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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  


PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, January 6, 2017  
   


8:45 a.m.  • Call to order; determine quorum  
• Approval of Minutes  
• Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general comments 


or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not scheduled on 
the day’s agenda.   


    
9:00 a.m.  Free Subdivision, work session/no action, request for the subdivision of 32.428-acres into two 


single-family lots: Lot 1, 5.898-acres (with existing cabin) and Lot 2, 26.53-acres (with three 
existing cabins) to settle a family estate. All of the cabins are served by exiting springs and pit 
privies. The property is located approximately 14 miles south of Highway 50, directly west of 
County Road #858 (Big Cimarron Road), adjacent to Silverjack Subdivision.  The property is 
legally described as being situated in U.S. Government Lots 9, 10, 15 & 16, Section 5, Township 
46 North, Range 6 West, N.M.P.M. 
LUC-16-000040 


    
 9:30 a.m. Sciortino Subdivision, work session/no action, represented by Marcus Lock and Jacob With, the 


applicant is requesting to legitimize the conveyance of a 25-acre parcel as a legal lot. The property is 
located directly east of Highway 135, approximately 18.5 miles north of the City of Gunnison.  The 
property is legally described as being within the SW1/4NW1/4 Section 2 and the SE1/4NE1/4 Section 3, 
Township 15 South, Range 85 West, 6th P.M, consisting of 25.32-acres. 
LUC-15-00038 
Site visit will follow work session 


  
Adjourn    


  
The applications can be viewed on gunnisoncounty.org,   
link to http://204.132.78.100/citizenaccess/    


• Public access  


• Projects  


• Application #  


• LUC-15-00038  


• LUC-15-00040 


• Attachments  
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 


  January 6, 2017 
**** 


 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting, in the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the 
Blackstocks Government Center. Present: 
 


Chairman- Kent Fulton 
Commissioner-Tom Venard ( by phone ) 
Commissioner-Jack Diani 
 


Director of Community Development- Cathie Pagano 
Assistant Director- Neal Starkebaum 
Manager of Administrative Services- Beth Baker 
 
 
Others present as listed in text 
 


 
 
Absent; Commissioner Mugglestone, Cattles, and Rubingh 
Commission Messner recused himself 


**** 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the January 6, 2017, regular meeting of the Planning Commission.  
 


**** 
Moved by Diani seconded by Fulton to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes dated November 18, 2016, as 
amended.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
Moved by Fulton seconded by Diani to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes dated December 2, 2016, as 
amended.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
Moved by Diani seconded by Fulton to approve the Planning Commission meeting minutes dated December 16, 2016, as 
amended.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 


**** 
FREE SUBDIVISION (LUC--16-00040) The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a work session with no 
action, to review the request for the subdivision of 32.428-acres into two single-family lots: Lot 1, 5.898-acres (with 
existing cabin) and Lot 2, 26.53-acres (with three existing cabins) to settle a family estate. All of the cabins are served 
by exiting springs and pit privies. The property is located approximately 14 miles south of Highway 50, directly west of 
County Road #858 (Big Cimarron Road), adjacent to Silverjack Subdivision.  The property is legally described as being 
situated in U.S. Government Lots 9, 10, 15 & 16, Section 5, Township 46 North, Range 6 West, N.M.P.M. 
 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the work session. 
 
Present representing Planning Commission: Commissioners Fulton, and Diani.  Commissioner Venard participated by 
phone.   
 
Present representing Staff; Assistant Director of Community Development Neal Starkebaum and Manager of 
Administrative Services Beth Baker. 
 
Present representing the application: Owner/applicant Jim Free participated by phone.  
 
Free explained his request.  The property is located at the bottom of the Silver Jack Subdivision and County Road 858.    
It has been in their family for 35 years.  The Silver Jack subdivision road dissects the property. Lot one will be 
approximately 5.8 acres and lot two will be approximately 32.4 acres.  The water for the two lots has been historically 
provided by a spring and now will use another spring for the smaller parcel.  The small lot will be fenced with wildlife 
fencing.   
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Starkebaum said there are existing residences on each of the two proposed parcels, and existing access. The biggest 
concerns are the comments from Colorado Division of Water Resources which note the water supply physical adequacy 
has not been documented. Free will be required to have the flow rates documented.   That will have to be done in the 
spring.   Action will be delayed because any further review will not be possible until the water adequacy issue has been 
resolved.    
 
Fulton reiterated legal and physical water adequacy is required and the further review of the application will be delayed, 
until that has been determined and submitted to both the State and the County for their review.     
 
Diani asked if the pit toilets were sufficient for the rental units.   Free said they have been used for the last 50 years.  They 
are used only minimally.   
 
There will be no further review of the application until the applicant can supply evidence of adequate water supply.  


 
Fulton closed the work session at 9:35 A. M.   


**** 
SCIROTINO SUBDIVISION (LUC-15-00038)-  The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a work session 
with no action.  They reviewed the request to legitimize the conveyance of a 25-acre parcel as a legal lot. The property is 
located directly east of Highway 135, approximately 18.5 miles north of the City of Gunnison.  The property is legally described 
as being within the SW1/4NW1/4 Section 2 and the SE1/4NE1/4 Section 3, Township 15 South, Range 85 West, 6th P.M, 
consisting of 25.32-acres. 
 
With a quorum present Chairman Fulton opened the work session. 
 
Present representing Planning Commission: Commissioners Fulton and Diani.  Commissioner Tom Venard participated 
by phone.   
 
Present representing Staff; Assistant Director of Community Development Neal Starkebaum and Manager of 
Administrative Services Beth Baker. 
 
Present representing the application: attorney Marcus Lock, engineer Tyler Harpel, and applicants Trey Scirotino and 
Mandy Scirontino 
 
Lock explained in 2006 the property was part of the 35 acres to the south, and the 25 acres being discussed was 
transferred by quit claim deed only, without going through the County subdivision process. They are now attempting to 
rectify the situation by taking the 25 acres through the County subdivision process.  He noted this would give the County 
an opportunity to address the issues on this site, including wildfire hazards, rock fall hazards, etc.   
 
Trey Scirontino said they have resided in Gunnison County since 1997.  This particular property is one of the few 
opportunities remaining in the north end of the valley for a small agricultural operation.   They are considering constructing 
a barn, a small cabin, and possibly a green house.   
 
Attorney Lock addressed the County locational and density standards.  He said this would not cause additional impacts to 
the area.  He addressed the surrounding land uses, noting the Reserve lots usable space is smaller than the 25 acres 
proposed.  The CDOT parcel to the north is smaller than this proposed parcel.  This parcel is less than one mile from 
three other parcels that are less than one acre in size.  He added it is within three miles of Crested Butte South.  He 
added the proposed building envelope would be right next to the highway, which would further minimize the impacts to the 
area.    He cited a precedence set with the approval of the Little Cimarron subdivision, four parcels subdivided from a 66 
acre parcel, and said there are comparisons here.  He said the parcel would be served by a well, and they can purchase 
augmentation water from the UGCWD.   The Sage-grouse coordinator has confirmed this parcel is not within six miles of a 
lek, and would not further impact the Sage-grouse. 
 
Engineer Harpel said access and the utilities could be fairly easy to handle.  It would require a CDOT permit.  There are 
no easements or utilities encumbering this property.   Atmos Energy and GCEA both have their utility lines within the 
CDOT right of way.  He noted the rock fall hazard and wildfire hazard are prominent on this parcel.  The placement of the 
2.5 acre building site is in a reasonable spot for drainage.  It is not in the direct path of a scree field.  The wildfire hazard 
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area, is higher up on the slope.  The site chosen can be mitigated with defensible space.   He submitted areal images to 
illustrate drainage, gullies and ridgelines.   
 
Fulton asked if a wildfire could increase the rock fall hazard; Harpel confirmed it could increase erosion problems, so risks 
would possibly increase.   
 
Lock said in the big picture, if approved, they would be willing to comprise and limit the development to 2.5 acres. 
 
Fulton asked about the parcel to the south and that neighbor’s well; Harpel confirmed a septic system would not impact 
the neighbor’s well.  
  
Fulton said a neighbor to the south has created a deer field, and from a highway stand point it is concerning.  He said it 
would be best to design the landscaping so it would not encourage additional deer and elk near the highway.    
 
Starkebaum said the crux of the request is compliance with locational standards. This is an illegal subdivision.  He 
encouraged the commissioners to methodically review the locational standards, particularly Section 10-103.  
Neighborhood is a critical discussion.  He added determining what a neighborhood is and how this complies or not is 
critical to this review.   He noted this lot contains 25% slopes and heavy rock fall areas.   
 
Diani and Venard said a site visit would be very useful.   
 
Fulton explained legitimizing this illegally subdivided lot could have far reaching consequences by creating precedence for 
illegally subsiding property, and legitimizing of the lots later.    
 
Lock responded one could prosecute anyone who does this in the future, so there is no precedent.  
 
Starkebaum said there is not currently a process to review illegal subdivisions.  The main way the county does this, is 
when building and septic permits ae applied for.   
 
There will not be another work session, until the commissioners can conduct a site visit.   
 
Fulton closed the work session at 10:30 AM. .  
  


**** 
Fulton adjourned the meeting at 11:00 A.M. 
 
________________ 
/S/ Beth Baker 
Community Development Department Services Manager 
Gunnison County Community Development Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 








GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, January 20, 2017  


   
8:45 a.m.  • Call to order; determine quorum  


• Approval of Minutes  
• Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general comments 


or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not scheduled on 
the day’s agenda.   


    


9:00 a.m.  Nine Mile Ranches Subdivision, joint public hearing/no action, request to subdivide 38-acres into 
three single-family lots, Lot 1 9.7-acres, with existing residence; Lot 2 13-acres; Lot 3 13.3-acres. The 
new residences will be served by well and septic. The property is located east of Highway 149, within 
the E1/2SE1/4 Section 22, Township 48 North, Range 2 West, N.M.P.M. 
LUC 16-00027 


    
 10:00 a.m.  Starlight Subdivision (Homestead Cabin LLC),  joint public hearing/possible action, request to subdivide 38-


acres into two lots; one of 33-acres, with existing residence, and one of three-acres.  Water and sewer will be 
provided to the three-acre lot by the Mt. Crested Butte Water and Sanitation District. The property is directly 
west of the Pitchfork Development, within the NE1/4SW1/4 Section 26, T13S R86W, 6th P.M. 


  LUC-16-00034 
  
 10:30 a.m. Darin and Cathy Craig,  Ridgeline Residence public hearing/possible action, request for approval 


of a single-family residence, in compliance with Section 11-108: Standards for Development on 
Ridgelines, located on Lot 10, Star Mountain Ranch, at the end of Kestrel Drive, approximately 18 
miles north of the City of Gunnison, east of CR 730 (Ohio Creek Road) 
  LUC- 16-00037 


  
11:00 a.m. John Norton, Gunnison-Crested Butte Tourism Association, work session/no action, education 


session with Planning Commission 
 


1:00 p.m. Crested Butte Horse Park, work session/no action, request for the subdivision of a 73.25 acre 
parcel into two parcels. The commercial development of a horse park and related buildings 
(approximately 40,000 square feet total) that will provide horseback riding lessons, riding facilities, 
horse clinics, horse competitions, training, equine centered vacations, horse camping, concierge 
services for guests, and horse boarding and training for the public. The property is located at 20601 
Hwy 135 and legally described as a 6.1 acre tract in SW4SW4, Section 27 and a 66.1-acre tract in 
S2SE4 Section 28, Township 14 South, Range 85 West, 6th p.m. The parcel is on the west side of 
Highway 135 across from Cement Creek Road.  


LUC-16-00005 
Adjourn    


  


The applications can be viewed on gunnisoncounty.org,   


link to http://204.132.78.100/citizenaccess/    
• Public access  
• Projects  


• Application #  
• Attachments  


   


NOTE: Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are conducted in the Blackstock Government Center Meeting Room 221 N. 


Wisconsin St. in Gunnison, across the street from the Post Office.  This is a preliminary agenda; agenda times may be changed 
up to 24 hours before the meeting date. If you are interested in a specific agenda item, you may want to call the Planning 
Department (641-0360) ahead of time to confirm its scheduled time. Anyone needing special accommodations may contact 
the Planning Department before the meeting.   



http://204.132.78.100/citizenaccess/

http://204.132.78.100/citizenaccess/
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Gunnison County, CO 


Community Development Department 


221 N. Wisconsin St. Ste. D, Gunnison, CO 81230 
Phone: (970) 641-0360      FAX: (970) 641-8585 


Website: www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html 
Email: planning@gunnisoncounty.org 


 


To: Planning Commission 


From: Staff  


Date:  January 11, 2017 


 


Included in your packet for the Planning Packet: for  January 6, 2017 


Agenda- January 20, 107 


Minutes for review by Planning Commission-1-6-17 


LUC-16-00027    Nine Mile Ranches Subdivision- Jt. Hearing 
  


 


LUC-16-00034    Starlight Subdivision- Jt. Hearing 
 Public comments 


 


LUC-16-00037     Darin/Craig Ridgeline Residence- Public Hearing 
 Draft decision 
 HOA approval 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


 


 
The applications can be viewed on gunnisoncounty.org,   


link to http://204.132.78.100/citizenaccess/    
 


• Public access  


• Projects  


• Application # LUC- 


• LUC-16-00027 


• LUC-16-00034 


• LUC-16-00037 


• Attachments  


• View 


 



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html
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Craig Ridgeline - PC Recommendation 1 


TO:  Board of County Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Planning Commission 
  
SUBJECT: Planning Commission Recommendation 
 Craig Ridgeline Residence 
 Lot 10, Star Mountain Ranch 
 LUC-2016-00037 
 
DATE: January 20, 2017 
 
PREPARED BY: Neal Starkebaum, Assistant Director 
 
APPLICANT:  Darin and Cathy Craig 
   2051 Holly Avenue, Suite 102 
   Lake Havasu City, AZ 86404 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Ben White, Architect, Ben White Architecture 
 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Darin and Cathy Craig, represented by Ben White, Ben White Architecture, have 
submitted an application for the construction of a single-family residence, with an 
attached garage, in compliance with Section 11-108: Standards for Development on 
Ridgelines, Gunnison County Land Use Resolution.   
 
Submittal documentation includes the following: 


 “Ridgeline Analysis – The Craig Residence” prepared by Ben White, White 
Architecture, March 12, 2016. 


 
The analysis indicates that the proposed structure would be back screened by existing 
vegetation from ridgeline vantages on County Road 730 (Ohio Creek Road). The lot is 
predominately sagebrush, with the building site backed by a mixed stand of aspen and 
conifers. 
 
The site is located on Lot 10, Star Mountain Ranch, at the end of Kestrel Drive, 
approximately 18 miles north of the City of Gunnison, east of Ohio Creek Road. 
 
IMPACT CLASSIFICATION: 
The project, by definition, is a minor impact. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATES: 
The Planning Commission held meetings on the subject project on the following dates: 


 December 2, 2016 Work Session 


 December 2, 2016 Site Visit 


 January 20, 2017 Public Hearing 
 
ONSITE VISIT: 
The Planning Commission conducted a site visit on December 2, 2016.  The Commission 
members visited the building site and viewed the site from the ridgeline vantage locations 
on Ohio Creek Road.  The Commission members noted that the site will not be easily 







Craig Ridgeline - PC Recommendation 2 


visible and is a significant distance from any of the vantage points on Ohio Creek Road. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 
A public hearing was held on January 20, 2017; at that time…….  
 
COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 11-108: STANDARDS FOR DEVELOPMENT ON 
RIDGELINES OF THE GUNNISON COUNTY LAND USE RESOLUTION: 
The applicants provided a detailed ridgeline analysis, including detailed architectural 
drawings of the site profile, prepared by Ben White, Architect, Ben White Architecture.  The 
drawings and site plans, as noted above, depict the location, form and scale of the 
proposed structures in relation to the existing trees on the parcel and the ridgeline vantage 
locations on Ohio Creek Road.   
 
The proposed residence is partially visible on a ridgeline that is more than 150 feet 
vertically higher from the closest point on a ridgeline vantage, pursuant to Section 11-108: 
Standards for Development on Ridgelines C. Ridgeline Visibility.   
 
The applicants have demonstrated through visual analysis that the structure will be 
significantly screened, in compliance with Section 11-108: Standards for Development on 
Ridgelines. I.1.d: If Significant Screening Exists and Is Protected, Decision Shall Be Made 
By Board, with existing vegetation that is of such volume, density and species that no part 
of the building that is partially visible will be visually obtrusive.   
 
The Commission finds that there will be significant vegetative screening existing on the 
property, located behind the proposed residence to significantly screen the proposed 
residence, as to make it visually unobtrusive.  The distance between the subject parcel and 
the closest point on the ridgeline vantage is significant and the duration of the visibility is of 
so short a period of time that those factors will limit the visibility of the proposed residence 
from the ridgeline vantage.   
 
A restrictive covenant, attached as “Exhibit A,” will ensure, in perpetuity, the existence and 
replacement of the natural vegetation on the applicant’s property used for screening.  
Additionally, the structures on the ridgeline shall have minimum visual impact. The 
residence will not stand out among its surroundings, nor draw attention to themselves, 
through the use of reclaimed wood material for siding and exterior colors that blend with 
surrounding natural terrain.  Additionally, rusted metal or another comparably unobtrusive 
material shall be used for the roof material.  The residence is not visible from a municipal 
ridgeline vantage. 
 
FINDINGS: 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission, based on the facts set forth in this 
Recommendation and on the material facts represented by the applicant, whether or not 
repeated herein, and the results of an onsite visit and public hearing by the Planning 
Commission, finds that: 
 


1. The Commission has classified the application as a Minor Impact Project, based 
upon the impact classification found in Section 6-102: Projects Classified as 
Minor Impact Projects F. Development Requiring Detailed Ridgeline Vantage 
Visibility Analysis. 
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2. A detailed visual ridgeline analysis and architectural drawings titled “Ridgeline 
Analysis – The Craig Residence” prepared by Ben White, White Architecture, 
March 12, 2016 was submitted with the application. 
 


3. The information and analysis indicate that the proposed structure, under the 
definition of “ridgeline vantage,” would be visible from Ohio Creek Road. 


 
4. Pursuant to Section 11-108: Standards for Development on Ridgelines, I. 


Exceptions the Planning Commission finds by clear and convincing evidence that 
significant screening exists and that the building site meets or exceeds the following 
standard: 


   
 d. If Significant Screening Exists and is Protected, Decision Shall Be Made by 
 Board.  If the Planning Commission finds that the project does not meet the first 
 three  requirements of this section, but that any building on the ridgeline shall be 
 significantly screened by existing (as opposed to new) natural vegetation on the 
 applicant’s property, of such volume, density and species of tree cover, after 
 provision of defensible space for wildfire hazard, so that no part of the building 
 that is partially visible shall be visibly obtrusive from any ridgeline vantage, at any 
 time of year, the Commission shall so note in a recommendation to the Board, 
 and the Board shall be the decision making body.  If approved, the approval shall 
 include: 
    


1. Recorded Covenant, Easement or Agreement. A recorded 
mechanism (e.g. protective covenant, conservation easement, 
 bonding agreement) acceptable to the County must be provided to 
ensure, in perpetuity, the existence and replacement of the natural 
vegetation on the applicant’s property used for screening; and 


2. Minimal Visual Impact. When significant screening exists and is 
protected, the building on the ridgeline shall have minimal visual 
impact and:  


 (a.) Is Not Obtrusive or Visible From A Municipal Ridgeline Vantage.  
  Must comply with both of the following standards: 
  (1.) Obtrusiveness. The building will blend in with its   
  surroundings and will not stand out in the context of its   
  surroundings nor draw attention to itself; and 
  (2.) Municipal Ridgeline Vantage. The building will not be   
  visible with the naked eye from a municipal ridgeline vantage; and 
 (b.) Must Not be Visible from Ridgeline Vantage or Visibility is Only  
  Momentary. Must comply with and with one of the following  
  standards:  
  (1.) Distance from Ridgeline Vantage(s). The building   
  will not be visible with the naked eye from near or distant ridgeline  
  vantages; or 
  (2.) Number and Length or Duration of Ridgeline Vantages. The  
  number and length or duration of public road ridgeline vantages  
  from which the building will be visible are so small that the building 
  will be visible only momentarily to passersby. 


 
5. A restrictive covenant ensuring, in perpetuity, the existence and replacement of 


the natural vegetation on the subject property, attached as “Exhibit A”.  
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6. The Planning Commission conducted a site visit on December 2, 2016 and 


viewed the building site and from points on the ridgeline vantage on Ohio Creek 
Road.  The Commission found that the site would be visually unobtrusive due to 
distance and screening from the ridgeline vantage.  


 
7. The elevation difference between the building site and the ridgeline vantage on 


Ohio Creek Road is greater than 150 feet.   
 


8. The proposed structures will blend with the surroundings.  The house siding will 
be reclaimed lumber, using unobtrusive exterior colors that blend with the 
surrounding natural terrain.  The roof material proposed is rusted metal or 
another comparably unobtrusive material.  No shiny metal roof shall be allowed, 
as identified in the restrictive covenant.   


 
9. All exterior lighting shall be directed downward, as identified in the restrictive 


covenant.   
 
10. This review and decision incorporates, but is not limited to, all the documentation 


submitted to the County and included within the Planning Office file relative to 
this application; including all comments at the public hearing, exhibits, references 
and documents as included therein. 


 
11. This permit may be revoked or suspended if Gunnison County determines that 


any material fact set forth herein or represented by the applicant was false or 
misleading, or that the applicant failed to disclose facts necessary to make any 
such fact not misleading. 


 
12. The removal or material alteration of any physical feature of the property 


(geological, topographical or vegetative) relied on herein to mitigate a possible 
conflict shall require a new or amended land use change permit.  


 
13. Approval of this use is based upon the facts presented and implies no approval 


of similar use in a different location and with different impacts on the environment 
and community.  Each such future application shall be required to be reviewed 
and evaluated on its own facts, subject to its compliance with current regulations, 
and its impact to the County. 


 
CONDITIONS: 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission, having considered the submitted analysis, 
site plan, site observations and public testimony, has reached the above Findings and 
recommends to the Board of County Commissioners, that LUC2016-00037 - Craig 
Ridgeline Residence, be approved with the following conditions: 


 
1. This permit is limited to activities described within the “Project Description” of this 


application, and as depicted on the Site Plan submitted as part of this application.  
Expansion or change of this use will require either an application for amendment 
of this permit, or submittal of an application for a new permit, in compliance with 
applicable requirements of the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution. 
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2. That this approval be memorialized by Board Resolution and recorded within the 
Office of the Gunnison County Clerk and Recorder. 
 


3. A restrictive covenant ensuring, in perpetuity, the existence and replacement of the 
natural vegetation on the subject property, attached as “Exhibit A.”, shall be 
executed prior to approval by the Board. The restrictive covenant shall be recorded 
contemporaneously with the Board Resolution, within the Office of the Gunnison 
County Clerk and Recorder. 


 
4. This permit may be revoked or suspended if Gunnison County determines that 


any material fact set forth herein or represented by the applicant was false or 
misleading, or that the applicant failed to disclose facts necessary to make any 
such fact not misleading. 


 
5. The removal or material alteration of any physical feature of the property 


(geological, topographical or vegetative) relied on herein to mitigate a possible 
conflict shall require a new or amended land use change permit.  


 
6. Approval of this use implies no approval of any such similar use on any other 


parcel.  Review of this application has considered the impact of this proposed 
use in the context of cumulative impacts to the environment and the community 
in the context of its compliance with County land use standards.   Approval of this 
use is based upon the facts presented and implies no approval of a similar use in 
a different location and with different impacts on the environment and community.  
Each such future application shall be required to be reviewed and evaluated on 
its own facts, subject to its compliance with current regulations, and its impact to 
the County.  
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT 


 
FOR GOOD AND VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the undersigned Darin and 


Cathy Craig, Craig Family Revocable Trust ("Grantors") voluntarily agree, jointly and 


severally, for themselves, their heirs, representatives, successors and assigns, with the 


Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, Colorado ("County") that Lot 10, 


Star Mountain Ranch, according to the plat recorded February 23, 1993, bearing Reception 


No. 440815 and the “As Built Road Survey” of Star Mountain Ranch, recorded November 


10, 1994, Reception No. 45216, County of Gunnison, State of Colorado (Property") shall 


be forever burdened by and subject to the following restrictions: 


 


1. No trees shall be removed from the Property except: 


 


A. To clear the building site for construction of the improvements 


approved pursuant to Gunnison County Land Use Change No. 2016-00037; 


 


B. To preserve and/or improve the health of the forest on the Property, 


except that no trees shall be removed which wholly or partially shield the building(s) 


on the Property from a ridgeline vantage (as defined in the Gunnison County Land Use 


Resolution) or which are seen behind the building(s) when viewed from a ridgeline 


vantage; and 


 


C. To create defensible space for protection against wildfires. 


 


In  the event that Grantors remove such a tree or in the event that Gunnison County 
determines that such a tree dies or fails to continues to provide shielding, Grantors 
shall replace such tree during the next planting season following such removal or 
determination, with a tree that continues to provide screening and insure their 
survival. Star Mountain Ranch Association, a Colorado non-profit corporation, the 
Homeowners Association for Star Mountain Ranch, hereby approves this Restrictive 
Covenant and agrees to provide, at Grantors' expense, reasonable assistance to 
Grantors to facilitate and enable Grantors' performance of their obligations under this 
Restrictive Covenant. 


 


2. All buildings shall have unobtrusive exterior colors and materials that 


blend as much as possible with the surrounding natural terrain and environment. No 


bright colors or materials shall be permitted. 


 


3. The roof material shall be cedar shake, rusted metal or another 


comparably unobtrusive material.  No shiny metal roofs shall be allowed. 
 


4. In addition to the requirements in the Gunnison County Land Use 
Resolution, all exterior lighting shall be directed downward.  No unsheathed exterior 
lighting shall be allowed. No mercury vapor or similar lighting shall be allowed. 


 


5. The failure to enforce or obtain compliance as to any violation of this 
Restrictive Covenant shall not be deemed a waiver of the right to do so for any 


subsequent violation or the right to enforce any part of this Restrictive Covenant. 


 


6. The terms and provisions hereof shall be enforceable by an action for 


damages, injunctive relief, specific performance and/or any other remedy available at 


law or in equity.  All remedies shall be cumulative. 
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7. If any action is brought in a court of law to enforce, interpret or construe 


this Restrictive Covenant or any document provided for herein or relating hereto, the  


prevailing party in such action shall be awarded all reasonable attorneys' fees and 


expert witness fees as well as all reasonable costs incurred in the prosecution or 


defense of such action. 


 


8. This Restrictive Covenant, to the extent possible, shall be construed so as to 


give validity to all of the provisions hereof. If any provision of this Restrictive Covenant 


is determined to be invalid, unenforceable or prohibited by any court, the same shall not 


affect any other provision or section hereof and all other provisions and sections shall 


remain in full force and effect. 


 


9. All contracts and agreements to sell or lease the Property, or any portion 
thereof, shall contain a provision incorporating therein the terms and provisions of this 
Restrictive Covenant and requiring that the purchaser or lessee of the Property, or any 
portion thereof, shall strictly observe the terms and provisions hereof. 


 


10. The terms and provisions hereof shall forever inure for the benefit of 


Gunnison County, Colorado and be binding upon the heirs, representatives, successors 


and assigns of the Grantors and be appurtenant to and run with title to the Property as 


a perpetual covenant running with the land. 
 
 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have signed this Restrictive 


Covenant as of the day of  , 2017. 
 
 


GRANTORS ASSOCIATION 


  


                                                 


Darin Craig  Star Mountain Ranch Association 
 
 
 


Cathy Craig 
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ACCEPTANCE 


 


The Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, Colorado accepts 


the foregoing Restrictive Covenant this day of _ __ 


    2017. 


Board of County Commissioners  


 
 


      


Phil Chamberland, Chair 
 


ATTEST: 
 
 
 


Gunnison County Clerk and Recorder 
 
 
 


STATE OF ___) 


) ss. 
COUNTY OF _ _ ) 


The foregoing Restrictive Covenant was hereby acknowledged before me this
 day of , 2017 by Darin Craig and Cathy Craig 


 


Witness my hand and official seal. My commission expires: 
 
 
 


Notary Public 
 
 
 
 


STATE OF ) 


) ss. 


COUNTY OF       ) 


The foregoing Restrictive Covenant was hereby acknowledged before me this


 day of , 2017 by                                       of Star 


Mountain Ranch Association, a Colorado non-profit corporation. 


 


Witness my hand and official seal. My commission expires: 
 
 
 


Notary Public 








Community	
  Development	
  	
  
221	
  N	
  Wisconsin,	
  Suite	
  D	
  
Gunnison,	
  CO	
  81230	
  


	
  
January	
  10,	
  2017	
  


	
  
To	
  Whom	
  It	
  May	
  Concern,	
  
	
  
First,	
  I	
  hope	
  you	
  are	
  having	
  a	
  wonderful	
  day,	
  quite	
  the	
  winter	
  so	
  far.	
  I	
  am	
  writing	
  in	
  
regards	
  to	
  Land	
  Use	
  Change	
  Permit	
  Application	
  for	
  the	
  Subdivision	
  of	
  38-­‐Acres	
  by	
  
Homestead	
  Cabin	
  LLC,	
  the	
  meeting	
  is	
  currently	
  set	
  for	
  January	
  20th,	
  2017	
  at	
  10am	
  in	
  
Gunnison.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  officially	
  submit	
  these	
  comments	
  and	
  concerns	
  for	
  review	
  and	
  
discussion.	
  	
  I	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  participating	
  in	
  the	
  discussion	
  at	
  the	
  meeting.	
  My	
  
husband	
  and	
  I	
  own	
  105	
  Big	
  Sky	
  in	
  Pitchfork,	
  and	
  live	
  at	
  105	
  Big	
  Sky	
  full-­‐time	
  with	
  
our	
  21	
  month-­‐old	
  daughter.	
  
	
  
I	
  think	
  we	
  can	
  all	
  agree	
  that	
  Pitchfork	
  Residents,	
  the	
  land-­‐owner	
  and	
  the	
  future	
  
home-­‐owner	
  will	
  impact	
  each	
  other.	
  	
  Personally	
  I’d	
  love	
  to	
  come	
  to	
  a	
  win-­‐win	
  
situation	
  for	
  all	
  involved,	
  so	
  that	
  we	
  can	
  create	
  a	
  positive	
  impact	
  on	
  each	
  other,	
  and	
  I	
  
believe	
  I	
  have	
  a	
  few	
  ideas	
  that	
  may	
  lead	
  to	
  this	
  ideal	
  situation.	
  	
  	
  
	
  


• It	
  is	
  my	
  understanding	
  that	
  the	
  intention	
  of	
  the	
  landowner	
  is	
  to	
  subdivide	
  
one	
  time.	
  	
  I’m	
  concerned	
  more	
  about	
  future	
  subdivision	
  plans	
  than	
  simply	
  
one	
  home.	
  	
  Construction	
  and	
  household	
  traffic	
  for	
  one	
  home	
  is	
  vastly	
  
different	
  than	
  for	
  nine	
  or	
  more.	
  	
  	
  Would	
  the	
  landowner	
  be	
  willing	
  to	
  place	
  
a	
  conservation	
  easement	
  on	
  their	
  property,	
  with	
  a	
  5-­‐acre	
  single-­‐family	
  
home	
  development	
  envelope,	
  thereby	
  securing	
  their	
  desired	
  building	
  
envelope	
  and	
  protecting	
  the	
  other	
  land	
  for	
  forever?	
  	
  


o I	
  imagine	
  the	
  home	
  owners	
  that	
  live	
  on	
  the	
  fence	
  line	
  would	
  love	
  to	
  
know	
  what	
  the	
  fate	
  of	
  the	
  land	
  out	
  their	
  back	
  window	
  is.	
  	
  	
  


o My	
  family	
  loves	
  when	
  the	
  cows	
  come	
  to	
  visit!	
  	
  So	
  cool	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  see	
  
them	
  up	
  close	
  and	
  personal.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  my	
  understanding	
  that	
  cattle	
  grazing	
  
can	
  and	
  does	
  occur	
  on	
  land	
  that	
  has	
  a	
  conservation	
  easement	
  (i.e.	
  
Lower	
  Loop).	
  	
  	
  


	
  
• Would	
  the	
  landowner	
  consider	
  allocation	
  of	
  snow-­‐storage	
  space	
  that	
  


Pitchfork	
  so	
  badly	
  needs?	
  	
  Bluntly	
  it	
  would	
  save	
  our	
  HOA	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  money,	
  
and	
  likely	
  be	
  a	
  small	
  impact	
  to	
  the	
  Landowner.	
  	
  	
  


	
  
• Would	
  the	
  landowner	
  consider	
  permitting	
  a	
  dirt	
  non-­‐motorized	
  single-­‐


track	
  path	
  (1-­‐2	
  miles	
  in	
  length),	
  for	
  Pitchfork	
  Residents	
  to	
  use	
  with	
  
leashed	
  dogs?	
  	
  	
  


o Toad	
  Property	
  Management	
  has	
  verbally	
  agreed	
  to	
  install	
  and	
  
maintain	
  an	
  additional	
  dog	
  waste	
  station.	
  	
  	
  


o I	
  imagine	
  there	
  are	
  simple	
  legal	
  ways	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  landowner	
  for	
  
generously	
  allowing	
  public	
  access	
  onto	
  this	
  path.	
  	
  	
  







o I	
  believe	
  there	
  are	
  several	
  possible	
  locations	
  for	
  this	
  path	
  that	
  are	
  in	
  
areas	
  that	
  are	
  far	
  from	
  the	
  5	
  acre	
  building	
  window,	
  and	
  that	
  are	
  too	
  
steep	
  and/or	
  difficult	
  for	
  future	
  construction.	
  	
  	
  


o It	
  would	
  provide	
  an	
  amazing	
  health	
  benefit	
  for	
  those	
  looking	
  to	
  walk	
  
with	
  their	
  kids	
  and/or	
  dogs	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  highway/car	
  traffic.	
  	
  	
  


o It	
  would	
  be	
  my	
  vision	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  pros	
  at	
  CMBA	
  to	
  design	
  a	
  
sustainable	
  quality	
  trail.	
  	
  If	
  they	
  were	
  involved	
  I	
  would	
  assume	
  bikes	
  
would	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  allowed	
  too...	
  	
  	
  


	
  
• Logically	
  I	
  am	
  confused	
  why	
  Big	
  Sky	
  is	
  the	
  preferred	
  access	
  point.	
  	
  	
  


o Big	
  Sky	
  is	
  a	
  one-­‐way	
  road,	
  therefore	
  by	
  using	
  Big	
  Sky	
  as	
  the	
  access	
  
point,	
  the	
  homeowner	
  would	
  also	
  need	
  to	
  travel	
  on	
  Horseshoe	
  and	
  
Pitchfork	
  to	
  leave	
  the	
  property,	
  there	
  by	
  impacting	
  the	
  entire	
  block.	
  	
  	
  


o There	
  are	
  far	
  more	
  homes	
  impacted	
  by	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  Big	
  Sky	
  instead	
  of	
  
Pitchfork,	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  two	
  way	
  street.	
  	
  	
  


o Is	
  this	
  property	
  accessible	
  from	
  further	
  up	
  the	
  mountain	
  on	
  Paradise	
  
Road?	
  


o Why	
  is	
  Big	
  Sky	
  the	
  preferred	
  access	
  point?	
  
	
  


• I	
  am	
  concerned	
  about	
  construction	
  traffic;	
  the	
  speed	
  and	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  vehicles	
  
present	
  a	
  risk	
  to	
  my	
  child	
  in	
  our	
  front	
  yard.	
  	
  What	
  kind	
  of	
  controls	
  will	
  be	
  
put	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  safeguard	
  children?	
  	
  The	
  corner	
  on	
  Big	
  Sky	
  is	
  sharp,	
  and	
  
doesn’t	
  allow	
  much	
  time	
  for	
  a	
  parent	
  to	
  react	
  when	
  traffic	
  comes	
  around	
  the	
  
blind	
  corner	
  when	
  playing	
  out	
  in	
  the	
  front	
  yard.	
  	
  	
  


	
  
• I	
  am	
  also	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  road	
  wear	
  and	
  tear	
  and/or	
  damage	
  that	
  will	
  


occur	
  during	
  the	
  construction	
  phase	
  of	
  this	
  home.	
  	
  How	
  will	
  the	
  landowner	
  
or	
  homeowner	
  compensate	
  the	
  HOA	
  for	
  this	
  impact?	
  	
  	
  


	
  
• The	
  last	
  idea	
  I	
  have	
  that	
  would	
  yield	
  an	
  amazing	
  amenity	
  for	
  the	
  families	
  in	
  


Pitchfork	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  small	
  space	
  to	
  place	
  a	
  playground.	
  	
  Possibly	
  the	
  same	
  
space	
  as	
  the	
  snow	
  storage	
  in	
  the	
  winter.	
  	
  	
  


	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  so	
  much	
  for	
  your	
  time!	
  	
  I	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  seeing	
  you	
  at	
  the	
  meeting	
  on	
  
January	
  20th,	
  2017.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Cassia	
  &	
  Ryan	
  Cadenhead	
  
PO	
  Box	
  2808	
  
105	
  Big	
  Sky	
  
Mt.	
  Crested	
  Butte,	
  CO	
  81225	
  
P:	
  303-­‐803-­‐8914	
  
E:	
  Cassia.Cadenhead@gmail.com	
  and	
  Ryan.Cadenhead@gmail.com	
  	
  
	
  








Community Development 
221 N. Wisconsin, Suite D 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 
          January 12, 2017 
 
 
To Whom it may Concern: 
 
I am writing to express my concerns for the proposed subdivision of the 38-Acre Parcel by Homestead Cabin, LLC next to 
the Pitchfork Community.  I hope my comments find a place at the meeting dated for January 20th, 2017.  
 
I am the current owner of 107 Big Sky in Pitchfork and it is my primary residence when I am not working on oil rigs in 
the ocean. I have made it my place of residence since January of 2012 and through those years have seen neighbors come 
and go, the seasons change and, of course, construction take place.  My home will always be in the Valley and I can see 
my future family living here.  As a strong libertarian and believer in property rights, I am able to empathize with all sides 
of this discussion.  
 
My primary concern with the proposal and maps that have been distributed to the Pitchfork Community is the chosen 
access point being Big Sky.  For a potential contractor, this seems to be the absolute least desirable of the choices.  The 
preferable access point would be Pitchfork, a block to the south, where it is a straight shot to the gated entrance on a wide, 
two-way street.  Whereas Big Sky is a one-way road which executes a sharp Left turn coming in from the Roundabout and 
will require large construction equipment (Semi’s, trailers, heavy excavation equipment, etc.) to make immediate, sharp 
turns to the Right coming out of the proposed Big Sky access point. We would all like to believe that the future 
Construction crew will have hearts of gold and respect the one-way traffic flow and make the hard turn Right, that they 
will not widen out their turns and destroy the lawns & property of our homeowners and that no automobiles will damaged 
due to collisions or blocked in their driveways due to trucks waiting on one another to clear the access road.  If the UPS 
and Waste Mgmt trucks have difficulties on our street, semi trucks and excavators will fare no better. 
 
As of right now we also have a small margin of space for parking on this street during all seasons (restrictions in winters) 
and it looks to get much tighter as the last couple of large homes change hands to new owners.  The amount of parked cars 
and associated toy trailers, etc also brings up another major issue which is the increased traffic and the effect it will have 
on the numerous families in the neighborhood with small children.  I do not believe I am exaggerating when I say we have 
the most children in the Pitchfork Community on this street. Concern for their future safety should be first and foremost.  
The alternative access point on Pitchfork to the south would be a far safer alternative for all parties.  The LLC petitioning 
for this access may not exhibit much care since they are indemnified from liability through their corporation, but this 
should be weighted heavily by the local government representatives immensely. 
 
Along with other members of the community, I too am concerned with the extra wear & tear on our streets (will our HOA 
charge special assessments at our personal costs), drainage and septic (odors) from the property, is this Limited Liability 
Corporation going to subdivide the property in the future for 20 more houses to be built, when will the 0700 hammers and 
compressors begin, are they going to put a chicken farm or an industrial sawmill in our backyard, etc?  More than 
anything, we as a people greatly dislike change and we all have a fear of the unknown.  I hope that the LLC that will be 
building on this proposed subdivided acreage can appreciate our concerns for our families (present and future) and our 
community. 
 
In summation, I feel it is the logical choice to make the Pitchfork gate the approved property access and scrap the proposal 
for the Big Sky Drive access point.  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Regards, 
Joseph W. Judd 
PO Box 1369, CB 
107 Big Sky, MT CB. 
440-223-0986 
jwjudd@outlook.com 
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