implemented 
a 10 cent fee on every plastic bag in 2012 and according to the City in a news 
report in early 2018, the city has seen a 70% decrease in plastic bag usage 
since then.  Boulder has collected about $1 million in revenue since 2013 and 
has used the funds for a reusable bag program, marketing and education and 
an upgrade of Boulder’s recycling center to enable it to sort plastic bags out 
from other recyclables.  Breckenridge implemented a 10 cent fee on all 
disposable (paper and plastic) bags in 2013 and estimates a 50% reduction in 
disposable bag use.

What do you do with the money?  Attachment 6 provides information on 
how other communities spend bag fee revenues.  The draft ordinance provided 
as attachment 2 is modeled after Aspen’s ordinance and specifically identifies 
that fees generated could be spent on the following items.  

 Providing reusable carryout bags to residents and visitors.  The launch of a 
new program would include substantial provision of reusable bags in the 
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community, as well as ongoing provision of reusable bags to residents and 
to visitors through lodging properties.  Teen Council has provided a proposal 
in attachment 7 that identifies their proposed launch for a program within 
the schools.  The larger grocery stores noted the need for a similar launch 
to their customers with give aways of reusable bags.  Finally, city staff have 
been in communication with chamber staff and lodging committee members 
about the need to develop a program for providing tourists with a reusable 
bags in their lodging accommodations.  This program could involve a single 
bag design that had a subsidized cost to businesses and lodging properties, 
or a program that subsidized the cost of reusable bags developed and 
utilized by different businesses and lodging properties.  

 Educating residents, businesses, and visitors about the impact of trash on 
the city’s environmental health, the importance of reducing the number of 
disposable carryout bags entering the waste stream, and the impact of 
disposable carryout bags on waterways and the environment.  City staff note 
the importance of explaining the “why” of this program and would propose 
to contract this work out to a subcontractor in the community.  

 Public educational campaigns to raise awareness about waste reduction and 
recycling.  City staff note the importance of this program and would propose 
to contract this work out to a subcontractor in the community.  

 Purchasing, installing, operating, and maintaining equipment designed to 
minimize trash pollution, including recycling containers and waste 
receptacles.  Within this area, city staff have identified providing increased 
trash and recycling containers throughout the community – with a focus on 
downtown, the core trail, and parks.  Over the last five years, City Parks and 
Recreation has increased the number of bear-proof trash and recycling bins 
in parks and open spaces. Additional funding could be used to continue this 
expansion and to provide additional bins with consistent color and signage 
for community and sporting events.

 Funding community cleanup events and other activities that reduce trash.  
Currently the city participates in the County’s annual Routt County Clean-up 
Day and Friends of the Yampa hosts the annual River Clean-up Day.  
Additional litter clean-up events could focus on the river, parks, downtown, 
or other high need areas, and would be beneficial for both the community 
and environment.  Teen Council has specifically noted their interest in 
conducting a clean-up activity as a part of program implementation.

 Maintaining a public website that educates residents on the progress of 
waste reduction efforts.  The City could incorporate this into the city’s 
current website, or could contract with a third part partner to develop a 
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stand-alone website.  As the City implements a new program, it will be 
important to have a central location to direct locals and visitors. 

 Paying for the administration of this program.  This will include staff time 
and contracting costs.

 Funding programs and infrastructure that allows the Steamboat Springs 
community to reduce waste and recycle.  The Yampa Valley Sustainability 
Council has identified the following potential projects, which are identified 
in the countywide Waste Diversion Strategic Plan, as examples of needed 
but unfunded waste diversion activities. These projects could be carried out 
by the city utilizing city staff, could be funded by the city and carried out by 
nonprofit and community partners, could be bid out through the 
procurement process, or could be carried out through waste diversion 
specific grants through the community support process.

o Support recycling drop-off events - Currently YVSC hosts two 
residential and business recycling drop-off events per year. Routt 
County Department of Environmental Health funds the collection of 
household hazardous waste (HHW) pick-up, which can only be 
provided at one event per year and only for residents because of 
budget limitations. Funds from the bag fee could be used to provide 
HHW services for both events and for residents and small 
businesses and to support and expand collection of other materials 
as needed.

o Provide consistent trash and recycling signage.  Currently, signage 
for trash and recycling throughout the community is different 
depending on location and trash hauler. Research shows that 
providing consistent signage and recycling information throughout 
the community will help to increase diversion and reduce 
contamination.

o Support initiatives to increase recycling in multi-unit housing.  
Currently, very few multi-unit housing complexes have access to 
recycling. Residual funding from the bag fee could be used to 
support recycling initiatives for these complexes.

o Additional waste diversion initiatives.  Funds could be used to 
respond to community waste diversion needs, including activities 
identified by the Waste Diversion Strategic Plan task force. 

Business Retainage of Fees:  Each of the communities that has adopted 
some form of fee on plastic or paper and plastic bags has allowed the stores 
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to retain a portion of the fee.  The retained fee is intended to assist the stores 
with implementing their portion of the program.  

Aspen allows grocers to retain 25% of the fee, up to a maximum of $1000 per 
month in each of the first twelve months, and $100 per month thereafter.  
Breckenridge’s ordinance allows retail stores to retain 50% of each fee 
collected, up to a maximum of $1,000 per month for the first 12 months and 
$100 per month thereafter. Avon’s ordinance allows retailers containing at 
least 4,000 square feet of retail space to retain 20% of the fee for the first 
twelve months.  Avon allows retailers below 4000 square feet to retain 100% 
of the fees.  All communities limit the use of the retained fees by stores to a 
specified list of approved items.  

A proposed list of acceptable uses for retained funds has been developed 
based on review of other community ordinances and includes: 

 Provide educational information about the bag fee to customers
 Provide required signage regarding fee
 Train staff in the implementation and administration of the fee
 Improve or alter infrastructure to allow for the implementation, 

collection, administration of the fee
 Collect, account for, and remit the fee to the city
 Develop and display informational signage to inform consumers about 

the fee
 Provide and encourage the use of reusable bags

What the business community will support:  Walmart, City Market, and 
Safeway support a plastic bag ban with an associated paper bag fee and feel 
that it would be relatively easy to implement.  Each of the store manager’s 
noted that their corporation had already implemented this in other 
communities and that each of their corporate entities supported sustainability.  
City Market noted that their goal is to eliminate all single use plastic bags in 
every store by 2025 and that they are happy to implement whatever the 
community wants.  Walgreen’s store manager noted that he is “not opposed” 
to the ban/fee concept.  Each store manager noted their willingness to 
implement a ban/fee.  Each of the stores noted that they would need to 
launch the new program with distribution of free reusable bags and conduct 
ongoing education programs.  They also noted their desire to have a portion 
of the fee cover their ongoing implementation costs, including training, 
reusable bag give-aways, and other program costs.  

Ace Hardware was not overly supportive of a plastic bag ban or a paper bag 
fee as they felt that paper bag usage would go up considerably and that the 
environmental impact of paper bag usage is greater than plastic.  They were 
concerned both with the costs associated with paper bags and with the 
inconvenience to their customers, including their larger contractors and resort 
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lodging companies.  City staff called two of the named contractors and resort 
companies.  Sarah Fox, of Fox Construction, noted that she did not feel plastic 
bags are a necessity and that their annual cost for paying the bag fee, at 10 
cents a bag, would be about $200 per year, which was not a big deal to them.  
Travis Holmquist, of HLCC, noted that many times they don’t have to have a 
bag, and that if he did have to pay 10 cents for a bag, it wouldn’t bother him.  
Derek Duckels, of Duckels Construction, noted that his company would 
support the proposed plastic bag ban and paper bag fee and wouldn’t have a 
problem with paying for paper bags.  City staff are still in the process of 
contacting additional contractors and lodging management companies to 
understand the perceptions on the issue.

Plum market was not supportive of a plastic bag ban with or without a fee as it 
would increase their operating costs with regards to the cost of paper bags and 
they expressed concern with visitors bringing reusable bags to their store.  

II. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:

City Council has several options when considering banning single use plastic 
bags within the community.  These include:

1) Ban on single use Plastic Bags:  A straight ban on plastic bags at certain 
stores would drive consumers to paper bags and potentially to reusable 
bags.  This option would eliminate a large number of plastic bags.  It would 
also require stores to spend additional funds on paper bags, with the cost 
then covered through increasing prices on other items.  As there is no direct 
monetary impact to the consumer, this option would not directly incentivize 
consumers to change their behavior regarding use of reusable bags and 
would instead switch consumption of single use plastic bags to single use 
paper bags.  In addition, this option would not include a revenue source to 
fund implementation of the program.  Successful implementation would 
require an ongoing education and outreach campaign and provision of 
reusable bags to the community and to tourists through lodging properties.

2) Plastic Bag Ban, Paper Bag Fee:  This is Teen Council’s recommended 
option, and is based off of the programs developed and implemented in 
Aspen, Avon and Vail.  The benefit of a combination ban on plastic bags 
and fee on paper bags is that it would eliminate a significant amount of 
consumption of single use plastic bags, while also generating fee revenue 
to implement a program that encourages use of reusable bags and 
addresses issues of waste diversion.

Aspen’s program banned plastic bags and placed a 20 cent fee on paper 
bags.  The program focused on grocer’s over 3500 square feet.  Fees 

1.8



generated are used for reusable bags, education and outreach, waste 
reduction, recycling and trash pollution reduction programs and activities, 
a public website, and administration of the program.  A portion of fees are 
kept by the grocery stores.  

Avon’s program banned plastic bags and placed a 10 cent fee on paper 
bags.  The program applies to all retailers, however retailers under 4000 
square feet are able to retain all of the fee for certain purposes.  

Vail’s program banned plastic bags and placed a 10 cent fee on paper 
bags.  The program initially focused on grocery stores of over 3,500 
square feet in year one, with a phase-in planned for all retail stores in year 
2.  Fees collected are designated to environmental education and waste 
reduction, as well as an education and outreach program.  A portion of the 
fees are retained by the stores.

3) Plastic Bag Fee, Paper Bag Fee
This option is one of Teen Council’s options and would place a fee on 
disposable plastic and paper bags.  This option could be based off of 
programs implemented by Breckenridge and Boulder.  The benefit of this 
approach includes treating plastic and paper bags similarly while generating 
fee revenue to implement a program that encourages use of reusable bags 
and addresses issues of waste diversion.

Breckenridge’s program focuses on a 10 cent fee on all disposable bags 
utilized by all retailers.  Breckenridge has seen a 50% decrease in the use 
of disposable bags with their program.

Boulder implemented a 10 cent fee on disposable bags in 2012 and 
according to the City in a news report in early 2018, the city has seen a 
70% decrease in disposable bag usage since then.  Boulder has collected 
about $1 million in revenue since 2013 and has used the funds for a 
reusable bag program, marketing and education and an upgrade of 
Boulder’s recycling center to enable it to sort plastic bags out from other 
recyclables.

III. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Teen Council’s Recommendation:  “We recommend a ban on plastic and a 10 
cent fee on paper. We feel that it is important because it is enough to deter 
people from using paper bags and bringing the reusable bags. Teen council 
views ten cents as an understandable fee because it will adequately fund our 
waste diversion plan. In our plan, we hope to create a fund, that will be 
generated from a portion of the ten cent fee, to promote waste division in 
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Steamboat. The Teen Council believes that our school designed bag initiative 
will be a start in addressing waste diversion in our community. After this project 
the Teen Council would like to begin other waste diversion projects, such as 
lessons on proper waste disposal or sponsoring a community clean up day.” 

Staff Recommendation:  Staff supports Teen Council’s recommendation on this 
item.  Staff thinks that it is critical to enact a paper bag fee at the same time 
as a plastic bag ban in order to incentivize use of reusable bags while also 
generating the funds needed to successfully implement the new program and 
to carry out related programs.

Staff seeks policy direction on the following items.  The staff recommendation 
for each item is underlined.  

1. Does Council want to proceed with:
a. A stand-alone plastic bag ban
b. A plastic bag ban with a paper bag fee
c. A fee on disposable plastic and paper bags?

2. If council would like to move forward on any of the above – there are 
several items for direction:

a. Type of store: Grocery, Retailer, other?
b. Size of store: 3500 square feet or larger, 7,000 square feet or 

larger, 10,000 square feet or larger, all size stores, other?

3. Voluntary Opt In:  Yes or No?

4. If a bag fee – there are several items for direction:
a. Fee charged:  10 cents, 15 cents, 20 cents, other?
b. Store retainage of portion of fee:  

i. Variation by size of store:  Yes or No?  If yes, what size?
ii. Amount of retainage: 25%, 30%, 50% other?
iii. Period of retainage: 12 months, permanent, change over 

time?
iv. Maximum retainage amount: Yes or No?

1. If yes – what amount?  
2. If yes – permanent or change over time?

c. Use of the retained fees:  For stores retaining fees - are the uses 
of the fees identified above and in the draft ordinance 
acceptable?  Yes or No?

d. Use of the fee revenue:  For the city – are the uses of the fee 
revenues identified above and in the draft ordinance acceptable?  
Yes or No?
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Given council’s direction at the November 13 work session and staff’s 
recommendation to implement a fee in conjunction with any ban, staff has 
developed a draft ordinance that would ban single use plastic bags and charge 
a fee for paper bag use.  (See Attachment 2.)  The ordinance is drafted to 
reflect staff’s recommendation.  Direction on the questions asked above would 
enable staff to finalize this ordinance for consideration by city council at their 
May 7 and May 21 council meetings. 
 

IV. FISCAL IMPACT:

Revenues:  Currently, staff estimates that Safeway, City Market, Walmart 
and Walgreens currently use 3,802,400 single use plastic bags per year.  This 
works out to approximately 316,866 bags per month.  Communication with 
Breckenridge and information from Boulder indicates that disposable bag 
reductions occur quickly once the program is implemented.  The data below 
assumes that reduction in disposable bag use would happen quickly and 
would then level off to the levels experienced by other communities – 50% 
use for Breckenridge, 30% use for Boulder, and 15% use for Aspen.  Because 
we do not know what our final level of use disposable bag use would be we 
have provided ranges of potential revenue. 

10 cent fee forecast: (note that retainage would come out of this amount)
50% use: 158,433 bags/month x $.10 = $15,843 /month, $190,116 /year
30% use:   95,060 bags/month x $.10 = $  9,506 /month, $114,072 /year
15% use:   47,530 bags/month x $.10 = $  4,753 /month, $57,036 /year

15 cent fee forecast:  (note that retainage would come out of this amount)
50% use: 158,433 bags/month x $.15 = $23,765 /month, $285,180 /year
30% use:   95,060 bags/month x $.15 = $14,259 /month, $171,108 /year
15% use:   47,530 bags/month x $.15 = $  7,130 /month, $85,560 /year 

20 cent fee forecast:  (note that retainage would come out of this amount)
50% use: 158,433 bags/month x $.20 = $31,686 /month, $380,232 /year
30% use:   95,060 bags/month x $.20 = $19,012 /month, $228,144 /year
15% use:   47,530 bags/month x $.20 = $  9,506 /month, $114,072 /year

Store Retainage:  Store retainage will directly reduce fees remitted to the city.  
The actual amount of retainage will depend on the fee, percent retainage 
allowed, and any caps.  As an example, the retainage costs for varying levels 
of retainage with a 10 cent fee and no caps is as follows:
  

Total Retainage with 10 cent fee – 25%, 30%, 50% retainage / mo., no cap: 

1.11



50% use:     25%: $3,961 /mo., 30%: $4,753 /mo., 50%: $  7,922 / mo.
30% use:     25%: $2,377 /mo., 30%: $2,852 /mo., 50%: $  4,753 / mo.
15% use:     25%: $1,188 /mo., 30%: $1,426 /mo., 50%: $  2,377 / mo.

This results in the following net fee revenues to fund the cost of the program.  
Fee revenue scenarios that are enough to cover estimated basic program 
costs, including some staffing and projects, are in green.  Fee revenue 
scenarios that will cover basic program costs and some staffing and/or other 
projects are in orange.  Fee revenues that are below basic program costs are 
in red.  :

10 cent fee Net Fee Revenue (fee minus retainage) for use and retainage
25% retainage 30% retainage 50% retainage

Month Year Month Year Month Year
50% use $ 11,882 $142,584 $ 11,090 $133,080 $ 7,921 $  95,052
30% use $  7,129 $ 85,548 $  6,654 $79,848 $4,753 $ 57,036
15% use $   3,565 $  42,780 $   3,327 $39,924 $ 2,376 $  28,512

Program Costs:  Program costs would include both launch costs and 
ongoing costs.  Initial staff estimates for proposed eligible activities include:

 Reusable bags – launch:  Teen council has provided attachment 7 as their 
proposal for how to launch a new program within the schools.  The total 
cost of this proposal is $6,147.  Staff recommend purchase of additional 
bags to distribute to residents in the community, for an additional $7,000 
and a total cost of $13,147.  This is a one-time cost.

 Reusable bags – ongoing:  This could be a bag purchased and distributed 
at a subsidized cost or a subsidy of individual business/lodging efforts.  
Initial estimate is $30,000 – $50,000 per year.  (Breckenridge spends 
$50,000 for 50,000 bags, which is an 18 month supply.  Bags are free to 
lodging properties under certain conditions and sold to other businesses at 
89 cents each.)

 Education / Outreach:  Estimated at $10,000 - $15,000 per year for 
content development, graphic design, and advertising through marketing 
collateral, print ads, social media, and radio.

 Equipment / Recycling / Trash – Estimated at $32,000 for purchase of new 
containers (a one-time cost) and $23,000 for annual service of the 
purchased trash and recycling containers in the downtown area.  Providing 
zero waste activities at special events $14,000 per year.
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 Clean Up Events:  Estimated at $2,100 per event to cover food for 
volunteers and staff time for events like the river clean up and community 
clean up days.  Annual cost of $8,400 for four events and $12,600 for six 
events.

 Website:  If added to the city website:  $1,000. 

 Program Administration: Initial estimate of $10,000 for contracts.  Initially 
to be coordinated out of the city manager’s office with existing staff, with 
contracts for assistance.  It should be noted that most other communities 
that have implemented a disposable bag program have a sustainability 
coordinator dedicated to sustainability that administers the program.  In 
Breckenridge, this position is funded 20% out of the bag fees and 20% of 
that individual’s staff time is spent on the program.

 Projects: Specific projects and costs to be determined.

V. LEGAL ISSUES:

Several Colorado municipalities including Avon, Aspen, Telluride, and Crested 
Butte have successfully passed prohibitions or bans on plastic bags.  These bans 
have been implemented despite a state statute, the application of which to 
plastic bags is unclear.  The statute (excerpted below) may preempt cities from 
regulating plastic bags, however, no city has been challenged on this basis to 
date and the consensus is that that the intent of the statute in 1993 was to 
promote uniformity and a market for recycling.  Indeed, the state’s solid waste 
program manager recently told the Colorado Sun newspaper that the state does 
not enforce this section of the statute. (See 
https://coloradosun.com/2019/03/07/colorado-plastic-ban-law-cities/ for more 
details).

“Local government preemption. No unit of local government shall 
require or prohibit the use or sale of specific types of plastic materials 
or products or restrict or mandate containers, packaging, or labeling for 
any consumer products.”  (C.R.S. § 25-17-104).  

The Colorado Municipal League (CML) is working in the 2019 legislative session 
to address the preemption issue, and Staff is in communication with CML and 
will keep Council updated on their progress. 

Apart from the preemption issue, the City may choose to impose a fee on plastic 
bags modeled on those imposed by other municipalities including the City of 
Aspen and the City of Boulder.  Aspen’s paper bag fee, imposed as part of a 
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regulatory program, was upheld by the Colorado Supreme Court in a decision 
issued last year, Colorado Union of Taxpayers Found. v. City of Aspen.  The 
Court determined that because the fee is not a tax it was exempt from TABOR 
requirements.  

Aspen’s paper bag fee was not a tax under the Court’s analysis because it was 
not imposed to raise revenue for the general expense of government.  Instead, 
Aspen’s fee had a primary purpose of defraying reasonable direct and indirect 
costs of providing a service or regulating an activity.  In Aspen, the fee funds 
education campaigns, provision of reusable bags, infrastructure to improve 
recycling, and community clean up days among other related programming.  
The attached draft code language for Steamboat’s implementation of a plastic 
bag ban and a paper bag fee closely tracks Aspen’s ordinance and fee 
implementation strategy.

VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

This item addresses the environmental issue with disposable bags.  The various 
options for addressing this issue would have different rates of support or 
opposition within the community.  City staff have met with the store managers 
of Safeway, City Market, WalMart and Walgreens, and each store manager 
noted their willingness to implement a plastic bag ban and paper bag fee.  Staff 
also met with owners of Ace Hardware and Plum Market, and these businesses 
have various levels of concern and dislike for the proposed program.  Staff 
consulted with three contractors and one lodging company representative, who 
did not have concerns with the program.  No other retailers were contacted.  
All individuals contacted were personally invited to the work session.

VII. CONSISTENCY WITH COUNCIL GOALS AND POLICIES:

This item specifically relates to council’s Environmental Sustainability goal: 
Create policy that advances environmental sustainability objectives.  It also 
relates to the environmentally sustainable portion of the city's vision and to the 
safe environment portion of the city's mission.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1: Power point presentation.
Attachment 2. Draft ordinance.
Attachment 3. Buildings over 3,500 square feet.
Attachment 4. Buildings over 10,000 square feet.
Attachment 5. Yampa Valley Sustainability Council report.
Attachment 6. Other community program information.
Attachment 7. Teen Council launch proposal.
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Plastic Bag Ban
Paper Bag Fee

Attachment #1
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Background Information

• City Council Work Session on November 13
• Roughly 3.8 Million single use plastic bags used per year in 4 

largest grocery stores – Safeway, City Market, Walmart, 
Walgreens

• 3.395 single use plastic bags used per $100 of supermarket 
sales.  Aspen = .59 bags/$100 (low) - .78 bags/$100 (high)

• Outreach to Safeway, City Market, Walmart, Walgreens, Ace 
Hardware, Plum Market, and a limited number of contractor and 
resort lodging companies.

• Information gathering from other communities
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Alternatives / Other Communities

• Ban on single use plastic bags
• Crested Butte

• Plastic bag ban, paper bag fee
• Aspen, Avon, Vail

• Disposable (paper and plastic) bag fee
• Breckenridge and Boulder
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Program Costs – Start Up and One Time

Start Up: $24,147 + Staffing
• Reusable bags: $13,147
• Website: $1,000
• Program admin contracting 

$10,000
• Staffing

One Time: TBD
• Trash/recycling containers: 

$32,000
• Projects: TBD
• Staffing
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Program Costs – Ongoing / Annual

Basic: $40k - $65k plus staffing
• Reusable bags: $30k – 50k
• Education/outreach: $10k -

$15k
• Staffing  (10% FTE / 208 

Hours)

Enhanced: +$45.24k – $49.6k + staff
• Waste diversion: $23,000+
• Zero waste: $14k
• Clean up events: 

$8.4k - $12.6k
• Staffing (10% FTE / 208 

Hours)
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Revenues: 10 cent fee, minus retainage
25% retainage 30% retainage 50% retainage

Month Year Month Year Month Year
50% use
(Breck)

$ 11,882 $142,584 $ 11,090 $133,080 $ 7,921 $  95,052
30% use
(Boulder)

$  7,129 $ 85,548 $  6,654 $79,848 $4,753 $ 57,036
15% use
(Aspen)

$   3,565 $  42,780 $   3,327 $39,924 $ 2,376 $  28,512
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Policy Direction

• Staff recommendations are underlined

• Does Council want to proceed with:
A. A stand-alone plastic bag ban
B. A plastic bag ban with a paper bag fee
C. A fee on disposable plastic and paper bags?

1.22



Policy Direction

• Type of store: 
A. Grocery, 
B. Retailer, 
C. Other?

• Size of store: 
1. 3500 square feet or larger, 
2. 7,000 square feet or larger, 
3. 10,000 square feet or larger, 
4. All size stores, 
5. Other?

1.23



Policy Direction

• Voluntary Opt In:  Yes or No?
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Policy Direction

• If a bag fee - fee charged:

A. 10 cents, 
B. 15 cents, 
C. 20 cents, 
D. Other?
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Policy Direction

• Store retainage of portion of fee:  
• Amount of fee retained by participating stores: 

A. 25%, 
B. 30%, 
C. 50%, 
D. Other?

• Variation by size of store:  
• Yes 

• If yes, what size?
• No
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Policy Direction

• Store retainage of portion of fee:  
• Period of retainage: 

A. 12 months
B. Permanent
C. Change over time?

• Maximum retainage amount: 
• Yes 

• If yes – what amount?  
• If yes – permanent or change over time?

• No
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Policy Direction – Store Use of Retained Fees
Use of retained fees:  Are these uses acceptable?  Yes or No?
A. Provide educational information about the bag fee to customers
B. Provide required signage regarding fee
C. Train staff in the implementation and administration of the fee
D. Improve or alter infrastructure to allow for the implementation, 

collection, administration of the fee
E. Collect, account for, and remit the fee to the city
F. Develop and display informational signage to inform consumers 

about the fee
G. Provide and encourage the use of reusable bags
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Policy Direction – City Use of Fee Revenue
Are the proposed uses acceptable?  Yes or No?
A. Providing reusable carryout bags to residents and visitors.  
B. Educating residents, businesses, and visitors about the impact of 

trash on the city’s environmental health, the importance of 
reducing the number of disposable carryout bags entering the 
waste stream, and the impact of disposable carryout bags on 
waterways and the environment.  

C. Public educational campaigns to raise awareness about waste 
reduction and recycling.

D. Purchasing, installing, operating, and maintaining equipment 
designed to minimize trash pollution, including provision of 
recycling contains and waste receptacles.  
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Policy Direction – City Use of Fee Revenue

Are the proposed uses acceptable?  Yes or No?
E. Funding community cleanup events and other activities that 

reduce trash.  
F. Maintaining a public website that educates residents on the 

progress of waste reduction efforts
G. Paying for the administration of this program.
H. Funding programs and infrastructure that allows the 

Steamboat Springs community to reduce waste and recycle.
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Chapter 19, Article IV  

Sec. 19-200 Definitions.  

For purposes of this Chapter, the following terms shall have the meanings ascribed to them: 

Disposable Paper Bag. The term Disposable Paper Bag means a bag made predominately of paper that is provided to a 
customer by a Grocer at the point of sale for the purpose of transporting goods.  

Disposable Plastic Bag. The term Disposable Plastic Bag means any bag that is less than two and one-quarter mil thick 
and is made predominately of plastic derived from petroleum or from bio-based sources, provided to a customer at the 
point of sale for the purpose of transporting goods. Disposable Carryout Bag does not mean:  

(a) Bags used by consumers inside stores to:

(1) Package bulk items, such as fruit, vegetables, nuts, grains, candy or small hardware items;

(2) Contain or wrap frozen foods, meat, or fish;

(3) Contain or wrap flowers, potted plants, or other items where dampness may be a problem; and,

(4) Contain unwrapped prepared foods or bakery goods;

(5) A non-handled bag used to protect a purchased item from damaging or contaminating other
purchased items when placed in a recyclable paper bag or reusable bag.

(b) Bags provided by pharmacists to contain prescription drugs;

(c) Newspaper bags, door-hanger bags, laundry-dry cleaning bags, or bags sold in packages
containing multiple bags intended for use as garbage, pet waste, or yard waste bags;

Grocer.  The term Grocer means a retail establishment or business located within Steamboat Springs City limits in a 
permanent building, operating year round, that is a full-line, self-service market and which sells a line of staple foodstuffs, 
meats, produce, household supplies, or dairy products or other perishable items. Grocer does not mean: 

(a) Temporary vending establishment for fruits, vegetables, packaged meats and dairy.

(b) Vendors at farmer’s markets or other temporary events.

(c) Location where foodstuffs is not the majority of sales for that business.

(d) Location where the facility is less than 7000 sq. ft.

Reusable Bag.  The term Reusable Bag means a bag that is: 

(a) Designed and manufactured to withstand repeated uses over a period of time; and

(b) Is made from a material that can be cleaned and disinfected regularly; and

(c) That is at least 2.25 mil thick if made from plastic; and

(d) Has a minimum lifetime of seventy five uses; and

(e) Has the capability of carrying a minimum of eighteen pounds.

Attachment #2
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Waste Reduction Fee.  The term Waste Reduction Fee means a City fee imposed and required to be paid by each 
consumer making a purchase from a Grocer for each Disposable Paper Bag used during the purchase.  

Sec. 19-201 Prohibitions On and after the effective date:  

 (a) No Grocer shall provide a Disposable Plastic Bag to a customer at the point of sale.  

 (b) Nothing in this section shall preclude persons or Grocers from making Reusable Bags available for sale or for 
no cost to customers.  

Sec. 19-202 Paper Bag fee requirements  

 (a) Grocers shall collect from customers, and customers shall pay, at the time of purchase, a Waste Reduction 
Fee of $0.10 for each Disposable Paper Bag provided to the customer.  

 (b) Grocers shall record the number of Disposable Paper Bags provided and the total amount of Waste 
Reduction Fee charged on the customer transaction receipt. 

 (c) A Grocer shall not refund to the customer any part of the Waste Reduction Fee, nor shall the grocer advertise 
or state to customers that any part of the Waste Reduction Fee will be refunded to the customer.  

 (d) A Grocer shall not exempt any customer from any part of the Waste Reduction Fee for any reason except as 
stated in Section 19-206, below.  

Sec. 19-203 Voluntary Opt In  

 (a) Any store or business with a City of Steamboat Springs business license may voluntarily opt in to the Waste 
Reduction Program and apply the ban and Waste Reduction Fee to its business by applying with the City of Steamboat 
Springs City Manager’s office.  

Sec. 19-204 Retention, remittance, and transfer of the Waste Reduction Fee  

 (a) A Grocer may retain 25% of each Waste Reduction Fee collected.  

 (b) The retained percent is limited to allowable use for the Grocer to:  

(1) Provide educational information about the Waste Reduction Fee and reusable bags free of cost to 
customers;  

(2) Provide required signage regarding the fee; 

(3) Train staff in the implementation and administration of the fee;  

(4) Improve or alter infrastructure to allow for the implementation, collection, and administration of the 
fee; 

(5) Collect, account for, and remit the fee to the city; 

(6) Develop and display informational signage to inform consumers about the fee; and  

(7) Provide and encourage the use of reusable bags.  

(c) The portion of the fees retained by a Grocer pursuant to this ordinance shall not be classified as revenue for 
the purposes of calculating sales tax;  
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 (d) The remaining portion of each Waste Reduction Fee collected by a Grocer shall be paid to the City of 
Steamboat Springs Finance Department and shall be deposited in the Waste Reduction and Recycling Account.  

(e) A Grocer shall pay and the City of Steamboat Springs shall collect all Waste Reduction Fees at the same time 
as the City Sales Tax. The City shall provide the necessary forms for Grocers to file individual returns with the 
City, separate from the required City Sales Tax forms, to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of this 
ordinance.  

(1) If payment of any amounts to the City is not received on or before the applicable due date, penalty 
and interest charges shall be added to the amount due as described in Section 13.24.080.  

 (f)The Waste Reduction Fee shall be administered by the City of Steamboat Springs City Manager’s office.  

(g) Funds deposited in the Waste Reduction and Recycling Account shall be used for the following projects:  

(1) Campaigns conducted by the City of Steamboat Springs or a contractor retained by the City and 
begun within 365 days of the effective date of this act, to: 

    (A) Provide reusable carryout bags to residents and visitors; and  

(B) Educate residents, businesses, and visitors about the impact of trash on the City’s 
environmental health, the importance of reducing the number of disposable carryout bags 
entering the waste stream, and the impact of disposable carryout bags on the waterways and 
the environment.  

(2) Ongoing campaigns conducted by the City of Steamboat Springs or a contractor retained by the City 
to:  

   (A)Provide reusable bags to both residents and visitors; and  

(B) Create public educational campaigns to raise awareness about waste reduction and 
recycling;  
 
(C) Funding programs and infrastructure that allows the Steamboat Springs community to 
reduce waste and recycle.  

(D)Purchasing, installing, operating and maintaining equipment designed to minimize trash 
pollution, including, recycling containers, and waste receptacles;  

   (E) Funding community cleanup events and other activities that reduce trash;  

(F) Maintaining a public website that educates residents on the progress of waste reduction 
efforts; and  

   (G)Paying for the administration of this program.  

(h) No Waste Reduction Fee collected in accordance with this ordinance shall be used to supplant funds 
appropriated as part of an approved annual budget.  
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(i) No Waste Reduction Fee collected in accordance with this ordinance shall revert to the General Fund at the 
end of the fiscal year, or at any other time, but shall be continually available for the uses and purposes set forth 
in Subsection (g) of this Section without regard to fiscal year limitation.  

Sec. 19-205 Required Signage for Grocers. Every Grocer subject to the collection of the Waste Reduction Fee shall 
display a sign in a location outside or inside of the business, viewable by customers, alerting customers to the City of 
Steamboat Springs imposed ban and fee.  

Sec. 19-206 Exemptions A Grocer may provide a Disposable Paper Bag to a customer at no charge to that customer if 
the customer provides evidence that he or she is a participant in a Colorado Food Assistance Program.  

Sec. 19-207 Audits and Violations  

(a) Each Grocer licensed pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter shall maintain accurate and complete records of the 
Waste Reduction Fees collected, the number of Disposable Paper Bags provided to customers, the form and recipients 
of any notice required pursuant to this Chapter, and any underlying records, including any books, accounts, invoices, or 
other records necessary to verify the accuracy and completeness of such records. It shall be the duty of each Grocer to 
keep and preserve all such documents and records, including any electronic information, for a period of three (3) years 
from the end of the calendar year of such records.  

(b) If requested, each Grocer shall make its records available for audit by the City Manager during regular business hours 
in order for the City to verify compliance with the provisions of this chapter. All such information shall be treated as 
confidential commercial documents.  

(c) Violation of any of the requirements of this act shall subject a Grocer to the penalties set forth in this Section.  

(1) If it is determined that a violation has occurred, the City of Steamboat Springs shall issue a warning notice to 
the Grocer for the initial violation.  

(2) If it is determined that an additional violation of this Chapter has occurred within one year after a warning 
notice has been issued for an initial violation, the City of Steamboat Springs shall issue a notice of infraction and 
shall impose a penalty against the retail establishment.  

(3) The penalty for each violation that occurs after the issuance of the warning notice shall be no more than: A) 
$50 for the first offense B) $100 for the second offense C) For the third and all subsequent offenses there shall 
be a mandatory Court appearance and such penalty as may be determined by the Court.  

 (4) No more than one (1) penalty shall be imposed upon a Grocer within a seven (7) calendar day period. 

(5) A Grocer shall have fifteen (15) calendar days after the date that a notice of infraction is issued to pay the 
penalty.  

(6)The penalty shall double after fifteen (15) calendars days if the Grocer does not pay the penalty; or fails to 
respond to a notice of infraction by either denying or objecting in writing to the infraction or penalty.  

(d) If payment of any amounts of the Waste Reduction Fee to the City is not received on or before the applicable due 
date, penalty and interest charges shall be added to the amount due in the amount of:  

 (1) A penalty of five percent (5%) of total due, not to exceed ten dollars ($10) each month.  

 (2) Interest charge of one percent (1%) of total penalty per month. 
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SB_Routt

Location Name Building Total Square
Feet

Location Street Number Location Street Name

100 PARK AVENUE BUILDING 23000 100 Park

1120 SOUTH LINCOLN BUILDING 8000 1120 Lincoln

1585 MID VALLEY DRIVE BUILDING B 25000 1585 Mid Valley

1625 MID VALLEY DRIVE BUILDING A 14500 1625 Mid Valley

1875 CENTRAL PARK BUILDING 7000 1875 Central Park

57 TENTH STREET BUILDING 4775 57 10th

608 YAMPA, LCC 14164 608 Yampa

625 SOUTH LINCOLN BUILDING 12000 625 Lincoln

721 OAK STREET BUILDING 4092 721 Oak

ACRE LANE BUILDING 2740 12794 2740 Acre

AFFORDABLE STORAGE 6000 1784 Lincoln

ALPINE BANK BUILDING 8000 1901 Pine Grove

ALPINE LUMBER BUILDING 16160 1078 1090 1098 Pine Grove

ANCHOR PROFESSIONAL BLDG 5800 24 5th

BANK OF THE WEST BUILDING 8000 555 Lincoln

BAP/BIG AGNES (old First Financial Center Bldg) 16650 2145 Resort

BEN FRANKLIN BLDG / IN CELEBRATION OF KIDS 7000 831 Lincoln

BIGJACK LIVE WORKS BLDG 2 3986 987 Captain Jack

BIGJACK LIVE WORKS BLDG 3 4070 987 Captain Jack

BLUE SAGE VENTURES BLDG (old YVEA) 35348 32 10th St & 910 Yampa

BRANLIN BUILDING 6750 743 745 Lincoln Ave & 50 8th St

CAMPBELL BUILDING 9000 1707 Lincoln

CARQUEST BUILDING 8800 2400 Lincoln

CENTENNIAL HALL 13000 124 10th

CENTRAL PARK PLAZA SOUTH BUILDING 28453 1755 Central Park

CITY MARKET BUILDING 54000 1825 Central Park

CLOCK TOWER BUILDING 25000 1724 Ski Time Square

COLORADO GROUP REALTY BUILDING 6000 509 Lincoln

COOK CHEVROLET BUILDING 12000 1955 Curve

COPPER RIDGE BUSINESS PARK 13770 2619 Copper Ridge

COPPER RIDGE BUSINESS PARK BLDG A 3520 2667 Copper Ridge

COPPER RIDGE DRIVE BUILDING 2590 9320 2590 Copper Ridge

COPPER RIDGE LOFTS BLDG 2 4194 1680 Copper Ridge

COPPER RIDGE LOFTS BLDG 3 4194 1660 Copper Ridge

COPPER RIDGE WAREHOUSE BLDG 8363 1707 Copper Ridge

CRESTONE WAREHOUSE 8228 2575 Copper Ridge

CURVE COURT OFFICE SUITES 13376 1950 Curve

CURVE PLAZA BUILDING A 6991 2201 Curve

CURVE PLAZA BUILDING B 28000 2155 Curve

CURVE PLAZA BUILDING C 8650 2093 Curve

DELHAUTE BUILDING 5400 833 837 Lincoln

DOWNHILL PLAZA WAREHOUSE 500 9245 2850 Downhill

DOWNHILL PLAZA WAREHOUSE 700 6888 2850 Downhill

ELEMENTS STUDIOS BLDG I 6651 2550 Copper Ridge

ELKSTONE FARM CARETAKER BLDG 4000 40345 Virtus

EXPRESS BUILDING 4300 1306 Lincoln

FISH CREEK PROFESSIONAL BLDG 12000 155 Anglers Drive

FISH CREEK PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 2 8772 501 Anglers Drive

FISH CREEK PROFESSIONAL OFFICE CONDOS 8772 505 Anglers

FOX CREEK PARK BUILDING 30000 1169 Hilltop

FURLONG BUILDING 15000 810 Lincoln

GLM WAREHOUSE 20000 2570 Copper Frontage

GRANITECH SHOP & SHOWROOM 4941 969 Captain Jack
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Location Name Building Total Square
Feet

Location Street Number Location Street Name

GREASE MONKEY 4975 2120 Downhill

HIGH COUNTRY PLUMBING AND SUPPLY 10500 2831 Elk River

HIGHWAY HOUSE 5052 800 Lincoln

HOMEWOOD SUITES 71817 3600 Lincoln

Howelsen Place Building A 11833 700 Yampa

HOWELSEN PLACE BUILDING B 38512 703 Lincoln

KAMAR PLAZA BUILDING 1794 11250 1794 Kamar

LINCOLN AVENUE BUILDING 501 5200 501 Lincoln Avenue

LINCOLN AVENUE BUILDING 2432 4000 2432 Lincoln

LINCOLN AVENUE BUILDING 929 4038 929 Lincoln

LINCOLN AVENUE LAW BUILDING 6063 401 Lincoln

LINCOLN BUILDING 8192 2475 Lincoln

LODGE AT STEAMBOAT CHECK IN 6000 2700 Village

LOGGERS LANCE COMMERCIAL CENTER BUILDING
1890

8500 1890 Loggers

LOGGERS LANE COMMERCIAL CENTER BUILDING 1880 16000 1880 Loggers

LUFKIN LIFT UP BUILDING 8453 2125 Curve

McKENDRICK LIVE/WORK BLDG 6400 402 Enterprise

MILE VIEW WAREHOUSE 8125 1935 13th

MILNER BUILDING (JGS Condos) 7000 903 Lincoln Ave & 45 9th ST

MOUNTAIN OFFICE PARK BUILDING 13000 2955 Village

MOUNTAIN VALLEY BANK 11866 2220 Curve

MOUNTAIN WEST BUSINESS PARK NORTH BUILDING 13000 1890 Elk River

MOUNTAIN WEST BUSINESS PARK SOUTH BLDG 13000 1885 Elk River

NORTHWEST COLORADO CONSULTANTS BUILDING 4837 2580 Copper Ridge

OAK STREET PLAZA BUILDING 7800 130 9th

OAK STREET VILLAGE 5586 702 Oak

OLD PILOT BUILDING EXECUTIVE SUITES 9749 1041 Lincoln

OLD PILOT OFFICE SUPPLY BUILDING 5900 1015 1021 1025 1031 Lincoln

OLD WEST BUILDING 22792 1104 1106 Lincoln Ave & 111 11th

ONE ALPINE PLAZA BULDING 13446 1915 Alpine

ONE STEAMBOAT PLACE 467000 2250 Apres Ski

PERFECT TURN BUILDING 8768 2305 Mt Werner

PET KARE BUILDING 4388 102 Anglers

PINE GROVE 1580 BUILDING 10685 1580 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE BUSINESS CENTER 32234 1560 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE CENTER BUILDING 33000 1475 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 10000 1495 Pine Grove

PIONEER MATERIALS BUILDING 11200 3022 Elk River

PRO-BUILD (old BMC WEST) 6000 1500 13th

PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 8000 407 Lincoln

PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 17000 405 Lincoln

RESORT GROUP BUILDING 1 20500 2150 Resort

RESORT GROUP BUILDING 2 20500 2130 Resort

RIVERFRONT PARK BLDG 1 29038 1955 Bridge

RIVERSIDE CENTER BUILDING 35000 2851 Riverside

ROUTT COUNTY ANNEX 15000 136 6th

ROUTT COUNTY BLDG (OLD COURTHOUSE) 35000 522 Lincoln

SAFEWAY BUILDING 43900 1400 Lincoln

SCD WAREHOUSE 15000 2655 Copper Ridge

SELBE BUILDING 4380 116 118 120 8th

SIXTH STREET ROUTT COUNTY BUILDING 4980 135 6th

SKI TIME SQUARE CONDOMINIUMS 35000 1920 Ski Time Square Drive

SMITH BUILDING 10000 1821 Kamar

SNOW BOWL PLAZA BUILDING 2101 5000 2101 Snow Bowl Plaza
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Location Name Building Total Square
Feet

Location Street Number Location Street Name

Building Total Square Feet:

Building Mix Use Property - Code:

SODA CREEK BUILDING 14696 335 Lincoln

SORE SADDLE CONDOMINIUM BUILDING 5748 1136 Yampa

SOUTHSIDE STATION BUILDING 4000 905 Weiss

SPOTLIGHT BUILDING 10000 729 Lincoln

SQUIRE BUIDLING 11000 840 Lincoln

STARS THERAPY RIDING PROGRAM 11491 35465 US Highway 40

STEAMBOAT GRAND RESORT HOTEL & CONDOMINIUMS 526433 2300 Mt Werner

STEAMBOAT JEWELERS BUILDING 6000 902 906 Lincoln

STEAMBOAT SQUARE BUILDING A 10000 410 Lincoln

STRAIGHTLINE BUILDING 3600 744 Lincoln

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING C 3708 325 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING D 8432 345 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING E 8432 365 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING F 10092 385 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING G 12000 405 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING H 5812 425 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING I 13203 445 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING J 10376 465 Anglers

SWEDWOOD 12581 655 Yampa

TAKAPUNA BLDG (Old Australia SB Bldg) 9700 1205 Hilltop

TCD BUILDING 14000 2673 Jacob

THE OLYMPIAN 64023 35 5th

TIC TRAINING CENTER 14400 2645 Jacob

TORIAN PLUM BLDG C 8000 1847 Ski Time Square

TORIAN PLUM PLAZA TOWER BUILDING A 50000 1855 Ski Time Square

U S FOREST SERVICE BUILDING 40000 925 Weiss

VECTRA BANK BUILDING 7500 807 Lincoln

VECTRA BANK BUILDING 17600 2155 Resort

VILLAGE AT STEAMBOAT OFFICES & REC CENTER 10560 900 Pine Grove

VILLAGE CENTER 15000 2500 Village

WALMART STORES INC 57197 1805 Central Park

WATERSIDE VILLAGE CONDOS 22055 1110 Yampa

WELLS FARGO BANK BUILDING 14000 320 Lincoln

WESCOIN BUSINESS CENTER 48718 2620 Copper Frontage

WESCOIN MEADOWS BUILDING 2670 37000 2670 Copper Ridge

WEST END PLAZA BLDG 1 15103 2700 2710 2720 2730 2740 2750
2760

Lincoln

WEST PARK PLACE BUILDING 12000 1125 Lincoln

WILDHORSE BUILDING A 10168 610 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING B 10300 690 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING F 10000 635 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING H 23940  705 Marketplace Plaza

YAMPA RIVER OFFICE PARK 13500 3001 Lincoln

YAMPA VALLEY BANK BLDG 17460 600 Lincoln

YAMPA VALLEY BUSINESS PARK BLDG 2432 8983 2432 Downhill

YAMPA VALLEY BUSINESS PARK BUILDING 2464 10860 2464 Downhill

YAMPA VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSN (YVEA) 30000 2211 Elk River

Report Criteria

Is Greater Than or Equal To 3,500

Begins With 5
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SB_Routt

Location Name Building Total Square Feet Location Street Number Location Street Name

100 PARK AVENUE BUILDING 23000 100 Park

1585 MID VALLEY DRIVE BUILDING B 25000 1585 Mid Valley

1625 MID VALLEY DRIVE BUILDING A 14500 1625 Mid Valley

608 YAMPA, LCC 14164 608 Yampa

625 SOUTH LINCOLN BUILDING 12000 625 Lincoln

ACRE LANE BUILDING 2740 12794 2740 Acre

ALPINE LUMBER BUILDING 16160 1078 1090 1098 Pine Grove

BAP/BIG AGNES (old First Financial Center Bldg) 16650 2145 Resort

BLUE SAGE VENTURES BLDG (old YVEA) 35348 32 10th St & 910 Yampa

CENTENNIAL HALL 13000 124 10th

CENTRAL PARK PLAZA SOUTH BUILDING 28453 1755 Central Park

CITY MARKET BUILDING 54000 1825 Central Park

CLOCK TOWER BUILDING 25000 1724 Ski Time Square

COOK CHEVROLET BUILDING 12000 1955 Curve

COPPER RIDGE BUSINESS PARK 13770 2619 Copper Ridge

CURVE COURT OFFICE SUITES 13376 1950 Curve

CURVE PLAZA BUILDING B 28000 2155 Curve

FISH CREEK PROFESSIONAL BLDG 12000 155 Anglers Drive

FOX CREEK PARK BUILDING 30000 1169 Hilltop

FURLONG BUILDING 15000 810 Lincoln

GLM WAREHOUSE 20000 2570 Copper Frontage

HIGH COUNTRY PLUMBING AND SUPPLY 10500 2831 Elk River

HOMEWOOD SUITES 71817 3600 Lincoln

Howelsen Place Building A 11833 700 Yampa

HOWELSEN PLACE BUILDING B 38512 703 Lincoln

KAMAR PLAZA BUILDING 1794 11250 1794 Kamar

LOGGERS LANE COMMERCIAL CENTER BUILDING 1880 16000 1880 Loggers

MOUNTAIN OFFICE PARK BUILDING 13000 2955 Village

MOUNTAIN VALLEY BANK 11866 2220 Curve

MOUNTAIN WEST BUSINESS PARK NORTH BUILDING 13000 1890 Elk River

MOUNTAIN WEST BUSINESS PARK SOUTH BLDG 13000 1885 Elk River

OLD WEST BUILDING 22792 1104 1106 Lincoln Ave & 111 11th

ONE ALPINE PLAZA BULDING 13446 1915 Alpine

ONE STEAMBOAT PLACE 467000 2250 Apres Ski

PINE GROVE 1580 BUILDING 10685 1580 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE BUSINESS CENTER 32234 1560 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE CENTER BUILDING 33000 1475 Pine Grove

PINE GROVE PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 10000 1495 Pine Grove

PIONEER MATERIALS BUILDING 11200 3022 Elk River

PROFESSIONAL BUILDING 17000 405 Lincoln

RESORT GROUP BUILDING 1 20500 2150 Resort

RESORT GROUP BUILDING 2 20500 2130 Resort

RIVERFRONT PARK BLDG 1 29038 1955 Bridge

RIVERSIDE CENTER BUILDING 35000 2851 Riverside

ROUTT COUNTY ANNEX 15000 136 6th

ROUTT COUNTY BLDG (OLD COURTHOUSE) 35000 522 Lincoln

SAFEWAY BUILDING 43900 1400 Lincoln

SCD WAREHOUSE 15000 2655 Copper Ridge

SKI TIME SQUARE CONDOMINIUMS 35000 1920 Ski Time Square Drive

SMITH BUILDING 10000 1821 Kamar

SODA CREEK BUILDING 14696 335 Lincoln

SPOTLIGHT BUILDING 10000 729 Lincoln

SQUIRE BUIDLING 11000 840 Lincoln

STARS THERAPY RIDING PROGRAM 11491 35465 US Highway 40
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Location Name Building Total Square Feet Location Street Number Location Street Name

Building Total Square Feet:

Building Mix Use Property - Code:

STEAMBOAT GRAND RESORT HOTEL & CONDOMINIUMS 526433 2300 Mt Werner

STEAMBOAT SQUARE BUILDING A 10000 410 Lincoln

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING F 10092 385 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING G 12000 405 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING I 13203 445 Anglers

SUNDANCE PLAZA BUILDING J 10376 465 Anglers

SWEDWOOD 12581 655 Yampa

TCD BUILDING 14000 2673 Jacob

THE OLYMPIAN 64023 35 5th

TIC TRAINING CENTER 14400 2645 Jacob

TORIAN PLUM PLAZA TOWER BUILDING A 50000 1855 Ski Time Square

U S FOREST SERVICE BUILDING 40000 925 Weiss

VECTRA BANK BUILDING 17600 2155 Resort

VILLAGE AT STEAMBOAT OFFICES & REC CENTER 10560 900 Pine Grove

VILLAGE CENTER 15000 2500 Village

WALMART STORES INC 57197 1805 Central Park

WATERSIDE VILLAGE CONDOS 22055 1110 Yampa

WELLS FARGO BANK BUILDING 14000 320 Lincoln

WESCOIN BUSINESS CENTER 48718 2620 Copper Frontage

WESCOIN MEADOWS BUILDING 2670 37000 2670 Copper Ridge

WEST END PLAZA BLDG 1 15103 2700 2710 2720 2730 2740 2750 2760 Lincoln

WEST PARK PLACE BUILDING 12000 1125 Lincoln

WILDHORSE BUILDING A 10168 610 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING B 10300 690 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING F 10000 635 Marketplace

WILDHORSE BUILDING H 23940  705 Marketplace Plaza

YAMPA RIVER OFFICE PARK 13500 3001 Lincoln

YAMPA VALLEY BANK BLDG 17460 600 Lincoln

YAMPA VALLEY BUSINESS PARK BUILDING 2464 10860 2464 Downhill

YAMPA VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSN (YVEA) 30000 2211 Elk River

Report Criteria

Is Greater Than or Equal To 10,000

Begins With 5
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To help with City Council discussion, city staff asked Yampa Valley Sustainability Council (YVSC) to 
research the following: 

• Rationale for a paper bag fee
• Distribution of bag fee funds
• Possible projects to fund through the bag fee fund
• Education and outreach about the bag ban/fee ordinance

Many Colorado mountain communities have successful bag bans/fee models. To ensure a successful 
strategy to reduce single-use bag use in Steamboat Springs, YVSC reached out to these mountain 
communities to better understand their fee structure, program implementation and use of the funds 
generated by a bag fee. We targeted mountain communities, including Aspen, Avon, Breckenridge, 
Carbondale, and Telluride, that have a plastic bag ban and a paper bag fee based on direction from City 
Council at the November 13, 2018 City Council Working Session.  

The following is a summary of the information provided by these communities with input from city staff 
and other community stakeholders.  

Rationale for Fee 
The goal of a plastic bag ban and paper bag fee is to reduce waste, eliminate plastic bag pollution and 
raise awareness around waste reduction and recycling in Steamboat Springs.  

Implementation of any ordinance takes time and money. For a plastic bag ban, resources will be needed 
to administer the program, coordinate with affected stores, and provide education and outreach to 
locals and visitors who will be impacted by the ordinance. The paper bag fee will help cover these costs 
and enable proper community education and outreach.  

The paper bag fee also offers a mechanism for tracking non-reusable bag usage. Overtime, the revenue 
generated from the fee can be determined and modeled. Ultimately, the goal being to generate $0 in 
revenue. 

Paper bag fees in the communities that we researched ranged from $.10 to $.20. As stated above, 
ultimately, the goal is to eliminate single-use bag use. In our discussions with researched communities, 
the general consensus was that charging higher fees deter residents and tourists from choosing paper 
bags over reusable bags more effectively.  

As part of our research, YVSC contacted Adam Williamson, from King Soopers corporate office to discuss 
the bag fee. He said that he would prefer a paper bag fee. If there is no fee, the cost of paper bags will 
be passed on to all customers through increased grocery prices, equally impacting those who bring 
reusable bags and those who don’t. 

Attachment #5
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Finally, the fee is critical to implementing an ongoing robust education and outreach campaign for 
residents and tourists of Steamboat Springs. This campaign will ensure little burden is put on residents 
and visitors during the transition period by providing them with free reusable bags. For greater detail on 
education and outreach, please see below.  
 
Funds Distribution 
All of the communities that we researched (see table attached), distributed the bag fees to three 
different entities: 

• grocery stores to implement and administer the program 
• the municipality for administration of the program 
• municipal departments or subcontractors for the implementation of the bag ban/fee program 

and other related waste diversion programs 
 
Quantity and use of funds for stores impacted by the ban and fee were described in each ordinance. 
Identified use of funds include staff training, educating customers, providing signage, upgrading 
necessary infrastructure and the administration of the program. 
 
All of the researched communities identified some funding for administration of the program by the 
municipality. Only Telluride designated a specific funding amount of 2% of the generated revenue for 
administration costs. 
 
Funding for implementation of the bag ban and fee program was drawn from revenue generated by the 
fee. Cost of implementation varied by community but includes extensive education and outreach to 
community and visitors, purchase and distribution of reusable bags, and close coordination with stores 
affected by the ban and fee and those that choose to opt into the program.  
 
For the researched communities, the ordinances outlined additional projects and programs that qualify 
for funding. In addition to the projects identified above for the implementation of the program, qualified 
projects included community cleanup and collection events, equipment designed to reduce waste 
pollution, a website for documenting community waste reduction efforts; and infrastructure to improve 
waste diversion and the recycling of plastic bags. Projects in the identified communities were either 
conducted by the municipality or completed through an RFP process.  
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Bag Fee Structure and Distribution - Colorado Mountain Communities

City/County Plastic Bag Ban/Fee Paper Ban/Fee Funding to businesses Administration of Program Community Funding Examples of community funding and outreach

Aspen Ban Fee $0.20 per bag 25% up to $1,000/mo to grocery store 
for 12 months, then $100/mo after 
that. Funding can be used to: provide 
educational information about the 
Waste Reduction Fee to customers; 
train staff in the implementation and 
administration of the fee; and improve 
or alter infrastructure to allow for the 
implementation; and collection and 
administration of the fee.

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate 
a percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste 
diversion (e.g. trash and recycling 
bins)

Education and outreach: radio and newspaper 
ads; present to local boards and community 
groups on bag ban; provide free bags at grocery 
store, library, chamber; lodging companies; etc.; 
and set up bag bank locations.

Breckenridge Fee $0.10 per bag Fee $0.10 per bag 50% up to $1,000/mo to grocery store 
for 12 months, then $100/mo after 
that. Funding can be used to: Provide 
required signage; provide educational 
information; train staff in the 
implementation and administration of 
the fee; collect, account for, and remit 
the fee to the town; develop and 
display informational signage to inform 
consumers about the fee; promote 
recycling of disposable bags; and 
improve infrastructure to increase 
disposable bag recycling.

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate 
a percentage in the ordinance.

Education and outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste 
diversion.

$10-15K for graphic design and creative of launch 
of education campaign - contest for artwork - 
"Breck Bags"; community cleanup events and 
other activities that reduce litter; and maintain a 
public website that educates residents on the 
progress of waste reduction efforts associated 
with disposable bags.

Telluride Ban Fee $0.10 per bag $0.05 of the fee goes to the grocer 2% of funds Education and outreach about 
waste reduction; community 
cleanup events; and purchase of 
reusable bags

Carbondale Ban Fee $0.20 per bag Grocer can retain 25% of fee up to 
maximum $1,000/mo within the first 
12 months of effective date of 
ordinance and $100/mo all months 
after.  Funding to stores can be used 
for education of customers; training; 
administration of program and 
infrastructure (similar to Aspen - see 
above).

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate 
a percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste 
diversion
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Bag Fee Structure and Distribution - Colorado Mountain Communities

City/County Plastic Bag Ban/Fee Paper Ban/Fee Funding to businesses Administration of Program Community Funding Examples of community funding and outreach

Avon Ban Fee $0.10 per bag Retailers over 4,000 sq ft. can retain 
20% of fee for first 12 months. 
Remaining 80% goes to Town. Retailers 
that opt in (under 4,000 sq ft. of retail 
space) can retain the entire fee.

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate 
a percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste 
diversion

Education on the importance of reducing the 
number of disposable bags entering the waste 
stream and the impact of disposable bags on the 
community's waterways and environment; 
creating public educational campaigns to raise 
awareness about waste reduction and recycling; 
funding programs and infrastructure that allows 
the Avon community to reduce waste and 
recycle; purchasing and installing equipment 
designed to minimize waste pollution, including 
recycling containers and waste receptacles; 
funding community clean-up or collection events; 
maintaining a public website for the purpose of 
educating Town’s residents on guests on waste 
reduction efforts; training retailer staff in the 
implementation and administration of the fee
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Possible projects to fund through the bag fee 
The City asked YVSC to identify potential projects that could be funded with residual monies after 
payment to the grocery stores and the City for program administration. The following are examples of 
projects identified through the countywide Waste Diversion Strategic Plan and discussion with city staff 
and other stakeholders, but does not represent all projects that could qualify for this funding. 

• Support and expand community clean-up days - Currently the County hosts an annual Routt 
County Clean-up Day and Friends of the Yampa hosts the annual River Clean-up Day, but 
additional litter clean-up events would be beneficial for both our community and environment. 
The City could reinstate the Clean-up Green-up Day or work with the County to expand their 
clean-up day to include open space, parks, and downtown Steamboat Springs. 

• Support recycling drop-fff events - Currently YVSC hosts two residential and business recycling 
drop-off events per year. Routt County Department of Environmental Health funds the 
collection of household hazardous waste (HHW) pick-up, which can only be provided at one 
event per year and only for residents because of budget limitations. Funds from the bag fee 
could be used to provide HHW services for both events and for residents and small businesses 
and to support and expand collection of other materials as needed. 

• Purchase additional trash and recycling bins - Over the last five years, City Parks and Recreation 
has increased the number of bear-proof trash and recycling bins in parks and open spaces. 
Additional funding could be used to continue this expansion and to provide additional bins with 
consistent color and signage for community and sporting events. 

• Provide consistent trash and recycling signage - Currently, signage for trash and recycling 
throughout the community is different depending on location and trash hauler. Research shows 
that providing consistent signage and recycling information throughout the community will help 
to increase diversion and reduce contamination. 

• Build and maintain a website  - As the City implements the plastic bag ban and paper bag fee, it 
will be important to have a central location to direct locals and visitors for information related 
to the bag ban. The City has also indicated their desire for the reduction of single-use plastics. A 
centralized website will provide a go-to location for additional plastic reduction and other waste 
diversion efforts.  

• Support initiatives to increase recycling in multi-unit housing - Currently, very few multi-unit 
housing complexes have access to recycling. Residual funding from the bag fee could be used to 
support recycling initiatives for these complexes. 

• Additional waste diversion initiatives - Funds could be used to respond to community waste 
diversion needs, including activities identified by the Waste Diversion Strategic Plan task forces.  
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Proposed Education and Outreach for Bag Ordinance
The timeline below is based on a May 2019 ordinance adoption and may need adjustment based on feedback from stakeholders gathered at 

meeting after ordinance passage. 

Deadline Description Outlet/Event Audience
April 2019 Launch reusable bag artwork contest, choose winner(s) schools, newspaper, radio students and parents
May 2019 Meet with store managers to discuss timeline, staff training 

and signage, fee collection (if applicable)
City Market, Safeway, 
Walmart and Walgreens

businesses

May 2019 - March 2020 Manage education, outreach and advertising campaign to 
educate residents, businesses, students, second-
homeowners and guests on the impacts of waste on the 
City's environmental health, the importance of reducing the 
number of single-use plastic bags entering the waste 
stream, the impact of plastic bags on the City's waterways 
and environment, the new bag ordinance and locations of 
bag banks.

residents, businesses, students, 
second-homeowners and 
guests

May 2019 Distribute RFP for logo and advertising campaign, choose 
contractor by May 31

May 2019 - March 2020 Maintain a public website/webpage on YVSC site that 
educates residents bag ordinance, locations of bag banks, 
impact of single-use bags

yvsc.org residents, businesses, students, 
second-homeowners and 
guests

May 2019 - March 2020 Visit local boards and community groups to educate on ban similar groups as Waste 
Diversion Strategic Plan 
presentation

residents, second-homeowners, 
businesses

May 11
Tabling event

YVSC's Recycling Drop-
Off

residents, businesses 

May 18 Tabling event Routt County Clean-Up 
Day

residents

May - June 2019 Work with lodging (marketing) committee to develop 
messaging around bag ban/fee

businesses

May - June 2019 Develop communications for concierges and lodging 
welcome packets to educate visitors about the bag 
ordinance

guests

May - June 2019 Train property managers on communication businesses
May - June 2019 Support lodging committee on bag purchase and distribution 

to visitors
guests
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Proposed Education and Outreach for Bag Ordinance
The timeline below is based on a May 2019 ordinance adoption and may need adjustment based on feedback from stakeholders gathered at 

meeting after ordinance passage. 

Deadline Description Outlet/Event Audience
June 2019 Design and print reusable bags with winning artwork and 

logo
bags to be distributed at 
schools

students and parents

June 2019 Work with contract designer to create logo and graphics for 
campaign

June 2019 Radio interview Steamboat Radio Shannon Lukens interview w/ 
YVSC

June-September 2019 Tabling events (monthly) Steamboat Springs 
Farmers' Market

residents and guests

June-October 2019 Tabling events (monthly) to educate shoppers and distribute 
reusable bags

City Market, Safeway, 
Walmart and Walgreens

residents and guests

June-July 2019 Monday Minute email Chamber email businesses
June-July 2019 Mainstreet Steamboat email Mainstreet Steamboat 

email blast
downtown Steamboat 
businesses

June-July 2019 YVSC email blast YVSC email residents
June 2019 - March 2020 Train smaller retailer staff whose employers opt-in to 

implement bag ban 
businesses

Summer issue Print ad Steamboat 
Magazine/Visitors' Guide

residents and guests

July 2019 Design and print reusable bags with branded graphics bags to be distributed at 
schools, grocery stores, 
library, City hall, Chamber 
and lodging properties

residents and guests

July 2019 Design, print and distribute poster distribute to 50+ locations 
in City of Steamboat 
Springs

residents and guests

July 2019 Design and print sticker to hand out at tabling events residents and guests
July 2019 YVSC Talking Green column Steamboat Pilot & Today residents and guests
July 2019 Tabling event SSRC residents and guests
July 2019 Set up bag bank locations near grocery stores to distribute 

reusable bags
City Market, Safeway, 
Walmart and Walgreens

residents and guests

July 2019 Offer free reusable bags to hotels and property managers guests
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Proposed Education and Outreach for Bag Ordinance
The timeline below is based on a May 2019 ordinance adoption and may need adjustment based on feedback from stakeholders gathered at 

meeting after ordinance passage. 

Deadline Description Outlet/Event Audience
July 2019 Digital ads Steamboat Pilot & Today residents and guests
July 2019 Paid email blast Steamboat Pilot & Today residents and second home-

owners
July 2019 - March 2020 Weekly print ads Steamboat Pilot & Today residents and guests
July 2019 - March 2020 Radio ads all local radio stations residents and guests
July 2019 - March 2020 Social media ads Facebook and Instagram residents and guests
July 2019 - March 2020 Social media posts YVSC Facebook and 

Instagram
residents and guests

July 2019 - March 2020 SST bus ads SST buses residents and guests
July 2019 - March 2020 Monthly print ads Valley Voice residents and guests
Fall 2019/Winter 2020 
issue

Print ad Dining Guide residents and guests

Fall 2019/Winter 2020 
issue

Print ad Homelink magazine residents and guests

Fall 2019 issue Print ad Steamboat 
Magazine/Visitors' Guide

residents and guests

December 2019 Tabling event SSRC
Winter 2019-20 issue Print ad Steamboat 

Magazine/Visitors' Guide
residents and guests

Spring 2020 issue Print ad Steamboat 
Magazine/Visitors' Guide

residents and guests
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City/County Plastic Bag Ban/Fee Paper Ban/Fee Funding to businesses Administration of Program Community Funding Examples of community funding and outreach
Aspen Ban Fee $0.20 per bag 25% up to $1,000/mo to grocery store for 

12 months, then $100/mo after that. 
Funding can be used to: provide 
educational information about the Waste 
Reduction Fee to customers; train staff in 
the implementation and administration of 
the fee; and improve or alter infrastructure 
to allow for the implementation; and 
collection and administration of the fee.

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate a 
percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste diversion 
(e.g. trash and recycling bins)

Education and outreach: radio and newspaper ads; 
present to local boards and community groups on bag 
ban; provide free bags at grocery store, library, 
chamber; lodging companies; etc.; and set up bag 
bank locations.

Breckenridge Fee $0.10 per bag Fee $0.10 per bag 50% up to $1,000/mo to grocery store for 
12 months, then $100/mo after that. 
Funding can be used to: Provide required 
signage; provide educational information; 
train staff in the implementation and 
administration of the fee; collect, account 
for, and remit the fee to the town; develop 
and display informational signage to inform 
consumers about the fee; promote 
recycling of disposable bags; and improve 
infrastructure to increase disposable bag 
recycling

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate a 
percentage in the ordinance.

Education and outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste 
diversion.

$10-15K for graphic design and creative of launch of 
education campaign - contest for artwork - "Breck 
Bags"; community cleanup events and other activities 
that reduce litter; and maintain a public website that 
educates residents on the progress of waste 
reduction efforts associated with disposable bags.

Telluride Ban Fee $0.10 per bag $0.05 of the fee goes to the grocer 2% of funds Education and outreach about waste 
reduction; community cleanup 
events; and purchase of reusable 
bags

Carbondale Ban Fee $0.20 per bag Grocer can retain 25% of fee up to 
maximum $1,000/mo within the first 12 
months of effective date of ordinance and 
$100/mo all months after.  Funding to 
stores can be used for education of 
customers; training; administration of 
program and infrastructure (similar to 
Aspen  see above)

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate a 
percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste diversion

Avon Ban Fee $0.10 per bag Retailers over 4,000 sq ft. can retain 20% 
of fee for first 12 months. Remaining 80% 
goes to Town. Retailers that opt in (under 
4,000 sq ft. of retail space) can retain the 
entire fee.

Do pay for administration of 
program but does not designate a 
percentage in the ordinance.

Education and Outreach; reusable 
bag purchase; and equipment 
purchase to increase waste diversion

Education on the importance of reducing the number 
of disposable bags entering the waste stream and the 
impact of disposable bags on the community's 
waterways and environment; creating public 
educational campaigns to raise awareness about 
waste reduction and recycling; funding programs and 
infrastructure that allows the Avon community to 
reduce waste and recycle; purchasing and installing 
equipment designed to minimize waste pollution, 
including recycling containers and waste receptacles; 
funding community clean-up or collection events; 
maintaining a public website for the purpose of 
educating Town’s residents on guests on waste 
reduction efforts; training retailer staff in the 
implementation and administration of the fee

Bag Fee Structure and Distribution - Colorado Mountain Communities

Attachment #6
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Attachment #7

Steamboat Springs Teen Council- reusable bag initiative in schools.
Proposal: We will do a bag campaign at the Schools. 
What: We would like to start a competition between the schools to create a design for the 
reusable bags. We want to give each student at least one reusable bag in every school 
including

- Strawberry Park Elementary (519)
- Soda Creek Elementary (579)
- Steamboat Springs Middle School (589)
- Steamboat Springs High School (715)
- Yampa Valley School (19)
- Emerald Mountain School (57)
- Steamboat Mountain School (62)
- Mountain Village Montessori School (186)
- Home School (30)
- CMC (1500)
- Total Bags: 4256

Price: 
Reusable bags:                                      $0.98
One color setup                                     $50.00
Additional Color setup (per bag)            $0.50 
Shipping                                                 $1,350.60

Cost for bags                                         $4,796.51
Shipping                                                 $1,350.60
Total                                                       $6,147.11
This would allow each student to have one bag with the winning design of their age group. 
Who: Do an art competition for K-5th grades, 6-8th grades and then a third separate 
competition for the 9-12th grades and CMC . This would include all schools. 
When: We would begin this competition April 15th and give them until Friday May 3rd as the 
last day.
Where: We will pick them up from the respective office of the school that the applicant attends. 
We can also pick them up from an independent teacher or recieve them through email. A 
student can participate in this with their art department or as an independent project. 
Why: We want to promote the use of reusable bags in our community by incorporating the local 
schools and help to create habits that will stick with the students as they grow older. 
How: The Teen Council will pick the winner as a voting system. 

Marketing Plan: 
● Create, print and distribute posters in school and around town
● Create, print and distribute flyers to schools
● Outreach to art instructors, green teams, teachers, clubs and scout troops etc. 
● Write and Submit school newsletter articles
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● Write and submit news brief
● Write and submit media release
● Arrange and participate in radio interview 
● Write and include article in YVSC e-newsletter (3600+) 
● Create posts for YVSC social media
● Create and host contest landing page on YVSC website. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM

FROM: Chuck Cerasoli, Deputy Fire Chief
Mel Stewart, Fire Chief

THROUGH: Gary Suiter, City Manager

DATE: April 9, 2019

ITEM: Fire Station Site Feasibility Update.

X DIRECTION
INFORMATION
ORDINANCE
MOTION
RESOLUTION
PROCLAMATION

I. REQUEST/ISSUE & BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

Presentation to City Council on the progress of the committee in reference to 
direction from council at the last work session.

II. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:

The group will present on the two sites council directed to focus on, 13th Street 
and 10th Street combination City Hall/Fire Station.  The committee and the 
consultants will present more refined cost estimates and issues regarding site 
preperation for the two sites.

III. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff will be looking for guidance and direction from council.

IV. FISCAL IMPACT:

No fiscal impacts noted at this time.

AGENDA ITEM #2.AGENDA ITEM #2.AGENDA ITEM #2.AGENDA ITEM #2.AGENDA ITEM #2.
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V. LEGAL ISSUES:

No legal issues noted at this time.

VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

No conflicts or environmental issues noted at this time.

VII. CONSISTENCY WITH COUNCIL GOALS AND POLICIES:

This item is consistent with the city council goal to determine a long-term 
funding strategy for emergency services.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1: Introduction Slides.
Attachment 2: Current Options Spreadsheet.
Attachment 3: Presentation.
Attachment 4: Site Prep Cost Estimate.
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Direction From Council

■ Move Forward with 13th Street site
– Stand alone Fire Station
– Combination City Hall/Fire Station

■ Move Forward with 10th Street site
– Combination City Hall/Fire Station

■ Keep 840 Yampa – no additional work at this point
■ Estimated Value of 840 Yampa Street

Attachment #1
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840 Yampa Value Estimate

■ Recent Comparable Sold Downtown (10th and Yampa)
– .40 Acre Vacant Lot sold for $1,800,000

■ 840 Yampa size approximately .82 Acres
– $1.8M X 2 = $3.6M
– Developer likely to prefer vacant land

■ Demolition of existing building estimated at approximately $130,000
■ $3,600,000 - $130,000 = $3,470,000

■ Approximate Value of Downtown station estimated to be $3,470,000

2.4



Land Costs:

Pro: Con:

Large Site

Gateway to City

Adequate Parking on site

Possible Training Tower on site

Improved Intersection Alignment

Not in 100 or 500 yr. Flood Plain Hillside retention/Stability 

Approx. 23 parking spaces Potential impact to park

May require 'No Build Easement'

Unknown effect on Springs/Park

Existing Conditions $20,000.00

Traffic Control/Permits $85,500.00

Site Prep/Grading $140,197.00

Shotcrete Retaining Wall $462,807.41

Soils Conditions $385,000.00

Exterior Improvements:

Storm Piping $210,000.00

Sanitary Piping $174,000.00

Traffic Signal/Intersetion $750,000.00

Paving $11,600.00

Total: 2,239,104.41

Site Prep 

Summary

$2,239,104

Includes estimate on intersection relocation

Potential Additional Costs:

Site Preperation Costs Summary:

Storm Water Mitigation/Site drainage

Long term durability concern due 

to storm water drainage through 

site

Intersection re-alignment could 

require CDOT approval (?)

13th Street - Fire Station Only

Up to $3M value

Attachment #2
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Land Costs:

Pro: Con:

New City Hall

NOT AN OPTION FOR PRIVATE 

DEVELOPERS

Shared space Build Over Utilites

Parking - Loss of 47 spaces

Not in 100yr Flood Plain

Design Potential Loss of Public Parking

Cost of New City Hall ($3.6M)
Cost to relocate City Hall

Loss of Alley Circulation

Located in 500yr Flood Plain

Existing Conditions $60,000.00

Traffic Control/Permits $85,000.00

Site Prep/Grading $152,600.00

Erosion Control/Surrounding Rds $50,000.00

Soils Conditions $1,157,407.41

Exterior Improvements:

City Utilities/Traffic Signal $163,000.00

Public Utilities $340,000.00

Paving $0.00

Vault over Utilities $924,995.75

Total: $2,933,003.16

Includes Cost to Construct Over Utilities in Alley

Site Prep 

Summary

$2,933,003

No land acquisition costs

10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire Station - Build over Utlilites

Additional Costs:

Site Preperation Summary:

Use Yampa Building for temporary 

staff location New Emergency access to Highway 

40 - CDOT approval?

Cost of new office building  - $3,600,000

Temp Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)

2.6



Land Costs:

Cost of new office building $3,600,000

Pro: Con:

New City Hall
NOT AN OPTION FOR PRIVATE 

DEVELOPERS

Shared space Build Over Utilites

Parking - Loss of 47 spaces

Not in 100yr Flood Plain

Design Potential Loss of Public Parking

Cost of New City Hall ($3.6M)
Cost to relocate City Hall

Loss of Alley Circulation

Located in 500yr Flood Plain

Existing Conditions $60,000.00

Traffic Control/Permits $185,500.00

Site Prep/Grading $152,600.00

Erosion Control/Existing Rds $150,000.00

Soil Conditions $1,157,407.41

Exterior Improvements

City Utilities/Signaling $534,000.00

Public Utilties $1,920,000.00

Paving $34,800.00

Total: $4,194,307.41

Includes estimate on alley vacation and Soils remidiation

Site Prep 

Summary

$4,194,307

No land acquisition costs

10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire Station Move All Utilities 

Out of Alley

Potential Additional Costs:

Site Preperation Summary:

Use Yampa Building for 

temporary staff location New Emergency access to 

Highway 40 - CDOT approval?

Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)
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Land Costs:

Cost of new office building $3,600,000

Pro: Con:

New City Hall May need to limit Public in Alley

Shared space Cost to Relocate City Hall

Not in 100yr Flood Plain Loss of Public Parking

Cost of new City Hall ($3.6M)

Located in 500yr Flood Plain

$60,000.00

Existing Conditions $15,000.00

Trafic Control/Permits $152,600.00

Site Prep / Grading $90,000.00

Erosion Control/Existing Rds $1,157,407.41

Soil Conditions

Exterior Improvements: $150,000.00

City Utilities/Signaling $290,000.00

Public Utilities $11,600.00

Paving $344,750.00

Opening in Building for Alley

Total: $2,271,357.41

Includes estimate on alley vacation and Soils remidiation

Site Prep 

Summary:

$2,271,357

No land acquisition costs

10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire Station- Split Building - Build 

Alley thru the building

Not ideal design for Fire Station - 

need to split fire station 

Potential Additonal Costs:

Site Preperation Summary:

Use Yampa Buildingfor temporary 

staff location 

New Emergency access to Highway 

40 - CDOT approval?

Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)
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Land Costs:

Pro: Con:

Existing building use

Current Hwy 40 Access

Adequate Parking for use Loss of Revenue from sale

Off Lincoln Avenue Loss of Public Parking

Not in 100yr Flood Plain Temporary Storage of Apparatus

Located in 500yr Flood Plain

Existing Conditions $198,513.00

Traffic Control/Permits $132,680.00

Site Prep/Grading $133,111.00

Erosion Control/Existing Rds $0.00

Soil Conditions $0.00

Exerior Improvements $0.00

Retaining wall $127,890.00

Paving $112,218.00

Ground Water Mitigation $408,240.00

Total: $1,112,652.00

$1,112,652Site Prep 

Summary

Potential Value of land $3Million

840 Yampa Street

Potential Additional Costs:

Site Preperation Summary:

City identified location for future 

retail

$150,000 - $300,000

Temp storage of Fire Appartatus and temp parking
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Summary of Site Feasibility Status

March 2019Catagories

Land Costs:

Additional Potential Costs: Cost of new office building $3,600,000 Cost of new office building $3,600,000

Pros and Cons: Pro: Con: Pro: Con: Pro: Con: Pro: Con: Pro: Con:

Large Site New City Hall

NOT AN OPTION FOR PRIVATE 

DEVELOPERS New City Hall

NOT AN OPTION FOR PRIVATE 

DEVELOPERS New City Hall May need to limit Public in Alley Existing building use

Gateway to City Shared space Build Over Utilites Shared space Build Over Utilites Shared space Cost to Relocate City Hall CDOT access approval done

Adequate Parking on site Parking - Loss of 47 spaces Parking - Loss of 47 spaces Adequate Parking for use Loss of Revenue from sale

Possible Training Tower on site Off Lincoln Avenue Loss of Public Parking

Improved Intersection Alignment Not in 100yr Flood Plain Not in 100yr Flood Plain Not in 100yr Flood Plain Loss of Public Parking Not in 100yr Flood Plain Temporary Storage of Apparatus

Not in 100 or 500 yr. Flood Plain Hillside retention/Stability Design Potential Loss of Public Parking Design Potential Loss of Public Parking Cost of new City Hall ($3.6M) Located in 500yr Flood Plain

Approx. 23 parking spaces Potential impact to park Cost of New City Hall ($3.6M) Cost of New City Hall ($3.6M) Located in 500yr Flood Plain

May require 'No Build Easement' Cost to relocate City Hall Cost to relocate City Hall

Unknown effect on Springs/Park Loss of Alley Circulation Loss of Alley Circulation

Located in 500yr Flood Plain Located in 500yr Flood Plain

Site Preperation Summary: Item: Item: Item: Item: Item:

$60,000.00

Existing Conditions $20,000.00 Existing Conditions $60,000.00 Existing Conditions $60,000.00 Existing Conditions $15,000.00 Existing Conditions $198,513.00

Traffic Control/Permits $85,500.00 Traffic Control/Permits $85,000.00 Traffic Control/Permits $185,500.00 Trafic Control/Permits $152,600.00 Traffic Control/Permits $132,680.00

Site Prep/Grading $140,197.00 Site Prep/Grading $152,600.00 Site Prep/Grading $152,600.00 Site Prep / Grading $90,000.00 Site Prep/Grading $133,111.00

Shotcrete Retaining Wall $462,807.41 Erosion Control/Surrounding Rds $50,000.00 Erosion Control/Existing Rds $150,000.00 Erosion Control/Existing Rds $1,157,407.41 Erosion Control/Existing Rds $0.00

Soils Conditions $385,000.00 Soils Conditions $1,157,407.41 Soil Conditions $1,157,407.41 Soil Conditions Soil Conditions $0.00

Exterior Improvements: Exterior Improvements: Exterior Improvements Exterior Improvements: $150,000.00 Exerior Improvements $0.00

Storm Piping $210,000.00 City Utilities/Traffic Signal $163,000.00 City Utilities/Signaling $534,000.00 City Utilities/Signaling $290,000.00 Retaining wall $127,890.00

Sanitary Piping $174,000.00 Public Utilities $340,000.00 Public Utilties $1,920,000.00 Public Utilities $11,600.00

Traffic Signal/Intersetion $750,000.00 Paving $34,800.00 Paving $344,750.00 Paving $112,218.00

Paving $11,600.00 Paving $0.00 Opening in Building for Alley Ground Water Mitigation $408,240.00

Vault over Utilities $924,995.75

Total: 2,239,104.41 Total: $2,933,003.16 Total: $4,194,307.41 Total: $2,271,357.41 Total: $1,112,652.00

Not ideal design for Fire Station - need 

to split fire station 

Long term durability concern due 

to storm water drainage through 

site

Intersection re-alignment could 

require CDOT approval (?)

City identified location for future 

retail

New Emergency access to 

Highway 40 - CDOT approval?

Use Yampa Buildingfor 

temporary staff location 

Use Yampa Building for temporary 

staff location New Emergency access to 

Highway 40 - CDOT approval?

Use Yampa Buildingfor temporary 

staff location 

New Emergency access to Highway 40 - 

CDOT approval?

13th Street - Fire Station Only
10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire StationMove All Utilities Out 

of Alley

Up to $3M value

Storm Water Mitigation/Site drainage Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)

Cost of new office building  - $3,600,000

$4,194,307

Includes estimate on alley vacation and Soils remidiation

Site Preperation Costs 

Estimate:

No land acquisition costs

$2,271,357

Includes estimate on alley vacation and Soils remidiation

No land acquisition costs

$2,239,104

Includes estimate on intersection relocation

840 Yampa Street
10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire Station- Split Building - Build Alley 

thru the building

$150,000 - $300,000

Temp storage of Fire Appartatus and temp parking

Discuss Option of Underground Parking (under City Hall)

Potential Value of land $3Million

$1,112,652

Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)

10th Street Combination City Hall/Fire Station - Build over Utlilites

No land acquisition costs

$2,933,003

Includes Cost to Construct Over Utilities in Alley

Temp Relocation of City Hall (Possibly to Yampa Street)
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BUILDING USE

APPARATUS BAY

APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT

CIRCULATION

CITY OFFICES

FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION TRASH

PUBLIC AND 
FIRE ADMIN. 

ENTRY

FIRE FIGHTER PARKING

F.F. 
ENTRY

BUILDING USE

APPARATUS BAY

APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT

CIRCULATION

CITY OFFICES

FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION TRASH

FIRE FIGHTER PARKING

CITY /
FIRE ADMIN. 

ENTRY

(3) DRIVE THROUGH BAYS

3

(3) DRIVE THROUGH BAYS

21 4 5 6

3,468 SF
CITY OFFICES

14

TRAINING

CREW

ADMIN

LOBBY

TLT

STAIR

CIRC

STAIR

TOILET

STAIR

DECON/ GEAR
WASHING

EMS STO

OUTDOOR
EQUIP

STORAGEELEV

DECON BATH

BUNKER
GEAR

SHOP

SCBA FILL

TOWER

4

10

8

ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A3.4310TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 1SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 1

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 1

2.12

rlefave
Text Box
1. Parking - Current site area has 83 parking spaces2. New Design has 14 dedicated fire dept. parking spaces, 22 public spaces - Total 36 spaces, Loss of 47 spaces from site.3. Design assumes existing utilities (exception gas line) will remain underground and be routed under station in a utility vault room / space for access and inspection.3. Gas line will require relocation around the site.

rlefave
Rectangle
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BUILDING USE

CIRCULATION

CITY OFFICES

UNPROGRAMMED/UNASSIGNED

CITY OFFICES

Room

STAIR

ELEV

CIRC

MEZZANINE

STAIR

ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A3.4410TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 2SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 2

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 2
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BUILDING USE

APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT

BUILDING SUPPORT

CIRCULATION

CITY OFFICES

FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION

LIVING QUARTERS

3,377 SF
CITY OFFICES

FITNESS

FIRE
ADMIN DINING

DORM OFFICER

TLT

DORM

DAYKITCHEN

CAPTAIN DORM DORM DORM DORM DORM DORM

LAUNDRY STO

TLTTLT TLT TLT

STOTLT

IT

TLTCIRCSTAIR STAIR

ELEV

CIRC

Room

FITNESS
PATIO

DAYROOM
PATIO

60 SF
ELEC

113 SF
STO

ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A3.4510TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 3SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 3

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 3
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10TH & LINCOLN ST
FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
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10TH & LINCOLN ST
FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
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10TH & LINCOLN ST
FEMA NATIONAL FLOOD HAZARD MAP
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ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A3.4310TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 1RAL STATION  |
 SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

ZONE X - 0.2 PCT ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD HAZARD

ZONE AO (DEPTH 1 FOOT)

10TH & LINCOLN ST
FEMA NATIONAL FLOOD HAZARD MAP
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BUILDING USE

APPARATUS BAY

APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT

TRASH

PUBLIC AND 
FIRE ADMIN. 

ENTRY

F.F. ENTRY
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1 2 3 4 5 6
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ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A3.6010TH ST & LINCOLN AVESSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/12/19

ALLEY TEST FIT 1

10TH & LINCOLN ST
FULL LVL 1 FIRE STATION ACROSS ALLEY
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/12/19
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BUILDING USE

APPARATUS BAY

APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT

BUILDING SUPPORT
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CITY OFFICES
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ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A2.2013TH ST - FIRE STATION ONLY - LVL 1SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION ONLY
LEVEL 1

13TH FIRE STATION ONLY

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 9,917 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 2,101 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 214 SF
CIRCULATION 2,128 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,062 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,720 SF
Grand total: 29 21,142 SF

13TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 1
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(OPEN TO APP BAY BELOW)

BUILDING USE

BUILDING SUPPORT

CIRCULATION

FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION
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LIVING

ADMIN

STAIR

BLDG SPPRT

DORM

STAIR

DORM
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ARCHITECTURE

URBAN DESIGN

INTERIOR DESIGN

Pg. A2.2113TH ST - FIRE STATION ONLY - LVL 2SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION ONLY
LEVEL 2

13TH FIRE STATION ONLY

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 9,917 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 2,101 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 214 SF
CIRCULATION 2,128 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,062 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,720 SF
Grand total: 29 21,142 SF

13TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 2



13

STEAMBOAT SPRINGS FIRE RESCUE
CENTRAL STATION SITE FEASIBILITY STUDIES  |  04.09.2019  

13TH & LINCOLN ST
FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
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FEMA NATIONAL FLOOD HAZARD MAP
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Pg. A3.4310TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 1SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 1

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 1

rlefave
Text Box
1. Parking - Current site area has 83 parking spaces2. New Design has 14 dedicated fire dept. parking spaces, 22 public spaces - Total 36 spaces, Loss of 47 spaces from site.3. Design assumes existing utilities (exception gas line) will remain underground and be routed under station in a utility vault room / space for access and inspection.3. Gas line will require relocation around the site.

rlefave
Rectangle
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Pg. A3.4410TH ST - FIRE STATION & OFFICE - LVL 2SSFR CENTRAL STATION  |
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 2

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 2
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO  | 03/28/19

FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
LEVEL 3

10TH FIRE STATION & OFFICE

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 10,001 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 3,024 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 55 SF
CIRCULATION 5,291 SF
CITY OFFICES 10,240 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,576 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,763 SF
Grand total: 62 35,952 SF

10TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 3
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FEMA NATIONAL FLOOD HAZARD MAP
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FIRE STATION ONLY
LEVEL 1

13TH FIRE STATION ONLY

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 9,917 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 2,101 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 214 SF
CIRCULATION 2,128 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,062 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,720 SF
Grand total: 29 21,142 SF

13TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 1
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FIRE STATION ONLY
LEVEL 2

13TH FIRE STATION ONLY

Department Area

APPARATUS BAY 9,917 SF
APPARATUS BAY SUPPORT 2,101 SF
BUILDING SUPPORT 214 SF
CIRCULATION 2,128 SF
FIRE STATION ADMINISTRATION 3,062 SF
LIVING QUARTERS 3,720 SF
Grand total: 29 21,142 SF

13TH & LINCOLN ST
LEVEL 2
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FIRE STATION & CITY OFFICE
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Quanity unit unit Cost Total

Existing conditions
Soils and material testing 

Phase 1 Report 1 ea $10,000.00 $10,000.00

Assume no hazaderous material on site 0 $0.00 $0.00

Traffic Study 1 ea $10,000.00 $10,000.00

Traffic control / permits during construction
Traffic Control

Crossing Lincoln

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 1 1 $5,500.00 $5,500.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during utilities 4 days $10,500.00 $42,000.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 4 days $7,000.00 $28,000.00

Pedestrian control

Lincoln street sidwalk 25 days $400.00 $10,000.00

Install pedestrian safe walk way 

Site Prep / grading
Demo existing buildings 6862 sf $7.00 $48,034.00

6862 sf TBD TBD

Demo Asphalt 30721 sf $3.00 $92,163.00

     Retaining and Building wall as Foundation  ‐ More Expensive Option  Not in Cost ‐ For Information Only

Retaining wall at parking area

160' of retaining wall 

Cut to safe 1352 sq yd $20.00 $27,037.04

Construction of cast in place  retaining wall 1620 sqft $60.00 $97,200.00

Underdrain and waterproofing 1620 sqft $25.00 $40,500.00

Back fill of the wall  1352 sq yd $17.00 $22,981.48

$0.00

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 1:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 18 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

Retianing wall for the builing

380' of retaiing wall

Cut to safe 3389 sq yd $20.00 $67,780.74

Additional support for foundation wall 3800 sqft $30.00 $114,000.00

Underdrain and waterproofing 3800 sqft $25.00 $95,000.00

Back fill of the wall  3389 sq yd $17.00 $57,613.63

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 1:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 14 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

Retaining wall for east parking 

162' of retaining wall

Cut to safe 1118 sq yd $20.00 $22,367.41

Additional support for foundation wall 1296 sqft $60.00 $77,760.00

Underdrain and waterproofing 1296 sqft $25.00 $32,400.00

Back fill of the wall  1118 sq yd $17.00 $19,012.30

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 1:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 10 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

$673,652.59

     Shotcrete Retaining wall ‐ Norml Building Foundation  ‐Most Cost Effective  Option Used in Cost Estimate

Retaining wall at parking area

160' of retaining wall 

Cut to safe 1352 cy $36.00 $48,666.67

Shot crete Wall 676 sqft $70.00 $47,314.81

Underdrain 800 sqft $18.00 $14,400.00

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 2:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 18 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

Retianing wall for the builing

380' of retaiing wall

Cut to safe 3389 cy $36.00 $122,005.33

Shot crete wall 1695 sqft $70.00 $118,616.30

Underdrain 1200 sqft $18.00 $21,600.00

Assume that there is no back fill on the foundation wall

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 2:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 14 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

Retaining wall for east parking 

162' of retaining wall

Shot crete wall 1118 cy $36.00 $40,261.33

Construction of cast in place  retaining wall 559 sqft $70.00 $39,142.96

Underdrain 600 sqft $18.00 $10,800.00

Assume that the wall has a lay back of 2:1 slope 

Assume the highest point of the wall is 10 feet tall

Assume there is a 10 foot working area at the base

Assume that the slope is 1:4 from the wall back 50 feet. 

$462,807.41

Soil Conditions
Construction dewatering 

Installation  1 ea $15,000.00 $15,000.00

Monthly cost of water midigation  16 mon $7,500.00 $120,000.00

Permanent instalation of dewatering 1 EA $250,000.00 $250,000.00

Long tem momituring of dewatering

Exterior Improvements
Wet Utilites

Storm Piping 

Would need to run from Lincoln to Yampa

Sanitary Piping 600 lf $350.00 $210,000.00

10 " PVC Sanitary

Would need to run from Lincoln to Yampa 600 $290.00 $174,000.00

Could run Parrell to the Storm and completed at the same time

2" City Conduit

This is a live communication for the city

Assume relcation on Oak Street

Traffic Signal

New signal at 13th and Lincoln

1 ea $750,000.00 $750,000.00

Public Utilities

Existing Concrete Encassed Qwest Duct Bank

Live Communication not owned by city

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley ft $250.00 $0.00

Gas line 

Assume that seperation requirement can be met

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley ft $40.00 $0.00

YVEA 

$250,000 per block min 5‐6 blocks 

City would have to up front the money and may apply for funds in 10 years $250,000.00 $0.00

Possibility that fewer blocks would have to be undergrounded

Assume that the new line would be able to relocate to oak street in same way as gas line

ft $250,000.00 $0.00

Demo existing street and hardscape ft $45.00 $0.00

Domestic WaterReplace hardscape to Oak and East of Oak to 10th ft $150.00 $0.00

No water is in the Alley. Costs would compaire to any site

Paving 
Temp Patching during construction  200 sq/yr $58.00 $11,600.00

Landscaping requirements
None assumed

Alley Vacation
Cost to purchase
Cost of Entitlements
Cost of Tap Fees
Cost of Relocation 
Cost of public parking relocation 
Cost of floodplain design / vacation

SUBTOTALS $2,239,104.41

Fire Station Only

Shotcrete Option Subtotal 

Abatement ‐ Phase I Testing / Report Required

Steamboat Springs Fire 

4/1/2019

13th and Lincoln

Attachment #4



Quanity unit unit Cost Total

Existing conditions

Soils and material testing  1 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Phase 1 Report ‐ Hazardous soil testing with on site inspector to verify extent

Documentation to the State

Documentation to the landfill and inspection of separation of material at landfill

Traffic Study 1 ea $10,000.00 $10,000.00

Traffic control / permits during construction

Traffic Control

Crossing Lincoln

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 1 1 $5,500.00 $5,500.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during utilities 4 days $10,500.00 $42,000.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 4 days $7,000.00 $28,000.00

Traffic control for Oak

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 1 1 $5,500.00 $5,500.00

Rental  15 days $3,500.00 $52,500.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 4 days $4,250.00 $17,000.00

Provide access  to one parking lot

Access to parking in the Alley 25 days $1,000.00 $25,000.00

Pedestrian control

Lincoln and Oak street 25 days $400.00 $10,000.00

Install pedestrian safe walk way 

Site Prep / grading

Demo existing city building 8963 sf $7.00 $62,741.00

Abatement  8963 sf TBD TBD

Demo Asphalt 29953 sf $3.00 $89,859.00

 

Erosion Control / Surrounding roads

Construction over Soda Creek 10 days $5,000.00 $50,000.00

Seasonal redirection of soda creek in two locations

Typical erosion control 

Monitoring of erosion control from Yampa st to Oak and from 10th to 11th 5 months $20,000.00 $100,000.00

Soil Conditions

Remove and dispose of contaninated soils at 10th between Oak and Lincoln

Assume 250 ft by 250ft 10 feet deap of soils removal 23148.15 cy $50.00 $1,157,407.41

This would be a cost for the building and is not necessary a utility relocation cost

Assume the water table is 10' below grade

Exterior Improvements

Wet Utilites

Storm Piping 

Would need to run from 10th Street to Yampa 600 lf $350.00 $210,000.00

Sanitary Piping

10 " PVC Sanitary 600 $290.00 $174,000.00

Would need to run from 10th Street to Yampa

Could run Parrell to the Storm and completed at the same time

2" City Conduit

This is a live communication for the city 800 ft $125.00 $100,000.00

Assume relcation on Oak Street

Traffic Signal

New signal at 10th and Lincoln not inculed  ea $0.00 $0.00

Assume that no new signal is required at 10th and Lincoln

Programing and expaning the current ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ system 1 ea $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Public Utilities

Existing Concrete Encassed Qwest Duct Bank

Live Communication not owned by city 800 ft $250.00 $200,000.00

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley

Gas line 

Assume that seperation requirement can be met 800 ft $80.00 $64,000.00

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley

YVEA 

$250,000 per block min 5‐6 blocks  5 $250,000.00 $1,250,000.00

City would have to up front the money and may apply for funds in 10 years

Possibility that fewer blocks would have to be undergrounded

Assume that the new line would be able to relocate to oak street in same way as gas line 1 ft $250,000.00 $250,000.00

Demo existing street and hardscape 800 ft $45.00 $36,000.00

Replace hardscape to Oak and East of Oak to 10th 800 ft $150.00 $120,000.00

Domestic Water

No water is in the Alley. Costs would compaire to any site

Paving 

Repave oak, and 10th  see above

Temp Patching during construction  600 sq/yr $58.00 $34,800.00

Landscaping requirements

None assumed

Ground Water mitigation

None assumed 

Alley Vacation

Cost to purchase

Cost of Entitlements

Cost of Tap Fees

Cost of Relocation 

Cost of public parking relocation 

Cost of floodplain design / vacation

SUBTOTALS 4,194,307.41$    

                                    Steamboat Springs Fire 

4/1/2019

10th and Lincoln

Alley Way Relocating of the Utilities.



Quanity unit unit Cost Total

Existing conditions
Soils and material testing  1 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Phase 1 Report ‐ Hazardous soil testing with on site inspector to verify extent

Documentation to the State

Documentation to the landfill and inspection of separation of material at landfill

Traffic Study 1 ea $10,000.00 $10,000.00

Traffic control / permits during construction
Traffic Control

Crossing Lincoln

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 0 1 $5,500.00 $0.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during utilities 0 days $10,500.00 $0.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 0 days $7,000.00 $0.00

Traffic control for Oak

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 1 1 $5,500.00 $5,500.00

Rental  15 days $3,500.00 $52,500.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 4 days $4,250.00 $17,000.00

Provide access  to one parking lot

Access to parking in the Alley 10 days $1,000.00 $10,000.00

Pedestrian control

Lincoln and Oak street 0 days $400.00 $0.00

Install pedestrian safe walk way 

Site Prep / grading
Demo existing city building 8963 sf $7.00 $62,741.00

Abatement  8963 sf TBD TBD

Demo Asphalt 29953 sf $3.00 $89,859.00

 

Erosion Control / Surrounding roads
Construction over Soda Creek 10 days $5,000.00 $50,000.00

Seasonal redirection of soda creek in two locations

Typical erosion control 

Monitoring of erosion control from Yampa st to Oak and from 10th to 11th 0 months $20,000.00 $0.00

Soil Conditions
Remove and dispose of contaninated soils at 10th between Oak and Lincoln

Assume 250 ft by 250ft 10 feet deap of soils removal 23148.15 cy $50.00 $1,157,407.41

This would be a cost for the building and is not necessary a utility relocation cost

Exterior Improvements
Wet Utilites

Storm Piping 

Recasing of the piping and hang 200 lf $225.00 $45,000.00

Sanitary Piping

10 " PVC Sanitary

Recasing of the piping and hang 200 lf $215.00 $43,000.00

Could run Parrell to the Storm and completed at the same time

2" City Conduit

This is a live communication for the city

Rehange line 200 $125.00 $25,000.00

Traffic Signal

New signal at 10th and Lincoln not inculed  ea $0.00

Assume that no new signal control is required at Lincoln adjacent streets 

Programing and expanding the current ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ system 1 ea $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Public Utilities

Existing Concrete Encassed Qwest Duct Bank

Live Communication not owned by city 200 ft $250.00 $50,000.00

Hange line or shore

Gas line 

Assume that seperation requirement can be met 800 ft $40.00 $32,000.00

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley

YVEA 

$250,000 per block min 5‐6 blocks  0 $250,000.00 $0.00

City would have to up front the money and may apply for funds in 10 years

Lower lines underground for one block 1 ea $250,000.00 $250,000.00

Assume that the new line would be able to be located in the underground vault 0 ft $250,000.00 $0.00

Demo and repair the ally  where the poles were removed 10 ft $800.00 $8,000.00

Domestic Water

No water is in the Alley. Costs would compaire to any site

Paving 
Repave oak, and 10th 

Temp Patching during construction of oak street 0 sq/yr $58.00 $0.00

Building the vault 
Concrete vault under the building 250 ft $750.00 $187,500.00

Assume it is traffic rated for the app bay

Assume 2‐3 access hatches

Excavate for Vault 2314.81481 cy $30.00 $69,444.44

temp shoring for vault walls 5500 sf $30.00 $165,000.00

CIP Vault Floor 6250 sf $10.00 $62,500.00

Vault Walls 5500 sf $32.00 $176,000.00

Vault Lid ‐ Shoring 6250 sf $27.00 $168,750.00

Vault Lid ‐ Form, Pour and Concrete 310.570988 cy $265.00 $82,301.31

Access Hatches 3 ea $4,500.00 $13,500.00

Landscaping requirements
None assumed

Ground Water mitigation
None assumed 

Alley Vacation
Cost to purchase
Cost of Entitlements
Cost of Tap Fees
Cost of Relocation 
Cost of public parking relocation 
Cost of floodplain design / vacation

SUBTOTALS $2,933,003.16

Steamboat Springs Fire 

4/1/2019

10th and Lincoln

Build Vault for Utilities to Remain Under Building ‐ Exception Natural Gas Line



Quanity unit unit Cost Total

Existing conditions

Soils and material testing  1 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Phase 1 Report ‐ Hazardous soil testing with on site inspector to verify extent

Documentation to the State

Documentation to the landfill and inspection of separation of material at landfill

Traffic Study 1 ea $10,000.00 $10,000.00

Traffic control / permits during construction

Traffic Control

Crossing Lincoln

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 0 1 $5,500.00 $0.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during utilities 0 days $10,500.00 $0.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 0 days $7,000.00 $0.00

Traffic control for Oak

Traffic control for Lincoln during sanitary and storm water installation 

Enginnered traffic plan 0 1 $5,500.00 $0.00

Rental  0 days $3,500.00 $0.00

Rental and flaggers for over night work during Conc. Repaving 0 days $4,250.00 $0.00

Provide access  to one parking lot

Access to parking in the Alley for relocation of Gass line 15 days $1,000.00 $15,000.00

Pedestrian control

Lincoln and Oak street days $400.00 $0.00

Install pedestrian safe walk way 

Site Prep / grading

Demo existing city building 8963 sf $7.00 $62,741.00

Abatement  8963 sf TBD TBD

Demo Asphalt 29953 sf $3.00 $89,859.00

 

Erosion Control / Surrounding roads

Construction over Soda Creek 10 days $5,000.00 $50,000.00

Seasonal redirection of soda creek in two locations

Typical erosion control 

Monitoring of erosion control of Oak street and from 10th to 11th 2 months $20,000.00 $40,000.00

Soil Conditions

Remove and dispose of contaninated soils at 10th between Oak and Lincoln

Assume 250 ft by 250ft 10 feet deap of soils removal 23148.15 cy $50.00 $1,157,407.41

This would be a cost for the building and is not necessary a utility relocation cost

Exterior Improvements

Wet Utilites

Storm Piping 

Would need to run from 10th Street to Yampa lf $350.00 $0.00

Sanitary Piping

10 " PVC Sanitary $290.00 $0.00

Would need to run from 10th Street to Yampa

Could run Parrell to the Storm and completed at the same time

2" City Conduit

This is a live communication for the city 800 lf $125.00 $100,000.00

Assume relcation on Oak Street

Traffic Signal

New signal at 10th and Lincoln not inculed  ea $0.00

Assume that no new signal is required at 10th and Lincoln

Programing and expaning the current signal control system 1 ea $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Public Utilities

Existing Concrete Encassed Qwest Duct Bank

Live Communication not owned by city ft $250.00 $0.00

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley $0.00

Gas line  $0.00

Assume that seperation requirement can be met 800 ft $40.00 $32,000.00

Assume relcation on north to Oak Street East to 10th and south to alley

YVEA 

$250,000 per block min 5‐6 blocks  0 $250,000.00 $0.00

City would have to up front the money and may apply for funds in 10 years $0.00

Lower lines underground around building 1 ea $250,000.00 $250,000.00

Demo and repair the ally  where the poles were removed 10 ft $800.00 $8,000.00

Domestic Water $0.00

No water is in the Alley. Costs would compaire to any site $0.00

Paving 

Temp Patching during construction of oak street 200 sq/yr $58.00 $11,600.00

Create an opening in the bulding to allow the alley to stay open

Additional SQFT of extrior wall 800 sf $125.00 $100,000.00

Additional Building Structure 7.5 tons $5,500.00 $41,250.00

Additional Building Systems ‐ Elec, finishes, etc) 500 sf $142.00 $71,000.00

Additional SQFT of building soffit and roof covering 1000 sqft $45.00 $45,000.00

Additional paving and site work 2500 sqft $35.00 $87,500.00

Alley Vacation

Cost to purchase

Cost of Entitlements

Cost of Tap Fees

Cost of Relocation 

Cost of public parking relocation 

Cost of floodplain design / vacation

SUBTOTALS 2,271,357.41$ 

Steamboat Springs Fire 

4/1/2019

10th and Lincoln

Allow Alley to Remain ‐ Split Apparatus Bays and Fires Station into Two Buildings



CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION FORM

FROM: Gary Suiter, City Manager

THROUGH: N/A

DATE: April 9, 2019

ITEM: Fire/EMS Funding Citizen’s Committee Update.

DIRECTION
X INFORMATION

ORDINANCE
MOTION
RESOLUTION
PROCLAMATION

I. REQUEST/ISSUE & BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

In November, after discussing options for funding Fire/EMS services, Council 
directed staff to convene a citizen's committee to explore funding options and 
opportunities.

In December, committee member applications were solicited, and seven 
committee members were selected. Committee members included: Kathy 
Connell, Gary Cogswell, Steve Sehnert, Ed MacArthur, Dan Pirallo, Joella West, 
and Bud Romberg. Council was represented by Robin Crossan, and staff support 
was provided by Kim Weber, Gary Suiter, Kendall Yeager, Chuck Cerasoli, and 
Mel Stewart. Kathy Connell was appointed chair. The committee met 7 times 
beginning on February 11. Throughout the course of the meetings, the 
committee has brought in guests to help enhance the conversation, including 
Dan Foote, City Attorney, Dino Ross, SSAFPD Attorney, and Bob Weiss, who 
was opposed to the previously proposed funding strategy. Council has been 
copied on all committee minutes and meeting materials. 

The committee worked through a number of funding options, and identified two 
funding scenarios for discussion. Kathy Connell and other committee members 
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will provide a presentation to Council on the committee's process and 
recommendations.

II. SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:

Provided in committee report.

III. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Review and comment on committee recommendations. Provide feedback to 
staff.

IV. FISCAL IMPACT:

None at this time.

V. LEGAL ISSUES:

None at this time.

VI. CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

None at this time.

VII. CONSISTENCY WITH COUNCIL GOALS AND POLICIES:

This item aligns with Council's goal "Determine a long-term funding strategy for 
emergency services (Fire/EMS)"

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1: Committee Presentation.
Attachment 2: Committee Comments.
Attachment 3: Minutes.
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FIRE/EMS 
FUNDING 

COMMITTEE
April 9, 2019

Attachment #1
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Committee Members

■ Committee Members:
– Kathy Connell, Chair
– Gary Cogswell, Vice Chair
– Bud Romberg
– Joella West
– Dan Pirrallo
– Ed Macarthur
– Steve Sehnert

■ Council/Staff:
– Robin Crossan
– Sonja Macys
– Gary Suiter
– Kendall Yeager
– Mel Stewart
– Chuck Cerasoli
– Kim Weber
– Dan Foote
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Committee Objectives

■ Develop and evaluate viable options for paying for a new central fire station and 
staffing

■ Consider paying for operations and capital in a way that the citizens will support

■ Consider phasing if necessary

■ Avoid site analysis discussion

■ Deliver a report to City Council by mid-April
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Ground Rules

■ Member comments should be limited to 3 minutes

■ Be open minded to all suggestions – listen

■ The Committee will be apolitical

■ This is a working committee, but may accept public comment at the committee’s 
discretion

■ Decisions will focus on the greater good of the community.  Who pays and is it 
fair?
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Committee Consensus
■ Core Function - Fire & EMS are core functions of the City

■ Fairness - Fairness and who pays is important when looking at new revenue sources.

■ Funding - A mix of “sin”/alcohol tax and property tax should be used to fund Fire/EMS 
service in addition to the charges for service and SSAFPD contracted services payment. 
– Property Tax - There is a rational nexus between Fire Protection, property value, 

and service provided to second homeowners.
– Sin Tax - There seems to be a rational nexus between EMS service and alcohol 

related incidents and impaired driving.

■ Gallagher – In suggesting a mill levy for property tax, consideration needs to be given to 
the impact on commercial due to the Gallagher Amendment.

■ IGA – The City and the Fire District should continue to work under the current IGA with 
some amendments and a review and revision of the cost share allocation.

■ Dedication – New revenue should be dedicated for Public Safety
3.7



Budget Scenario 
1 

(Committee Option “E”)

Charges for Service $793,200

SSAFPD 1,873,768

City Sales Tax (Existing) 2,729,075

Property Tax (New) 2 Mills 1,303,848

Retail Marijuana Tax (2%)    228,367

*Alcohol Sales Tax (2%) 1,071,742

Estimated Total $8,000,000

*Based on liquor store sales plus 20% of 
restaurant sales.

Charges for 
Service

10%

SSAFPD
24%

Sales Tax 
(Existing)

34%

[CATEGORY 
NAME]

[PERCENTAG
E]

Retail 
Marijuana Tax 

(New 2%)
3%

Alcohol Tax 
(New 2%)

13%
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Scenario 1 – Full Committee 
Consensus (Committee Option “E”)

■ Positives
– Aligns with EMS call types
– Not adding more general sales taxes
– 2 mill property taxes much lower than original proposal of 9 mills
– Property tax -- 2nd home owners help pay for Fire/EMS services
– Commercial representatives on committee supported this scenario

■ Considerations
– Property tax -- Gallagher Effect
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Budget Scenario 
2

(Committee Option “A”)

Charges for Service $793,200

SSAFPD 1,873,768

City Sales Tax (Existing) 2,729,075

Property Tax (New) 4 Mills 2,603,957

Estimated Total $8,000,000

Charges for 
Service

10%

SSAFPD
23%

Sales Tax 
(Existing)

34%

Property Tax 
(New) 4 Mills

33%
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Scenario 2 
(Committee Option “A”)

■ Positives
– Not adding more general sales taxes
– 4 mill property taxes lower than original proposal of 9 mills
– Property tax -- 2nd home owners help pay for Fire/EMS services

■ Considerations
– Property tax -- Gallagher Effect
– Commercial representatives on committee did not support this scenario
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City Property Tax – 2 Mills
Actual Value

% of Actual 
Value that is 

taxable Assessed Value 
Property Tax 

Revenue 
% of total 
revenue

Vacant Land  $    237,665,920 29%  $    68,923,210 
                        $137,84

6 10.6%

Residential Property      5,280,147,830 7.20%      380,169,950 
                            760,3

40 58.3%

Commercial Property          790,832,480 29%      229,341,690 
                            458,6

83 35.2%

Industrial Property            24,896,030 29%           7,219,830 
                              14,4
40 1.1%

Agricultural Property                     33,250 29%                   9,630 
                                      

19 0.0%

Natural Resources Property                             68 29%                         20 
                                         

0 0.0%

State Assess Property            32,079,410 29%           9,303,100 
                              18,6
06 1.4%

Exempt          359,864,440 0%                            - 
                                         
- 0.0%

TIF - Urban Redevelopment      (43,043,528)
                            (86,0
87) -6.6%

 $  6,725,519,428  $  651,923,902 
                   

$1,303,848 100.0%3.12



Vacant Land
10%

Residential Property 
55%

Commercial Property
33%

Industrial Property
1%

Agricultural Property
0%Natural Resources 

Property
0%

State Assess Property
1%

City of Steamboat Springs 
Property Tax by Source
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Central Fire Station (Site & Construction)

■ Phased approach – Initial years of new revenue source used for capital 
■ Utilize sales proceeds of 840 Yampa
■ Grant funding for combined facility with District
■ Bond Issuance should be considered to help fund new Fire/EMS Station

– Debt service payments should be accounted for within $8M budget
■ Work within proposed taxes in scenarios ($8M budget)

Recommendations completed with limited information on site and budget.  May need further 
Council review.
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Other Considerations

■ Collaborative approach
■ New taxes should be dedicated to Fire/EMS & Public Safety (full committee 

consensus)
– Ballot language would need to reflect this

■ Other funding sources considered by committee but no consensus to move forward 
at this time:
– Entertainment Tax (Lift Tax)
– Food & Beverage Tax
– General Sales Tax
– Utilizing sales tax revenue currently earmarked for Chamber Destination 

Marketing
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Discussion
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1

From: Bud Romberg

Subject: Re: Fire/EMS Funding Committee Packet

Dear all,

Rather than comment on each pie chart separately, I would say that this approach espouses “fairness” in that all new
funds are allocated based on who is using the Fire/EMS services, and in my estimation it is up to the Council to decide on
the breakdown. With that said, I would recommend that all NEW sources of revenue be dedicated, leaving the sales tax
portion to the discretion of Council based on the competitive needs of other portions of the city budget.

As to each type of new funding:

I would support the 2 mill property tax for operations, and a 1 mill property tax for capital to bond for the fire station. If
these are done at the same time it would save a bond election. This includes the 2nd home owners who at this point
pay nothing, and takes into account the discrepancy caused by the Gallagher Amendment.

“Sin tax” would tax served and packed drinks and marijuana, as many EMS calls are occasioned by overdoing in these
areas.

“Entertainment tax” presents the question of exactly what is considered entertainment, but there is a definite effect on
both Fire/EMS and transportation by our visitors as wells by ourselves. With regard to the argument that this would
upset Ski Corp: I do not know whether they charge any “sales tax” outside of the City Limits which they then send to the
City or whether this amount comes off of their bottom lime,but an entertainment tax would be a pass thru and cost
them nothing. A 1% tax on a movie would add 6 cents to a ticket, and on aa $50 dinner tab would add only 50
cents. Other resort areas have a “Resort Fee” which is added to all sales, which accomplishes the same thing.

I would be opposed to increasing the sales tax.

Obviously the fees for services and the fire district pieces of the pie should remain the same.

I would in fact favor a “Scenario F” which would include all of the above, again leaving to Council the exact levies of each
piece.

Thanks for your consideration.

Bud

Attachment #2
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Fire Funding recommendation: 

Keep current structure with a District fire board that maintains property tax for non city members and 
the city government running the fire program while contributing city sales tax dollars. The cost to the 
district should be proportional to the need(number of calls). This contribution should be reviewed every 
3-5 years to change percentage if city growth outpaces existing conditions so the district does not get
stuck with a percentage not commensurate with the need. Current reserves held at the fire district
should be committed for 50% of the new fire station costs.

City council should establish the fire department budget as a core function of city government and fund 
it with sales tax dollars set aside to accomplish a long term plan fitting the needs of their citizens. 
Responsibility of these dollars should be in the hands of elected officials. Many years ago we decide to 
fund our local government with sales tax and should not change this without a vote of the citizenry. 
With sales tax dollar availability bonding mechanisms are available to fund items like fire stations, Police 
stations and other core city issues.  I understand that council would like to remove this as an item to 
manage and remove from the list of public desired wants instead of needs. I believe this is exactly why 
we elect a council is to maintain our needs but eliminate wants when not fundable. They must be 
responsible for the budget and manage accordingly.    

Talking points: 

The conversation around fairness to county residents that must pay city sales tax should be understood 
in the context that they do not pay on capital items (cars, snowmobiles, RV’s, building materials when 
building a house, barn or anything else). I would maintain payment on most day to day purchased items 
within the city is minimal compared to the above items that all city tax payers must pay.  

If the district continues to use one third of the call volume can they even fund the numbers at a double 
the budget amount. The 9 mills may not be enough.  

If citizens really expect the city to fully fund Parks, bike trails, golf courses, tennis facilities, Howelson hill  
and other such none core items the city must ask the citizens to approve other measures for funding. 
Let’s find out how important the other items really are.  

I would suggest that removing the existing city offices for a fire station and new offices might be a bad 
idea if funding is as tight as described. What happened to using the easterly side of the community 
center parking lot? It is flat, has utilities and a new traffic light is proposed to align with Indian trails for 
easy access to US 40 both going east and west.    

The conversation came up about current ISO ratings. Based on current information from consultants we 
are in the upper 30% of districts in the state and upper 12.6% of districts across the country. Seems very 
adequate.  

It appears the bulk of calls over the last 6 months that insufficient response was identified as a problem 
almost 70% happened between 6am and 7pm. Maybe one or two extra personnel during this time will 
address the needs if in fact it is a problem.  

From: Ed MacArthur
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If evidence exists that alcohol, marijuana and ?? contribute  substantially to the number of calls I could 
support a sin tax to be paid directly to fire issues but not to transportation. The general thought seems 
to be people can do whatever they want and have no responsibility so not sure of the support for this 
concept.  

I am constantly amazed at the fact we have no fees to ride our bus system. I have traveled around the 
world and paid bus or transit fees almost everywhere.  Why does Steamboat make this a core function 
of government? People should pay for service when making their transportation decisions. You charge 
people for a ride to the hospital in an ambulance, as you should, but transport them all over town for 
free.  Make the transportation system pay for itself.  

I am not in favor of an entertainment tax.  Not sure at what point you charge an industry and when not. 
Seems like we are picking on an industry and not sure why as it supports our entire way of life. Movie 
theaters, bowling alleys, skiers, tubers,  old town hot springs, SSWSC, runners, bikers, skaters, 
restaurants, bars, fitness centers, political rallies, etc, etc etc. Where is the line drawn as to what’s 
entertainment? 

 

Thank you all for your time. 

Ed 
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Know Your Enemies…and disarm them if possible 

(Following up on Kathy’s remark) 

1. Commercial property owners. Bob Weiss made it pretty clear that the folks he represented (along
with who knows how many others) were angry about the process, the size and unequal burden of the
proposed levy, and what they perceived was an abdication of responsibility by Council in making an
agreement to transfer all responsibility for Fire/EMS to the District Board. He also said that they were
not opposing the principle of a property tax.

The process issue has been addressed with the convening of this Committee. The 2 or 3 alternatives that 
we will propose include a much more modest mill levy (which Bob opined would not be opposed by 
commercial property owners), and we have endorsed the continuation of the present IGA, thus keeping 
authority and responsibility with Council. 

2. Steamboat Resort et al.  An entertainment tax sounded like a good idea to me until we talked about
how much of that would need to come from lift tickets. That’s really poking the beast—a beast with
whom the City made peace some years ago. If the mission of the Committee is to give Council ways to
get a saleable ballot measure, I see this as a way to guarantee that it will be made unsaleable by a
powerful and well financed opponent, with other entertainment entities piling on for good measure.

3. Purveyors of marijuana, alcohol, food & beverage. It would be very helpful to get a feel for whether a
significant number of these merchants would put up serious opposition. We have a real justification for
taxing alcohol. We can’t say the same for either marijuana or f&b. They just look like easier sells. I’m not
suggesting we abandon either of them—we should just be aware of that.

4. Property owners in general. I don’t see them as Enemies, but I do think our recommendations to
Council should include planning a strong informational campaign. Can’t do a thing to address the folks
who are just opposed in general to any kind of tax. They can be loud, but can they get traction to defeat
funding Fire/EMS if they have no organized well-funded groups to join with?

5. Time. Two reasons time is an enemy:

(a) This funding has been pushed for years. The what-if scenario in Chief Stewart’s presentation of the
third-ambulance-out on Christmas 2017 was compelling. It’s only a matter of time (sooner and sooner as
call volume continues to increase) until this actually happens.

(b) While this funding has been delayed in favor of what Council believed were more immediate needs,
the costs have risen, and will continue to do so. Every time we talk about once again pushing all or
portions of this plan farther out, we’re really talking about greater and greater costs. I think our
recommendations should include committing to the full budget and the plan (including the time line)
that has been presented.

From: Joella West
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Making Choices 

Having laid out pretty much all my thoughts above, I believe that the pies we should send back to 
Council for their consideration are Scenario E (my strong preference as both fairest and most saleable), 
and Scenario B (F&B sales tax is less fair because less directly justified than a straight tax on alcohol).  

I really don’t think that we should send Scenario D back to Council with any kind of recommendation. It 
would probably be easier to pass a new sales tax (Scenario C) than it would to get Steamboat Resort to 
agree to a tax on lift tickets. 
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From:  Dan Pirrallo 

 

Proposed Comprehensive Funding Approach 

Comprehensive Funding Approach to address the funding needs for the following issues/ areas that City Council and the community 
have been struggling with over the past few years.   

Funding Needs 

• Fire and Emergency Medical Service  
• Air Program 
• Destination Marketing 
• Maintenance / Enforcement 
• City Capital Improvements  

Current and Potential Funding Sources  

• Charges for Services (Fire and EMS) 
• General Sales Tax 
• Steamboat Springs Area Fire District 
• City Property Tax 
• Marijuana Sales Tax 
• Alcohol Sales Tax 
• Accommodations Tax / 2A Trails 
• Local Marketing District 
• Tourism Improvement District 

Objectives 

• Address the expressed community needs 
• Create equity and alignment between the funding source and the nexus of funding use 
• Create a fair and balanced approach to funding 
• Take into consideration the Gallagher Impact to funding sources 
• Fund City core services (Fire and Emergency Medical services / Public Safety) from the City General Fund 

Proposal  

• Fire and Emergency Medical Service  
o Funding 

 Charges for Services (Fire/ EMS)     $793,200 
 Steamboat Springs Area Fire District     $1,873,768 
 City Sales Tax (existing)       $2,729,075 
 City Sales Tax (Destination Marketing funds a/o 2021)   $850,000 
 NEW: City Property Tax at 2 mills     $1,303,848 
 NEW: Retail Marijuana Tax at 2%      $228,367 
 NEW: Alcohol Tax at 2%       $1,071,742 

      Total $8,850,000 

 Note: Dedicate “New Taxes” in total to Fire/ EMS and Public Safety 
 Note: This does not assume that $8,850,000 should be the “Approved” Fire/ EMS Operation and 

Capital Budget.  
o Pros 

 Minimizes new City Property Tax impact 
 Aligns Fire Asset Protection with the value of property  
 Aligns “sin tax” with the perception that use creates emergency medical response 
 Aligns funding with second homeowners and visitors 
 Minimizes the Gallagher effect to commercial property owners/ business owners 
 Aligns the funding sources with the users of the services 
 Aligns the City core services with the majority of funding coming from City General Fund  

o Cons 
 Opposition from restaurants and packaged liquor business 
 Opposition from City residential and business property owners 
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• Air Services 
o Funding 

 LMD 2%        $2,000,000 
 NEW: Repurpose Accommodations Tax to fund the air program     $1,100,000 ** 

• Complete the 2A trail funding through 2023   

                                                                                                                                                         Total $3, 000,000 

o **Allocate $100,000 or 10% annually for maintenance i.e. Haymaker, Tennis    
Center, others directed by City Council (noted below) 

o Pros 
 Alignment with fund generation and expenditure  
 Maintenance allocation for amenities built with Accommodations Tax  

o Cons 
 Accommodation Tax will not be available to build additional facilitates  

 
 

• Destination Marketing 
o Funding 

 Create a Tourism Improvement District      $1,500,000 
 Likely to including lodging and restaurant industries 

o Pros 
 Alignment with fund generation and expenditure  
 Makes $850,000 available from General Fund to be allocated to Fire / EMS and Public Safety 

o Cons 
 Will impact residents when purchasing food/ beverages at restaurants 

 
• Maintenance and Enforcement  

o Funding  
 Repurpose 10% of the Accommodations Tax to fund maintenance/ enforcement of amenities built 

from accommodations tax revenue starting in 2024   $100,000   
o Pros 

 Provide funding for much-needed support for amenities built using the accommodations tax  
o Cons 

  
 

• City Capital Improvements 
o Funding 

 City Council has discretion over the 2A “Excess” funds to be used for capital projects in alignment 
with 1986 accommodations ballot language, i.e. Howelsen Hill, others as directed by City Council 

o Pros 
 Ability to address City infrastructure needs 

o Cons 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 
February 11, 2019 

Gary Suiter, City Manager, started off the meeting by reviewing the objectives stated on the agenda, 

emphasizing the committee’s job of developing viable options for the new fire station and providing 

funding options that the citizenry would likely support. He also stated the committee should avoid 

discussing whether we should build a new station, where it should go, and how much it might cost.   

Gary Suiter suggested the committee then select a chair that will be neutral, objective, inclusive, and 

efficient. After a short discussion, Kathy Connell was unanimously selected as Chair and Gary Cogswell 

was selected as Vice Chair. City staff will provide committee support and take summary minutes. 

The group then discussed committee ground rules and agreed to the following: 

 Member comments should be limited to 3 minutes and long “lectures” avoided

 Be open minded to all suggestions - listen

 The Committee will be apolitical (politically neutral)

 This is a working committee, but  may accept public comment at the committee’s discretion

Subcommittees – the group agreed they should meet a couple of times and identify key issues before 

appointing subcommittees. A question was raised as to whether the committee should follow the same 

rules of City Council regarding discussion outside of the posted committee meetings. (The City Attorney 

has since confirmed that the committee has to go by the same rules…that is, no more than two 

committee members may meet outside of the officially posted meeting. 

Meeting times were discussed and agreed to. The committee will meet every Monday at 3:00 p.m. for 

90 minutes in Room 113/114, due to the table arrangement and access to visual aids.  The meeting on 

February 25th was set from 5:30 to 7:30p.m. 

Discussions followed regarding the committee’s scope including governance, staffing of the Fire/EMS 

function, budget and associated impacts. The committee agreed they should provide recommendations 

to City Council regarding governance structure, taxation strategies, a preliminary budget for capital and 

operating, and other potential funding mechanisms. They also agreed that a discussion of funding 

“offsets” should be considered.  

The group agreed to invite Bob Weiss as a guest at a future meeting to hear his opinions. We also need 

to ensure we have a representative from the District Board. Staff will follow up on that and coordinate. 

Additional info requested from staff for the next meeting: 

 Summary of funding options in spread sheet format, including sales tax, property tax, sin tax and

entertainment tax. (Note: * Entertainment sales tax can range from movie tickets, concert

tickets, door charges, lift tickets, and other items that currently are exempted.  Since these

Attachment #3
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items currently aren't taxed, the City does not have estimates, but could provide additional 

research if needed.) 

 Newspaper articles from 10/11; 10/17; 11/6; 11/13; 11/13; 11/14; 1/24 or sooner  

 A summary of objections 

 Minutes from previous Council meetings 

 Send out group email addresses to all and keep the subcommittees on the agenda.  

 

Next meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 18th at 3:00 in Room 113/114 at Centennial Hall. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Gary Suiter, City Manager 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 
February 18, 2019 

 
Committee members present: Kathy Connell, Gary Cogswell, Dan Pirrallo, Joella West, and Bud 

Romberg. Steve Sehnert and Ed MacArthur joined in by teleconference. Randall Hannaway and 

Karl Gills represented the Fire District. Councilwoman Robin Crossan was also present. Staff: 

Mel Stewart, Fire Chief and Gary Suiter, City Manager. Joe Oakland was in the audience 

representing the Firefighter’s Union. 

 

Kathy called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. The 2/11/19 minutes were unanimously 

approved as submitted.  

 

Karl gave a brief background on the District’s involvement. The District’s goals included a 

streamlined governance structure and a stable, long-term funding source. Kathy raised the 

point about a possible fire authority as a governing entity. It was noted that the District and city 

did not go forward with the fire authority concept due to its additional complexity. Kathy asked 

that the committee keep their minds open as to this option.  

 

Bud appealed to the group, stating he understands the need for more funds but feels the 

current funding proposal is “overbuilt”, and should be phased as the need arises. He sees this as 

both a fairness issue and a governance issue. He noted that district residents pay both property 

tax and sales tax, while second homeowners in the city are not covering their fair share of costs, 

and are getting a great deal. A mill levy in the city would be a more stable form of income. 

Commercial properties pay very little sales tax, as it is primarily a pass through. Locals pay 

about two-thirds of the city’s sales tax revenue. Visitors pay about one-third, yet are heavily 

impacting both fire and transportation costs. Bud stated he would like the City to maintain 

control over competing calls for various city services (including Fire and EMS) and suggests the 

partnership (between the District and the City) continue as it is. In light of the above points, Bud 

suggested the city’s share of cost be spread out between a combination of: a property tax well 

below 9 mills for the Fire station, but perhaps with a maximum that could be increased as 

needed without having to go to an election; a “sin” tax on alcohol (both packaged and mixed 

drinks and maybe marijuana); and, an entertainment tax on items to be determined (due to 

impact from visitors). Discussion followed regarding commercial interests and possible tax 

breaks for them. It was noted we would need to get legal opinions on possible “tax breaks” and 

also consider administrative costs of such.  

 

Dan reiterated his concerns about governance, budget, and equitable funding. He asked Gary S. 

if it was okay to discuss all three concepts. Gary S. agreed. Karl clarified the District can levy up 
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to 9 mills, and is currently levying just over 6 mils. Dan said he and Ed met with both Kim Weber 

and Mel and he can now see how to come up with a budget. The challenge is determining the 

level of services acceptable to citizens and what they are willing to pay. Kathy suggested using 

data for concurrent calls. Bud noted the possible phasing in the proposal and suggests 

spreading out the costs over time.  

 

Ed weighed in saying there needs to be a conversation about doubling the budget with only a 

25% increase in calls over 5 years, saying that will not get approved by the electorate. We are 

asking for a lot in comparison with amount of calls going forward. Gary C. agrees the proposed 

staff increases are concerning. There needs to be some response to these concerns. Joella said 

the dilemma relates to the fire department as it exists today, as it is currently understaffed, and 

we are playing catch-up. Mel agreed with Joella. Gary C. suggested possibly using part-time fire 

employees as a “tier three” response team, that is, only activate then when the first two teams 

have been called out. Mel stated it is difficult to hire part timers, as it is. 

 

It was asked if the Fire District has done projections. Karl said no, as it is looked at as a single 

service area. Gary S. noted that levels of service vary between the urban and rural areas, as 

noted in the Matrix report. Levels of service were discussed and rated on a scale of 1-10. Mel 

was asked to estimate the current level of service and he replied about a 6.  He was then asked 

if the proposed increases personnel were implemented what would the level be and he 

estimated a 7. The group agreed the status quo is not okay going forward. Dan noted it will be a 

challenge to say we are paying double and service levels are only going from 6 to 7. This will be 

hard to defend. Lengthy discussion followed. The challenge will be in how this message is 

delivered to the public. 

 

Gary C. asked how the Fire District responds when Council does not provide full funding. Karl 

said they refer to the IGA. Gary S. said the District will not “backfill” funding gaps in the City, as 

the District has a different constituency, so fairness is the key. Randall said funding has been an 

ongoing issue for some time. It was acknowledged the City Council has to delegate funds across 

the city in as equitable manner as possible. 

 

A question was raised about a Fire Authority’s ability to tax and bond? What are the 

limitations? These questions will need an answer from legal counsel. Building ownership was 

briefly discussed. If consolidation occurred, the city’s old and new buildings would be 

transferred to the District. It was noted that the proposed funding mechanism would have a 

bearing on the governance structure. A question was raised about the taxing authority 

(limitations) of the District.  
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A question was raised about the financial reserves of District? Karl said $5.675 million at end of 

December, unaudited.  

Ed asked about the times when there is a problem with our current staffing. How often does it 

occur? Where have we failed in the past? What are ramifications of what we have today as we 

look toward the future? When have we not been able to accommodate? He is simply looking 

for justification for funding increases. Data shows how often concurrent calls occur. There was 

a brief discussion on Ikon passes and how they could be taxed? It is still too soon to know.  

 

Steve reported on site selection. City Council considered 3 sites including 840 Yampa, 10th and 

Lincoln, and 13th and Lincoln. Council asked to continue to look at all three sites and associated 

development costs to build. The least expensive for site preparation is the 10th and Lincoln site, 

which included adding space for city offices. Geotechnical analysis is required for other sites.  

 

Kathy asked if there is any need for subcommittees. The group agreed not yet, but may need 

one on funding options, especially with regard to Bud’s ideas. The group decided they needed 

one more meeting in order to formulate specific legal questions. Gary will invite Bob Weiss to 

the meeting next week, at the group’s request.  

 

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 25th at 5:30 in Room 113/114 at 

Centennial Hall. 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:45 p.m. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Gary Suiter, City Manager 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 
February 25, 2019 

 
Committee members present: Kathy Connell, Gary Cogswell, Dan Pirrallo, Joella West, Bud 

Romberg, Steve Sehnert and Ed MacArthur. Karl Gills represented the Fire District via 

teleconference. Councilwoman Sonja Macys was also present covering Robin Crossan. Staff: 

Chuck Cerasoli, Deputy Fire Chief; Gary Suiter, City Manager; Kim Weber, Finance Director; 

Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager. Joe Oakland was in the audience 

representing the Firefighter’s Union. 

 

Connell called the meeting to order at 5:32 p.m. Romberg made a motion to approve the 

2/18/19 minutes, Pirrallo second. Minutes were unanimously approved as submitted.  

 

Kathy started the meeting with a series of questions to determine where the group has 

consensus and where there is disagreement. The questions were as follows:  

1. 9 mills won’t pass in a city vote.  

2. We should use a flexible approach (i.e. City funds how they want to fun, district funds 

how they want to fund) 

3. Establishment of an “authority” or “super district” is a way to structure to ensure both 

city and district representation.  

4. Fire funding for adequate services is a must.  

5. Capital funding and operations should be separate. 

6. Impact on commercial needs to be addressed.  

 

The group discussed question 1; 6 members agreed, Macys was not sure. The committee began 

to discuss question 2. There were multiple clarifying questions to determine what this question 

meant. Is this different from the current structure? This option would allow the entities to 

remain separate, with the ability to tax separately. No poll was recorded on question 2. West 

mentioned a concern with timeline. If the committee recommends, and Council subsequently 

chooses to pursue, a consolidation and a tax to be on the ballot in November 2019, there are 

certain steps that need to be taken. West is concerned there wouldn’t be enough time for this. 

Connell requested that we pause the timeline discussion until later in the process.  

 

Ed MacArthur joined the meeting at 5:37.  

 

Question 3 was discussed further. A “super district” would have the ability to oversee both the 

City fire department and Fire District, while they remain autonomous and tax at separate rates. 

No poll was taken on this question. 
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Cogswell shared with the group a proposal he drafted based on discussion with and research of 

Durango Fire Protection District. This proposal includes a reduced mill levy of 4.5 mills, the 

current contribution from the City of $1.8 million, and a new sales tax to bridge the funding 

gap. Cogswell also mentioned that it took Durango several attempts to pass this arrangement. 

Discussion followed on governance structure, taxation, and many questions regarding an 

authority. The committee is not comfortable with the salability of the district having full 

oversight with no city representation.  

 

There were many questions and discussion that ensued regarding legality of various proposals 

and ideas. It was requested that Dan Foote, City Attorney, be present at the next meeting.  

 

There was further discussion amongst the group regarding how calls are split between the City 

and the Fire District. Currently it is approximately 2/3 City and 1/3 District. Romberg brought up 

second home owners, and mentioned that he feels they are currently not paying their share, as 

funding for fire is only coming from sales tax. The committee discussed how to capture revenue 

from second home owners.  

 

The committee returned to the discussion of Connell’s questions. Question 4 was discussed, 

with focus on what “adequate” means. Suiter suggested the committee look at the opposite: 

“Are we okay with providing inadequate fire services?” The consensus to this question was no, 

but there was still discomfort around the term “adequate” without a definition.  

 

The committee discussed a concern that, if the fire department remains part of the general 

fund, there will be no way to increase funding. There was also discussion regarding whether or 

not some level of City oversight of fire services is necessary. Macy’s said she does not believe it 

is a necessity. Connell feels the City should have some oversight.  

 

The committee then discussed Question 5. This question was initially posed as “Should Fire 

Station and operations funding be kept separate?” The question was amended to read “Capital 

funding and operations should be separate.” This was done to address items such as Fire 

Engines, Ambulances, and other equipment. The group discussed whether capital was of 

concern to this group. The consensus was no. Romberg expressed concern regarding capital 

assets being transferred to the fire district if consolidation occurs. Weber discussed the 

reasoning behind this decision. Connell discussed the struggle of “yours vs. mine vs. ours” and 

how this creates issues amongst partners.  

 

MacArthur discussed a concern of the City requesting a tax increase to build a fire station, but 

having enough cash in hand to build a new City Hall. There was a discussion around this 
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concern, and it was determined that the City does not have cash in hand to build a new City 

Hall, and would not be asking for an increase in taxes for a new Fire Station and paying for a 

new City Hall with no tax increase. No poll was ultimately taken on this question.  

 

Macys clarified that City Council’s intention is to find a secure and stable funding source for fire, 

not to “get it out of the budget.” She further explained that, while providing fire/ems services is 

a core function of municipal government, that can be done either through direct services or 

providing these services via another governance structure with City support.  

 

It was further clarified that the role of this committee is not to come up with a singular solution, 

but to provide a recommendation and options to Council. Connell suggested that the 

committee ask the question “With our current ideas, combined with legal counsel, what are we 

able to do?” 

 

There was further discussion on the current budget proposal. Pirrallo was concerned that there 

are alternatives to this budget proposal that we are not exploring. West was not comfortable 

with the committee questioning the budget proposal with little to no expertise in fire or fire 

services. Cerasoli described the national standards that dictate how Fire/EMS agencies respond 

to a call for service. Connell recommended that the committee first discuss governance options, 

including pros and cons. Pirrallo disagrees, and thinks funding mechanism will dictate 

governance structure. Pirrallo would like to determine a risk/value proposition, and determine 

the cost of the risk level the community is willing to accept. He would like to see more 

alternatives provided. Macy’s clarified that Council assigned this committee under certain 

assumptions, including an acceptance of the current funding proposal. Sehnert mentioned that 

insurance companies look at fire department standards and performance when insuring homes. 

There was lengthy discussion on this topic. 

 

Cogswell asked Weber to determine amount of revenue that can be provided with 4.5 mills on 

all properties in the proposed district, plus $1.8 million from the City. This will result in $3.8 

million from the mill levy, totaling $5.6 million with the City contribution. Romberg asked if we 

look at a phased approach. West appealed to the committee for a “re-do” of Mel Stewart’s 

increase in rating services from a 6 to a 7 with increased funding.  

 

The committee determined that they will commit to quickly determining structure of 

governance and options for funding, without examining the funding proposal.  

 

The committee requested that we have legal counsel at the next meeting, including Dan Foote 

from the City, and Dino Ross from the district. Bob Weiss will attend the 3/18 meeting.  
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The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 4th at 3:00 in Room 113/114 at Centennial 

Hall. 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:15 p.m. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 

March 4, 2019 
 

Committee members present: Kathy Connell, Gary Cogswell, Dan Pirrallo, Joella West, Bud 

Romberg, Steve Sehnert and Ed MacArthur. Karl Gills represented the Fire District. 

Councilwoman Robin Crossan was also present.  

Staff: Mel Stewart, Fire Chief; Chuck Cerasoli, Deputy Fire Chief; Gary Suiter, City Manager; Kim 

Weber, Finance Director; Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager; Dan Foote, 

City Attorney 

Guests: Joe Oakland was in the audience representing the Firefighter’s Union. Dino Ross was 

present via teleconference to answer questions regarding legal issues related to special 

districts.  

 

Connell called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.  

 

Connell began the meeting by discussing options for governance structure. Those options, 

currently, are an authority, changed IGA, and a district. Romberg asked a question related to 

the current IGA, which outlines an oversight committee. Does this committee currently meet? 

The oversight committee has not been active in Suiter’s tenure. There has not been a need for 

this committee to meet.   

 

Connell provided a chart of governance options as follows:  

Structure Who/How 
Paid? 

Who Governs? Who sits on 
Board? 

Future 
Expansion 

Authority By each party, 
funded in own 
way 

Selected by 
participating 
entities 

Membership 
parties appoint 

Easy 

Changed IGA Negotiable Negotiable No Board – 
oversight 
committee? 

More difficult 

District Must have 
matching mills 
from city and 
existing district 

District Board Elected by 
voters in the 
district 

Difficult – 
Requires vote 
and equal mills 

 

Ross was on the phone to answer questions from the committee regarding legal issues of 

special districts. Ross answered a question regarding the oversight committee described above. 

He suggested that it does not “have any teeth” and is purely advisory at this point. It is up to 

the membership bodies to give this group authority.  
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Ross described the difference between a district and an authority. An authority is a third 

government entity, under state legislation. An Authority Board would have ultimate authority 

over City Council and the Fire District, as it related to their scope. Board members of an 

Authority are not elected, but are appointed by City Council and the Fire District Board. The 

Authority is not a taxing body.  

 

Ross described the Estes Valley approach, which is somewhat of a “hybrid” approach. There 

was a question regarding dissolution of the current Fire District. The district would not 

necessarily need to dissolve, but a vote would need to take place to amend the scope of the 

district to allow for an Authority.  

 

Connell asked Ross if he had a recommendation for the “easiest” approach. Ross said it is not 

the case of one being easier than another, but what will best fit the community needs. Pirrallo 

asked if there is an advantage to a particular governance structure in terms of ability to bond 

for capital. Ross explained that the member agencies of an Authority and District have the 

ability to bond for capital. There was a question regarding the frequency at which District seats 

are uncontested. Ross stated that he sees seats contested frequently in metro areas and in 

communities with highly engaged constituents. Rural areas sometimes are less frequently 

contested. Ross clarified one aspect of the special district act that might be of note, being that 

there is a provision in the act that allows for sub-districts to tax at different levels, when certain 

criteria are met. There was also clarification that an Authority can have full operational 

authority without taxing authority, but has the ability to establish funding needs.  

 

There was a question regarding the option to increase the number of Board members from 5 to 

7. Ross believes this is possible. District representation is based on population, so this would 

change the number of representatives for each.  

 

Ross left the meeting at approximately 4:00pm.  

 

MacArthur asked Gills if the district is fully able to cover their portion of the total costs. Yes, the 

district is able to cover their portion and has reserves.  

 

There was conversation around whether or not the current IGA relationship is working. Most 

committee members agree that this relationship is working. City staff and City Council feel the 

relationship is positive and meeting needs. There is not disagreement about need between the 

City and Fire District, the current issue is how funding is provided to meet the needs.  
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There were questions and discussion of how much collaboration and communication takes 

place between the City and the Fire District. The current structure gives the City management 

and oversight of service levels. Communication occurs on a regular basis. There was further 

discussion around concerns for capital needs and purchases, and how to fund these needs.  

 

Romberg is proposing the City and District remain separate and amend IGA. For funding, he 

recommends the City pass 3-4 mills, add an entertainment tax, and a Sin Tax to provide 

funding.  

 

As the meeting came to a close, Connell asked the committee to consider: if the IGA is 

amended, what should be changed? Pirrallo state that he does not feel he knows the issues 

well enough to answer this question. There was further discussion of this concern. At the next 

meeting, the Committee will address any issues with IGA, and then will discuss the issue of 

funding.  

 

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 11th at 3:00 in Room 113/114 at Centennial 

Hall. 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:40 p.m. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 

March 11, 2019 
Committee members present: Kathy Connell, Gary Cogswell, Dan Pirrallo, Joella West, Bud 

Romberg, Steve Sehnert and Ed MacArthur. Randall Hannaway represented the Fire District. 

Councilwoman Robin Crossan was also present.  

Staff: Chuck Cerasoli, Deputy Fire Chief; Gary Suiter, City Manager; Kendall Yeager, Executive 

Assistant to the City Manager 

Guests: Joe Oakland was in the audience representing the Firefighter’s Union 

 

Connell called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. Connell requested approval of minutes from 

2/25/2019 and 3/4/2019. Romberg moved, West second. None opposed.  

 

Connell began the meeting with an announcement that she would not be leading the meeting 

due to a dental procedure. Cogswell will lead. She thanked all those who sent ideas for 

discussion today. Has everyone had a chance to read others ideas? West sent hers to Connell 

and not everyone had a chance to review. She reviewed her ideas with the committee.  

 

Connell made a list of questions to determine where there is agreement among committee 

members:  

1. No major changes to the IGA? 7/7 yes 

2. Fire Authority? 7/7 potential option in the future 

3. Property tax in the equation? 6/7 yes. MacArthur stated he is not fully in agreement yet 

and later modified his statement by consenting to a proposed 2 mil property tax 

increase.  

4. Sin tax and/or entertainment tax in equation? 7/7 would consider this option. 

5. Current funding should go to a new fire station? This item needed more discussion 

 

Cogswell recommended the committee discuss governance structure first. Connell countered 

that the committee talk about funding structure first. Romberg asked Crossan what exactly City 

Council was looking for from this committee. Crossan said they are primarily looking for options 

that the committee feels are viable.  

 

Romberg further clarified how specific the committee recommendations need to be? Crossan 

recommended presenting whatever the committee feels comfortable with, but more specific 

(i.e. tax percentages) are ideal. There was discussion of the benefits of taxes that are paid, at 

least in part, by visitors and second home owners. There was also discussion on the following 

questions:  
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 Do we need to be aware of the effect on commercial property? 7/7 said yes. 

 Do we agree this tax should be designated for fire services, not for the general fund? 

There was discussion on this topic, general consensus was yes.  

 

Further discussion needs to take place on what an entertainment tax covers and what it doesn’t 

and what a sin tax is. Connell is not in favor of including a lift tax for an entertainment tax. She 

believes there should be a larger discussion about lift tax, and when and how to try to pass one, 

if at all. Romberg doesn’t believe there should be an entertainment tax without a lift tax. The 

committee was in general agreement on this item. MacArthur stated that he doesn’t want to 

increase sales tax, he wants to reprioritize current sales tax dollars. The entire committee 

agrees that 9 mils is too high, effectively eliminating inclusion into the district.  

 

Connell asked the committee to identify where the current gaps are in the proposal? The 

committee needs to vet sin tax more fully. What would this cover? Same with entertainment 

tax. Who are the opponents? There was clarification on whether the committee is discussing a 

tax on food in restaurants? This is not on the table. Romberg doesn’t think there would be 

much opposition to an entertainment tax. Connell thinks there would be a lot of opposition to 

an entertainment tax. There was discussion on how a lift ticket would work with a season pass, 

especially the Ikon Pass which can be purchased in a number of different locations.  

 

There was further discussion on the purview of the committee. There was significant discussion 

on the estimates and pie charts sent by Weber. The proposed budget is still an area of concern 

for the committee. Fire staff will present more on the budget to the committee on March 18. 

There was further discussion on “core services.” Tiered and phased variations are also options 

for the committee to consider. The committee should consider “Is it fair, is it saleable?” when 

making a recommendation.  

 

Connell will create a grid sheet for the options that are currently on the table. There also needs 

to be a conversation on funding for a fire station. There was discussion on the Steamboat 

700/Brynn Grey property. How would annexation affect the fire district? Hannaway will have to 

check.  

 

Connell requested that Bob Weiss be sent meeting minutes.  

 

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, March 18th at 3:00 at Centennial Hall. 

 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:47 p.m. 

Respectfully, 
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Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager 
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Fire Funding Ad Hoc Committee 
Meeting Summary 

March 18, 2019

Committee members present: Kathy Connell, Gary Cogswell, Joella West, Bud Romberg, Steve 

Sehnert and Ed MacArthur (via phone). Randall Hannaway represented the Fire District 

Councilwoman Robin Crossan was also present.  

Staff: Mel Stewart, Fire Chief; Chuck Cerasoli, Deputy Fire Chief; Gary Suiter, City Manager; Kim 

Weber, Finance Director; Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager; Dan Foote, 

City Attorney 

Guests: Joe Oakland was in the audience representing the Firefighter’s Union. Bob Weiss 

attended to represent the group opposed to the original proposal.  

Connell called the meeting to order at 3:03 p.m. 

Connell began the meeting by reviewing the meeting agenda. The committee began with a 

presentation from the Fire Department covering operations and systems.  

Cerasoli presented staffing plans and reviewed the types of work the Fire Department does 

including fire suppression, EMS response, swift water rescue, Hazardous Material Response, 

and fire prevention services.  

There was a question regarding alarm systems, and whether or not the Fire Department 

collects fees for false alarms. There is a fee structure in place for multiple calls to the same 

address. However, we have never had to bill for this service.  

The Fire Department also provides public safety and education programs. However, there is no 

designated funding for this work. It is currently done by on-staff personnel when it is feasible.  

The presentation also reviewed call numbers and concurrent call situations. The staffing 

structure was reviewed. There was a question regarding how/when breakeven happens with 

adding additional employees vs. overtime. There is a certain amount of overtime planned and 

budgeted each year. There isn’t a hard rule on where breakeven would happen, the largest 

variable is other costs associated with additional staff, such as fringe benefits.  

There was also discussion around the structure of the call-in systems. 

3.39



Cerasoli showed a brief video on industry staffing standards for career fire departments, 

demonstrating our current staffing structure is below industry standards. Cerasoli also 

explained reasoning for sending fire engines on EMS calls.  

 

Following Cerasoli’s presentation Mel presented the current Fire Department strategic plan.  

 

Weber then presented the 6 year projected budget. There was further discussion on staffing 

whether phased staffing increases are possible.  

 

Hannaway answered the question asked at the last meeting about the effect of the potential 

West Steamboat annexation on the Fire District revenues. He states that the property is zoned 

as agriculture land, so there would be very little effect on revenues. He also discussed the 

ability for the Fire District to cover their portion of a new station. Overall, the committee is 

concerned about this.  

 

There was a question regarding which party (city or district) is getting a “good deal” from the 

IGA. Suiter answered that IGAs should ideally be a win-win for both parties, and not necessarily 

a good deal for one party over another.  

 

Bob Weiss joined the meeting to discuss the “opposition” to the original proposal. Weiss 

discussed how he became involved in the initial discussion, and the significant concern of 

business owners due to the Gallagher Amendment. His personal belief is that the City should 

remain a party in providing fire services. There is remaining concern of how fire services are 

governed. He stated that, with many caveats, there will likely be more support for the current 

proposal than with the previous proposal.   

 

Finally, the committee again discussed where there is agreement and disagreement among 

members. There is not 100% consensus on sales tax or entertainment tax. It was determined 

that a property tax of no more than 2 mills has the best chance of passing. The committee 

reviewed the pie charts provided by Weber and decided to eliminate options A and C. Options 

B, D, and E are still on the table. D would need variations for full support.  

 

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, April 1 at 3:00 in Room 113/114 at Centennial Hall. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:00 p.m. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Kendall Yeager, Executive Assistant to the City Manager 
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From:

To:

Subject;
Date:

Becky Berae

Cftv Council
plastic bag ban
Tuesday, April 09, 2019 1:26:41 PM

I am writing in support of the plastic bag ban. It should be every establishment not just large grocery
stores. I am the manager at Gondola General. Our store is getting rid of plastic bags and switching to
recycled paper bags. My staff and 1 have seen a dramatic decrease in bags we hand out by letting the
customer ask for one or by simply asking if they need a bag. We do not automatically give a bag
anymore with a purchase. While doing this we have found that most people come from a town or city that
has banned all plastic bags or has a fee and they are used to it and agree with it. We have increased our
reusable bag selection for purchase and have increased our safes. People will get used to either carrying
a bag with them for any kind of shopping or just carry it out without a bag.

Thank you for your time.

Becky Berge
Gondola General

AGENDA ITEM #
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From: Christopher Sias

To: City Council
Subject: Support the Plastic Bag Ban
Date: Monday, April 08, 2019 11:13:33 AM

Dear Members of the City Council,

Please support the plastic bag ban to keep our community, rivers, forests and landfills free of
this unnecessary contaminant.

Sincerely,

Chris Sias

970.819.5543 (Work)
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From: Chris Johnson

To: City Council
Subject: Please vote in favor of the plastic bag ban
Date: Monday, April 08, 2019 10:28:15 AM

Dear City Council,

Please vote in favor of the plastic bag ban. I see only positives for this initiative. As a ski
town that depends on the environment for our main industry, we need to do our part and more

to slow climate change and preserve our environment. We should be known to locals and

tourists alike as a sustainable town. Banning plastic bags has been done is so many towns
across Colorado and the nation - it is no longer seen as radical, but as standard - like curbside
recycling was 20 years ago. If we don't enact this ban, I feel like our message to the world is
that we don't care and that we're not willing to try. I believe that we MUST try, for our town,
our earth, our children, and for future generations.

Thank you for all you do for our community.

Sincerely,
Chris Johnson

Chris Johnson
Mom +o the 5ias kids:

Cole (18), Finn (16), Reid (14), and Shea (10)

cjohnsyn@gmail.com
310-507-4361
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From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

Lvnn Hodges

City Council
Plastic bag ban
Monday, April OS/ 2019 11:25:57 AM

Please support the plastic bag ban, we are way behind the cui-ve and need to do all we can to encourage less plastic

in our environment!

Thank you!
Lynn Hodges
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From: Teresa Audesirk

To: City Council
Subject: Please support the plastic bag ban
Date: Monday, April 08, 2019 9:20:42 PM

Let's catch up with many other town and provide an example of sustainability for our tourists from
around the countr/l
Teresa Audesirk

5



From: Scott McGiU
To: City Council
Subject: Plastic bag ban proposal
Date: -niursday, April 04, 2019 12:35:54 PM

Esteemed Counctlors:

The proposed plastic bag ban is one of the stupidest and most

dangerous initiatives to come before the City Council in decades. It

is a solution in search of a problem. Worse, the proponents know this

- they have stooped to having brain-washed elementary school children

act as their experts. School children are cute and they're earnest,

but they have no place advising you. And you have no place infringing

upon the citizens' freedom to decide for themselves how they want to

carry their groceries and other purchases.

Homeless plastic bags may be a problem elsewhere, but not in Steamboat

or Routt County ~ how many plastic bags have you seen blowing about?

None!

Please don't even consider this ill-advised, unnecessary, and

inappropriate proposal.

Cordially yours,

Scott McGill
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Adam Maxwell

City Counci!
Support for plastic bag ban proposal
Thursday, April 04, 2019 9:08:10 AM

Hello -1 support the plastic bag ban that is currently being proposed, and encourage you all to
do the same. There's legitimately no reason to use plastic bags anymore - we live in a modern

age with reusable bags, and plastic bags do not benefit anyone. They're a detriment to our
community, ending up in the river, trash, and flying around town.

Thanks,
Adam Maxwell
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From: Alien Belshaw

To: Cihf Council
Subject: please support plastic bag ban
Date: Thursday, April 04, 2019 10:19:12 PM

Please support plastic bag ban.

Respectfully,
Cathy Johnson
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From;

To:
Subject!
Date:

Lissa Confer

Cibf Council

Plastic bag ban
Ttiursday/ April 04, 2019 6:45:34 AM

Hello,

Please support the proposed ban on plastic bags to keep Steamboat beautiful!!

Thank you,

Clarissa Confer
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Carpets Plus

Citv Council
Please support the plastic ban proposal
Thursday, April 04, 2019 10:08:55 AM

We ask that the City support the plastic ban proposal.

Carpets Plus
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From; Letson Enterprises - Chuck_Willard

To: Gtv Council
Subject: Please ban single use plastic bags
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 8:32:07 AM

Dear City Council/

Please consider our environment and ban single use plastic bags

Thanks

Chuck Willard 1790 Meadow Lane, Steamboat

846-6876
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From: Hav Stack

To: ObLCsundl
Subject: plastic bag ban
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 4:45:44 AM

I want you to support this ban.

Disregard is rampant in SS. I see soda cans and beer bottles in garbage literally right next to
recycling bins on main street.

Condos with nightly rentals do not provide recycling for guests which is all about greed and
guests are forced to put tons ofrecyclables In garbage.

This town must crack down and plastic bags is a perfect way to WAKE people up. The stores
are just as much to blame. I have stood behind people in line as they are asked if they want a
bag for 1 Item and they all say yes!

Prove that SS is capable of doing something that is notjust about rolling out the make money
carpet!!!!!!!

dori weiss
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From:

To:
Subject;
Date;

Giai Walker
City Council
Plastic bags
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 7:51:17 AM

We are writing in support of banning plastic bags in Steamboat Springs. There is NO reason to use plastic bags

because so many alternatives are easily available, and it's just plain the right thing to do! Let's be a good example

and a leader in our beautiful environment!!! Thank you for considering this....Gigi & Johnny Walker

Sent from my iPad

13



From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

John D Sullivan
City Council
Plastic bags Ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 8:13:26 AM

Most of Europe has already done it, it's simple and easy, so let's get with the program.
Every little bit helps.

JOHN D SULLIVAN
Real Estate Brokerage

And
See the world at:

WideOpenImages.com
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From;

To;
Subject:
Date:

noreply®civicplus.com

Citv Council

Online Form Submittal: City Council Contact Form
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 10:18:22 AM

City Council Contact Form

Contact Information

First Name

Last Name

Paulina M

Johnson

Email Address paulina@coppercase.com

Questions or Comments

Please select citY Council

the
departments)
you want to
contact:

Please leave

your
comments or

questions
below.

Please add
attachments
here.

Hello City Council, I am a local artist who unfortunately will not be able to

make the upcoming meeting on April 9th. I want to urge you to support this

effort and ban single-use plastics, and specifically plastic bags, from our

beautiful town. As a graduate student I did research on plastic poliution and

believe the type and scale of pollution plastic bags create is incredibly

damaging in innumerable ways. I'd like to share with you a bit of my

research: https://www. jndependent.co.uk/news/sdence/polythenes-story-

the-accidental-birth-of~plastic-bags-800602.html

https://www.salon.com/2007/08/10/piastic_bags/http://www.eco-

ethical.co.uk/plasticbag.html https://ecologycenter.org/plastics/ptf/report9/

http://www2.1v.psu.edu/jxm57/mcall-pacific-plastic.html

https://people,howstufiworks.com/how-many-cities-have-a"ban-on-plastic-

bags.htm

https://science.howstuffworks.com/environrr]ental/earth/oceanography/great"

pacific-garbage-patchl .htm

http://www,oceanheaithindex.org/news/Microplastics

https://www.thoughtco.com/paper-plastic-or-something~better-1204155

https://gizmodo.com/paper-or-plastic-try-neither-5958117 Fee] free to

contact me if [ can be of help. Thanks for your consideration.

Field not completed.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser,
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Carol Overmver

Cih Council
Plastic bag ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 6:48:18 AM

Please support the plastic bag ban.

Sincerely,

Bill and Carol Ovennyer

3339 Spring Valley
Steamboat Springs

Sent from my iPad
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

hmantzke@amail.com

City Council
Plastic Bag Ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 7:55:16 AM

Dear members of the city council,

I'm not able to attend the April 9th council meeting, but would like to show my support for the proposed plastic bag

ban in Steamboat.

Every spring as the snow starts to melt, my partner spends hours of his own time each day to clean up trash in our

neighborhood before it makes its way to the Yampa River. I have also participated with him and realized that trash

in general is quite an issue here, but banning plastic bags could be a huge step in the right direction to remedy this

issue. Plastic in general dominates the majority of what he finds along road sides each year.

Please consider banning plastic bags in our town so we can all help take care of Steamboat the way it deserves to be.

Concerned resident

Heather Mantzke
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Gail Holthausen
City council
Ban Plastic Bags
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 10:06:23 AM

Good Day,

I believe changes are needed to help reduce the over use of plastic bags. Carbondale had put
this into use several years ago, they charged people for the bags if they didn't bring their own.
I am noticing more and more the impact on our drives, I see the bags caught on bushes and
trees. They linger and there is really no excuse in 2019, that we are still using them to this
extent! Steamboat Springs, of all places, should be on board with this ban.

Sincerely,
Gail & Charlie Holthausen
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Trad Hiat
City Council
Plastic Bag Ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 8:46:39 AM

Hi Steamboat City Council Members/

I would love to be at the meeting on Tuesday, April 9 when you plan on discussing the plastic bag

ban/ but unfortunately I have a prior commitment. So I wanted to write and urge you to support this

proposal. It really seems like a no-brainer and a simple way to make a change to help sustain our

beautiful Yampa Valley and Mother Earth. It may be a minor inconvenience in the transition, but well

worth any downside when you consider the impact of the positive upside.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Traci Hiatt

2622 Honeysuckle Lane/ Steamboat Springs/ CO
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Paul Hebert

City Council
Ban on plastic bags
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 9:10:35 AM

I urge council members to vote to ban single use plastic bags in Steamboat.

Paul Heberfc
Resident os SBS

Sent from Paul Hebert's iPhone

paulvh2@gmail.com
(970) 367-6072
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From:

To:
Subject:
Date;

KJHJan Halpin
Citv Council
Plastic bag ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 10:21:15 AM

I support banning plastic bags in Steamboat!
- Killian Halpin

Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Patricia Gold
Otv Council

Plastic Bag Ban
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 9:39:05 AM

T support the banning of plastic bags. This is LONG OVERDUE!!! If it needs to be phased in, do it quickly.

Thank you,

Patricia Gold
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Jennifer Fredrick
City Council
plastic bags
Wednesday, April 03, 2019 8:09:34 AM

Please consider banning the use of plastic bags.

Thank you!

Jennifer Fredrick

24



From: Nicole .DeCrette

To; City Council
Subject: please support the plastic bag BAN
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 10:40:40 AM

Please support the plastic bag BAN like may other cities and states have taken the steps to
change behavior and raise awareness to consumer activities.

Thank you,

Nicole DeCrette
617EvansSt
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
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From: Lynne Cleveland-Swanson

To: Citv Council
Subject: Plastic Bag Ban Proposal - SUPPORT!
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 11:21:46 AM

Greetings/

I wholeheartedly support the plastic bag ban proposal.

When I travel to areas where plastic bags are banned/ I see how
effortlessly the community and visitors have adapted to the new "no
plastic bags" culture, WE CAN/ TOO!

Thank you/

Lynne Cleveland-Swanson
Steamboat Springs Resident since 1978 :)
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From: Ben&MIIIieBeall
To; City Cou ncU
Subject: Supporting plastic bag ban
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 8:20:37 AM

We would like to add our voice to the plastic bag ban. We have been using canvas bags at our grocery stores for

decades. The plethora of bags that folks use each trip is
aweful! Sometimes folks need some pressure to understand and then change their habits.

Please be the change!
Millie and Ben Beall
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From: Partners in Routt County

To: Qtv Council

Subject; Plastic bag ban
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 2:30:48 PM

Hi! Happy Wednesday!
I urge you to please support the plastic bag ban proposal that is being discussed at the meeting next week Tuesday!

We must take the next step here in Steamboat Springs to protect our environment and avoid single-use plastic that

ends up in landfills, as litter on our trails, and in the waterways of our river. The plastic is also a major problem for

the health of wildlife— especially birds. Additionally, we must move away from our dependency on fossil fuels!

And reusable bags are super "in" right now!

Thank you so much for your support!

-Caitlin Bambenek
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From: r ieremv bailey

To; City Coundi
Subject! i support legislation that will reduce singie-use plastic bags in our community
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 9:53:34 AM

disposable single-use plastic bags/ introduced just 40 years ago, are currently consumed at an alarming global rate

of 500 billion per year.

as a concerned citizen of steamboat springs, i am writing to voice my support of legislation that places a charge on

these bags, a soiution proven effective around the world.

single-use, disposable bags present an insidious threat to our environment on multiple levels, they often wind up in

waterways or on the landscape, becoming eyesores and degrading water and soil as they break down into tiny toxic

bits. their manufacture, transportation and disposal use large quantities of non-renewable resources and release

equally large amounts of global-warming gases.

these problems can be mitigated by simply advocating — and legislating — the consumption of fewer disposable

bags and the use of reusable ones. please consider enact legislation that will reduce use of plastic bags here in

steamboat springs, it creates a foundation for both consumer responsibility and market-based solutions to

environmental problems.

thank you,

richardjeremy bailey

633 evans street

steamboat springs, Colorado
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From: Emilie Kissell
To: City Council
Subject: ban plastic bags in Steamboat.
Date: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 1:03:19 PM

Please support the ban on plastic bags in Steamboat. I think it is very important that we make

a stand for our environment and encouraging (or forcing) people to use reusable bags or

cardboard boxes is a good star. I have found that once people get used to it/ it isn't difficult

to stop using plastic.

Thanks/

Emilie Kissell
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From: Tom Zehner

To: Cih^ Council

Subject; Plastic Bags
Date: Tuesday, April 02, 2019 8:31:51 PM

Hi,

I support the removal of all single use plas+ic bags. I have used cloth bags for

years, and i+ makes much more sense than using a bag once and then throwing it

away.

Tom Zehner

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From:

To:

Subject;
Date:

Patti Zehner
City Coundl
plastic bags
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 8:22:43 PM

I totally support removal of plastic bags for check-out at the grocery store. Natural Foods already

did this years ago. Now it is time to do It for the rest of Steamboat businesses to do the same.

For years I have taken my own bags to the store. One city I read about, established a bin in the

stores where people like me who have tons of bags could donate bags for people to use. I would

suggest such a bin in stores with a sign that asks that donated bags be washed before being

donated.

Thank you for your consideration,

PattiZehner

Pat+i Zehner
pazehner^.comcast.net (970)846-0903, cell

"Education is the key to unlock the golden door of freedom
George Washington Carver^
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Katie Weeks
Cib/ Council
please support the plastic bag ban
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 7:16:02 PM

This is a small way we can adjust our practice to make a huge impact for the future!
Thanks you so much for making the plastic bag ban happen!
Katie Weeks
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Carol Waeckerlin

City Council
Ban plastic bags
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 8:39:48 PM

Vote "Yes" to ban plastic bags.

Carol Waeckerlin

Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To:
Subject;
Date:

Lvnn Ross-Brvant

City Council
ban plastic bags
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 7:07:31 PM

It is time. We can do it

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From;

To:

Subject:
Date:

Calais Cervetti Kruse

City Council
Plastic Bag Ban
Tuesday/ April 02, 2019 7:41:28 PM

I m not able to make the meeting, but I wanted to make sure I'm another voice echoing my
support for the plastic bag ban. I'm so grateful this is under consideration and I hope that our
community is able to take this solid step towards protecting our environment.
Thanks for all your hard work!
Calais Kruse
229-798-2145
www.calaiskfLise.com
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Andy 1 Kennedy

City Council
Ban plastic bags
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 9:58:11 PM

Please, I emplore you. Make please bags a thing of the past. It's overdue.

Thank you.

Andy J. Kennedy
m.970-846-9256
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From:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Jim Cook
City Council
sarahOwsc.ora

Plastic Bag Ban
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 8:28:47 PM

It is amazing to me that every City Market in the Roaring Fork Valley has eliminated plastic bags at all

of their stores and all of their organic waste is transported to a composting facility. Our City Market

seems oblivious to this and Safeway just plain does not care. I have seen the a pod of bags, bottles

and other non-biodegradable waste in the Pacific Ocean off San Diego and it is disgusting. Let's

outlaw plastic bags and do our share. Denny Swanson is a sailor and I am sure that will be an easy

sell/ but an ordinance has teeth. My two cents.

J.

James A. Cook

Commercial/Business Broker
Innovative Leasing Solutions
Development Opportunities
P.O. 774882
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
970.846.1746
iim(a)commercial-businessrealtor.com

/h
Mi-ml •<'i "t FW

lnt<li(Mt(* »n.th "urr tl

»>f s|tn|>j»ir-)i)< >-rit» -i:.
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From:

To:

Subject:
Date:

Carol
Citv Councii

Bag ban
Tuesday, April 02, 2019 7:32:48 PM

I support the initiative to ban bags.

Regards,

Carol Bolt
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