
AGENDA 
LARIMER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Wednesday, January 20, 2016/6:30 P.M./Commissioners' Hearing Room 
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
C. PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE COUNTY LAND USE CODE 
 
D. PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING OTHER RELEVANT LAND USE MATTERS NOT ON 

THE AGENDA 
 
E. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE DECEMBER 16, 2015 MEETING. 
 
F.   AMENDMENTS TO AGENDA 
 
G. CONSENT ITEM: *Will not be discussed unless requested by Commissioners or 
    members of the audience. 
 

*1. GARDNER SUBDIVISION           #14-S3262 
 
Staff Contact:  Michael Whitley   Page 1 

 
 
H. ITEM: 
 

4. SHAFFER/DRAKE CAMPGROUND SPECIAL REVIEW       #12-Z1899 
 

Staff Contact:  Karin Madson   Page 46   
 

 
I. REPORT FROM STAFF 
 
J. ADJOURN 
 
NEXT MEETINGS: Wednesday, February 10, 2016:  BCC/Planning Commission worksession 
   Wednesday, February 17, 2016:  Planning Commission hearing 
 



 



 

1. TITLE
        Review 

:         Shaffer – Drake Campground Special  

 
REQUEST

 

:   A. Special Review for a Recreation Vehicle 
(RV) Park with 12 sites and campground 
with 40 tent sites.  Additional structures to 
be included include the “guest house”, the 
office/cabin, and 2 cabins.  

 B. Appeals to Land Use Code (LUC): 
#1-Sec. 8.1.3.2. to waive the requirement 
for a drainage and erosion control plan & 
report requirement. 
#2-Sec. 8.5 regarding the requirement for a 
Landscape plan 

#3-Sec. 8.6.3.C.1. regarding the 
requirement for paved parking 

#4-Sec. 9.7 

#5-Sec. 18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) 
Parks 

regarding the requirement for 
right-of-way dedication for Hwy 34 and 
County Rd. 43 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water 
stations and sanitary stations.   
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks 
requirements, signs and outdoor 
recreation areas.  

#6-Sec. 18.4 Campgrounds 
18.4.2. Campsites.  
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements.  
18.4.4. Comfort Stations.  
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations.  

 
 C. Appeal to not pay the required 

application fee of $5800. 
 
LOCATION

 

:   03-05-71; located northwest of the Highway 
34 and County Road 43 intersection at 
Drake, CO. 

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER
 PO Box 255 

:     Jeff and Lori Shaffer 

 Drake, CO 80515 
 
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY OWNERS

 1601 Big Thompson Canyon 
:     Doris, Jerry, Jon and Lacy Shaffer 

 Drake, CO 80515 
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STAFF CONTACTS
 Doug Ryan, Health 

:       Karin Madson, Planning 

 Eric Tracy, Engineering 
 

FILE #:
 
         12-Z1899 

NOTICE GIVEN:

 

 Posting in the officially designated area of 
the Larimer County Courthouse Offices no 
less than twenty-four hours in advance of 
the hearing. 

 
SITE DATA
 

: 

Parcel Number(s)   15032-00-038 
Total Development Area: 36.84 acres 
Existing Land Use:  2 Single family residences, 1 office/cabin, 2 

guest cabins, RV Park and campground 
Proposed Land Use:  2 Single family residences, 1 office/cabin, 2 

guest cabins, RV Park and campground 
Existing Zoning:  O-Open 
Adjacent Zoning:   O-Open 
  
Adjacent Land Uses:  Residential, commercial businesses 
Services: 
 Access:  Highway 34 
 Water:   well 
 Sewer:   septic 
 Fire Protection: Loveland 
No. Trips Generated by Use: not determined 
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND:

 
  

In 1988 Jerry Shaffer submitted an application for Concept Technical Review (CTR), file #Z-24-88, for 
a recreational campground facility on two properties, the adjacent parcel with the restaurant 15032-00-
007 and this parcel 15032-00-038.  The request states that they “would like to build up our business by 
adding on as financial conditions allow.  Presently we can accommodate self-contained RVs and tents.  
Four cabins are currently on the property that can be used for overnight lodging with no water or 
electric.”  There is no site plan in the file.  The staff report for the CTR states:  

1998 Concept Technical Review for recreational Campground: 

“Application for approval must be made prior to construction or use of the property as a 
campground.  The parcel is now being used illegally as a campground, which may influence the 
final decision on approval or denial of the plan” and  

“The illegal uses that have occurred, or are occurring, will not be permitted to continue, i.e. 
mobile home uses, construction of buildings, lumber processing, cabin sales, illegal signage, etc.”   
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In addition, the CTR report identified water and sanitation concerns and states that “campgrounds are 
permitted in the floodway zone only by Special Permit.”  Upon completion of the CTR review it appears 
that no further action was taken by the applicant to obtain Special Review approval for the campground. 
 

On June 3, 1996 the Board of County Commissioners held a zoning/building code violation hearing on 
the Shaffer property at 1601 Big Thompson Canyon.  The alleged violation was for operating a travel 
trailer park, campground, and resort cabins without special review approval and constructing cabins, 
single family dwellings for rent and habitation without obtaining building permits.   

1996 Zoning Violation found, legal action authorized: 

The Staff findings at this hearing were:  
• The subject property is in the O-Open Zoning District;  
• The O-Open Zone allows travel trailer parks and campgrounds by Special Review;  
• Only one principal building is allowed on each lot;  
• Continued use of the property, inconsistent with the zoning, will affect property values in the 

area;  
• Two CTR applications for development of the property as a campground have been submitted 

and dropped or withdrawn before final review or approval;  
• Violations of the zoning and building regulations have been on-going on the property for more 

than 8 years.  
The staff recommendation was to find that the violations exist, require compliance within 30 days, and 
authorize legal action if the deadline is not met.  The Board found the property to be in violation, 
required compliance and authorized legal action if a plan to resolve the violations did not move forward 
in a reasonable fashion.   
 

Code Compliance initiated a file in response to complaint of campground in floodway.   On October 6, 
2011 the County obtained a court order and judgment by District Court requiring the property owner to 
cease using the property as a RV park and campground.  The RV Park and Campground were closed 
down in the fall of 2011.  Refer to the attached memo from Candace Phippen, dated October 29, 2012 
for zoning violation and building permit information. 

2010 Code Compliance Case initiated: 

 

Dec. 5, 2011 the Board of County Commissioners approved the removal of a plat note and condition 
restricting the use of the property to residential use. 

2011 “Residential Use Only” condition removed: 

 

On May 29
2012 Three Year Agreement for continued use of property as campground: 

th

 

, 2012 the Board of County Commissioners and the Shaffer’s entered into an agreement 
(“Agreement”) to allow the use of the property as a campground through and including May 31, 2015 
provided that the Owner submits an application for Special Review and Flood Plain Special Review on 
or before September 28, 2012.  The agreement (copy attached) gave the Shaffer’s 3 years to obtain 
Flood Plain Special Review and Special Review approval.  The campground re-opened. 

The applicant submitted their application for Floodplain Special Review at the same time as their 
Special Review application.  The Flood Plain Review Board recommended denial of the application.  
The Board of County Commissioners held 2 hearings on the application on Feb. 25, 2013 and May 6, 
2013.  The Flood Plain Special was approved on May 6, 2013 (copy of the Findings & Resolution 
attached).  The campground re-opened. 

2012 Floodplain Special Review application: 

48SHAFFER/DRAKE CAMPGROUND SR



 

 

On September 27, 2012 Jeff and Lori Shaffer submitted a Special Review application for a Recreation 
Vehicle Park consisting of 12 RV sites and a Campground consisting of 40 tent sites.  The application 
materials submitted were minimal due to the fact that the Shaffer’s waited until the last minute to 
request a pre-application conference for the application and were not prepared to submit the required 
application materials.  At the time of application the Shaffer’s did not pay the required application fee of 
$5800 and have asked that the Board waive (appeal) their application fee.  Several items noted on the 
submittal checklist were not submitted and were marked as “N/A” by the applicant.  Those include: 

2012 Special Review application submitted for review (current application): 

• Drainage and erosion control report and plan 
• Fire mitigation plan 
• Hazard mitigation plan (evidence of Floodplain Special Review approval).  This has since been 

completed.   
• Sewage disposal report 
• Soils report 
• Site lighting photometric plan 
• Water supply report 

 
The Planning Director at the time agreed to accept the application so that the Shaffer’s could meet the 
submittal deadline as required by their “Agreement” with the Board.  To date these items have not been 
submitted or adequately addressed.   
 
The application materials also indicate that the Shaffer’s have “no plans and will not change anything 
about the campground.”  The application materials state that the entrance to the campground has a turn 
lane, the water in the campground comes from a “well-n-spring” and is just fine, the septic and trash are 
serviced by Waste Management and include a vault (destroyed in 2013 flood) and porta-potties.  They 
indicate they have no plans to expand. 
 
The site plan submitted with the application indicates there are 2 houses, a guest house, a barn, a well 
house, a cabin office, and outhouse, a cabin, 2 water spigots, 40 tent sites and 12 electric RV sites. 
A revised site plan submitted March 2015 redefines these features to include a main house (legal non-
conforming, damaged by 2013 flood), a guest house (legal non-conforming mobile home, no building 
permit located, damaged by 2013 flood), a barn, a well house (has since been replaced with 2 sheds), an 
cabin/office (3rd

 

 residence, no building permit located), and cabins 1 and 2 (no building permits 
located).  Previously there was an RV on the property that was used as a residence, but this was 
destroyed by the 2013 flood.  The layout of the property has also changed since the 2013 flood, but has 
been substantially reclaimed and re-graded by some entity.   

Application materials indicated that the cabin/office is served by the campground spring fed well and a 
sealed vault, the septic system for the main house and guest house was destroyed in the 2013 flood and 
both residences sustained damage that has yet to be repaired.   The applicant has since replaced the 
electrical for the RV sites, which were damaged in the 2013 flood. 
 
The application was heard by the Planning Commission on April 15, 2015.  Please refer to the attached 
minutes for full details.  The Planning Commission voted to recommend to the Board of County 
Commissioners denial of the Shaffer-Drake Campground Special Review, file #12-Z1899.  The motion 
for denial passed 6-2. 
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2015 Agreement Extension:

 

 Spring 2015 the Shaffer’s requested an extension to their “Agreement” 
with the Board of County Commissions that allowed operation of the campground until May 31, 2015, 
while Flood Plain Special Review and Zoning Special Review applications were in process.  The 
“Agreement” was amended, allowing the continued operation of the campground with additional 
conditions and requirements.  Please refer to the attached agreements for full details.  

Since the time the “Agreement” was extended the applicant has been working to resolve the issues 
associated with the applicant and has submitted 2 additional revised submittals.  In addition, Staff was 
directed to re-evaluate the previously requested submittal materials as determined that the following will 
not be required at this time: 

• Drainage and erosion control report and plan (as long as appeal is approved) 
• Information to review access spacing, sight distance, legal access, paving, road maintenance etc. 
• Traffic impact Study 
• Landscape Plan (as long as appeal is approved) 
• Soils report 
• Site construction plans 
• Geotechnical report 
• Site lighting photometric plan 

 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS:
 

  

A. SPECIAL REVIEW: To approve a Special Review application, the County Commissioners must 
consider the following review criteria and find that each criterion has been met or determined to be 
inapplicable: 

 
1. The proposed use will be compatible with existing and allowed uses in the surrounding area 

and be in harmony with the neighborhood; Although the RV Park and Campground have been 
operating illegally for a number of years, the neighboring property owner has indicated concern with 
the lack of services (water and sewer) provided for campers.  Without the provision of basic sanitary 
and water facilities the use is not likely compatible with surrounding uses or properties. 
 

2. Within a GMA district, the proposed use is consistent with the applicable supplementary 
regulations to the GMA district, or if none, with the County Master Plan or county adopted 
sub-area plan; This project is not located within a Growth Management Area.  The County’s 
Master Plan indicates the area in which this proposal is located is rural.  Uses anticipated in a rural 
area include tourist-related businesses adjacent to major highways or tourist routes.  

 
3. The applicant has demonstrated that this project can and will comply with all applicable 

requirements of this code; 
 

Section 8 Standards for All Development 
 
Section 8.1 Adequate Public Facilities 
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Sub-Section 8.1.1 Sewage Disposal Level of Service Standards: Infrastructure for 
campground use included a small outhouse along with portable toilets.  Staff understands that 
the outhouse was destroyed in the 2013 flood.  Comments from Doug Ryan dated November 6, 
2012, March 26, 2015, September 17, 2015, September 28, 2015 and December 23, 2015 
address the requirements noted in Section 18 for campground and RV park facility comfort 
stations, water stations and sanitary stations.  The applicant has submitted an appeal to these 
Section 18.3 and 18.4 requirements, and instead proposes a more rustic type of facility.  Doug 
Ryan’s most recent comments indicate that the applicants most recent proposal to provide a 
minimum of two vaulted privies each containing a men’s and women’s toilet, and one RV dump 
station, located out of the floodway, are part of a compromise needed to move forward with the 
Special Review.  The facilities will need Building and Health Department permits and will need 
to be regularly pumped and serviced.  

 
Sub-Section 8.1.2 Domestic Water Level of Service Standards: Application materials 
indicated that water is supplied by a “well-n-spring.”  A well house and well are shown on the 
most recent site plan.  The existing well on the property is currently decreed for domestic use.  
 
Comments from Doug Ryan (dated November 6, 2012, March 26, 2015 March 26, 2015, 
September 17, 2015, September 28, 2015 and December 23, 2015) provide information on 
requirements for this water system.  Doug’s most recent comments identify two important issues 
which need to be considered regarding water service, including water availability and water 
quality.   
 
Additionally, the Colorado Division of Water Resources (letter from Joanna Williams dated 
October 23, 2012, letter from Tracy L. Kosloff dated March 24, 2015, September 23, 2015 and 
December 22, 2015) most recent comments indicate that there is an application in process to 
register a well on the property for commercial use at the Campground/RV Park with associated 
office space and employee residences.  That application is currently pending. They further 
comment that the ability of their office to register the existing well will be completed upon 
completion of their evaluation. 
 
The Division of Water Resources further commented that the applicant may decide develop an 
augmentation plan to allow for additional use.  This would require Water Court approval of an 
augmentation plan.   

 
Sub-Section 8.1.3 Drainage Level of Service Standards: The Engineering Department (refer 
to the memo from Eric Tracy, dated November 9, 2012, email dated Mar. 27, 2015 and Oct. 14, 
2015) originally required a drainage and erosion control plan & report.   The most recent 
comments state that the report is no longer required without any site improvements.  This is 
Appeal #1. 

 
Sub-Section 8.1.4 Fire Protection & Emergency Medical Level of Service Standards: The 
Loveland Fire Rescue Authority provides fire protection services to the site.  The district 
provided comments (refer to email from Carie Dann dated Nov. 1, 2012, memo dated Oct. 7, 
2015, email dated Nov. 15, 2015, memo dated Dec. 24, 2015 and an email from Allen Cravey 
dated Dec. 31, 2015). Comments were received regarding signage, bridges, gates, fire 
extinguisher requirements for a guest house, and a required inspection.   There are no 
outstanding comments and an inspection was completed Dec. 30, 2015. 
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Sub-Section 8.1.5 Road Capacity and Level of Service Standards: A traffic impact study was 
originally required for staff review.   The Engineering Department (refer to the memos from Eric 
Tracy, dated November 9, 2012, email dated Mar. 27, 2015 and Oct. 14, 2015) provided 
comments regarding the contents of this report. The most recent comments state that the report is 
no longer required without any site improvements. 
 

Section 8.2 Wetland Areas:  Comments from Rob Helmick, dated Oct. 22, 2012, indicate that there 
are no significant environmental issues associated with the site.  No additional information is 
required.  

 
Section 8.3 Hazard Areas: County maps do not identify geologic hazards in this area. The does 
contain flood plain.  The applicant received Flood Plain approval for the proposed RV Park and 
Campground in 2013.  Since that approval the property flooded in September 2013 and a large 
portion of the property was disturbed.  Much of the area was reclaimed and re-graded by the entities 
that have been working to reconstruct the river.  At this time the current floodplain has not been 
mapped.   

 
Section 8.4 Wildlife:  No areas of wildlife concern were identified in this review.  No comments 
were received from the Colorado Division of Wildlife.   

 
Section 8.5 Landscaping: Landscaping is being done as part of the river restoration.  No additional 
andscaping is proposed.  The applicant is appealing this requirement. This is Appeal #2 

 
Section 8.6 Private Local Access Road and Parking Standards: The Engineering Department 
(refer to the memo from Eric Tracy, dated November 9, 2012, email dated Mar. 27, 2015 and Oct. 
14, 2015) provided comments the requirement for detailed access and parking information.    The 
most recent comments indicate: 
• Dead end length – “standards have changed since my comments in 2012. No longer applicable.” 
• Parking- “Parking has not been analyzed, but based on historic use appears to be adequate.” 
• Paving – “With current and ongoing conversations regarding this topic, we can support a 

variance to this standard.” 
• Emergency access and circulation – “We will defer to any comments or requests from the 

emergency service providers.” 
There is no evidence that some of the area in which tent camping is proposed was previously used 
for tent camping.  Some of the area was previously fenced for livestock.  Staff does not support the 
parking appeal since no parking for the tent camping has been identified.  In addition, a new road to 
serve this area is proposed. This will need to be further analyzed if this use is approved. 

 
Section 8.15 Site Lighting: There are a total of six lights for safety.  In addition, the buildings will 
have motion activated lighting. The applicant has indicated that all lighting will be shielded, aimed, 
located and maintained to prevent glare and light trespass.  

 
Sec. 9.7 Dedications required.  9.7.3. Sufficient right-of-way for all county roads must be 
dedicated by the property owner(s) for each development proposal to meet the minimum 
right-of-way standards cited in the Larimer County Rural Area Road Standards or the 
Larimer County Urban Area Street Standards, as appropriate. Sufficient right-of-way for all 
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state and federal highways must be dedicated by the property owner(s) for each development 
proposal consistent with the recommendations of the Colorado Department of Transportation.  
Comments from Engineering (refer to the email from Eric Tracy dated Oct. 14, 2015 state the 
following: “We will defer to CDOT for any ROW dedication along Highway 34. We are not 
pursuing ROW acquisition along County Road 43 for the permanent post-flood repairs so we could 
support a variance to this standard”. CDOT has commented that they request that no permanent 
structures be built within the projected right-of-way for Hwy 34, which is 75 feet from the highway 
centerline. 

 
4. The proposed use will not result in a substantial adverse impact on property in the vicinity 
of the subject property; The uses proposed on the property have the potential to negatively affect 
adjacent properties if adequate measures are not taken to mitigate the impacts of the proposed uses.   
Although the Floodplain Special Review was approved, the 2013 flood destroyed a significant portion 
of the campground.  Flash flooding episodes continue to present a life safety issue.  Of continued 
concern are safety in the event the RV Park and campground are not evacuated, the provision of 
adequate public facilities outside flood plain area and potential impacts from dislodged RV’s or other 
materials within the floodway.  In addition, there are unpermitted (no building permit) cabins located 
within the floodplain area. 
 
5. The recommendations of referral agencies have been considered.  Comments from the 
referral agencies are attached to this report and have been considered in the review of this application.  

 
6.   The Applicant has demonstrated that this project can meet applicable additional criteria listed 
in Section 4.3 Use Descriptions.  Section 18 of the Land Use Code is applicable for both RV Parks and 
Campgrounds.  There are a number of standards in that the applicant was requested an appeal from, as 
noted below. 
 
B. APPEALS: 

#1-Appeal to Sec. 8.1.3.2. 

#2-Appeal to Sec. 8.5

to waive the requirement for a drainage and erosion control plan & report 
requirement.  Refer to Sub-Section 8.1.3 above. 
 

 

#3- Appeal to Sec. Sec. 8.6.3.C.1. regarding the requirement for paved parking. Refer to Section 
8.6 above. 
 

regarding the requirement for a Landscape plan. Refer to Section 8.5 above. 
 

#4- Appeal to Sec. Sec. 9.7 

 

regarding the requirement for right-of-way dedication for Hwy 34 and 
County Rd. 43 

#5 – Appeal to Sec. 18.3. Recreational Vehicle Parks:  This is Appeal #5. 
 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.  The applicant has 
submitted an appeal to the following requirements outlined in this section.  They propose to 
continue with a more rustic type of campground, similar to a traditional Forest Service 
campground.   
Table 18.3.2.1. requires the following for up to 15 sites: 1 male and 2 female toilets, 1 
urinal, 1 male and 1 female lavatory, and 1 male and 1 female shower. The recent 
proposal includes two vaulted privies each containing a men’s and women’s toilet, and one 

53SHAFFER/DRAKE CAMPGROUND SR



 

RV dump station, all of which would be located out of the floodway. No showers are 
proposed. 
I. Every water station must be equipped with two or more hydrants; water fountain; 

sump; vacuum breaker to prevent siphoning; shut-off valve to control rate of water 
flow; and flexible hose to reach the inlet of recreational vehicle water storage tanks. 
The water station must be constructed to allow good drainage and prevent freezing.  
A single water outlet is shown on the site plan. 

 
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas.  The 

applicant has submitted an appeal to the following requirements: 
F. Sites in a recreational vehicle park have the following recreational vehicle 
minimum setback requirements: 

o From the boundary of a public right-of-way - 200 feet. RV sites are proposed in 
an area approximately 85 feet from the road right-of-way.   

 
#6 - Appeal to Sec. 18.4 Campgrounds.   

 
18.4.2. Campsites. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the following requirements 

outlined in this section. 
B. Each campsite must be equipped with a numbered and color-coded sign indicator 

of at least four square inches and attached to a post or tree on or near the campsite, 
indicating the type of recreational vehicle that may be parked on the campsite.  No 
signage is proposed.   

C. Each campsite must include a parking space of at least 200 square feet for one 
vehicle other than a recreational vehicle. That parking space must be constructed so 
no portion of the vehicle extends onto any roadway within the campground.  No 
parking is identified or proposed.  Staff does not support the parking appeal since no 
parking for the tent camping has been identified. 

 
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the 

following requirements outlined in this section. 
D.  Campsites within a campground and recreational vehicles parked within a 
campground must comply with these minimum setback requirements: 

o From the perimeter of the campground – 75 feet.  Tent sites are proposed 
approximately 40-45 feet from the perimeter.  

o From the boundary of a public right-of-way -  200 feet. Tent sites are proposed 
approximately 40-45 feet from the right-of-way. 

 
18.4.4. Comfort Stations (table). The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements 

outlined in this section. 
For campgrounds with 31-45 sites the following are required: 2 male and 3 female 
toilets, 1 urinal, 3 male and 3 female lavatories, 1 male and 1 female shower.  The recent 
proposal includes two vaulted privies each containing a men’s and women’s toilet, both of 
which would be located out of the floodway.  No showers are proposed. 
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18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements 
outlined in this section. 
B. Every water station must be equipped with two or more hydrants; water fountain; 
sump; vacuum breaker to prevent siphoning; shut-off valve to control water flow rate; 
and a flexible hose to reach the inlet of recreational vehicle water storage tanks. The 
water station must be constructed to allow good drainage and prevent freezing. A single 
water outlet is shown on the site plan. 
 

C. FEE APPEAL: The applicant has requested that the $5800 application fee be waived since that can’t 
afford that much.  As an alternative they have proposed to pay a reduced fee or monthly payments. 
 

 
OTHER REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS
 

: 

• Code Compliance provided comments regarding the status of building permits for the property.  
Refer to the memo from Candace Phippen, dated October 29, 2012 for full details.   

• Rob Helmick, Environmental Coordinator had no comments (emails from Oct. 22, 2012 and 
Oct. 22, 2015) from an environmental perspective.  This is already a disturbed site. 

• The Building Department (refer to email from Stan Griep, dated Oct. 12, 2012, Mar. 9,2015, 
Sept. 11, 2015 and Dec. 7, 2015) commented on building permit requirements, remodels, change 
of occupancy, and the use of tent structures for more than 180 days. 

• Road and Bridge (email from Jim Frick, dated Sept. 17, 2015) identified no conflicts. 
• The Army Corps of Engineers (refer to letter from Timothy T. Carey, dated October 16, 2012) 

commented that any work in wetlands areas will require a permit. 
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (dated Oct. 27, 2015) had no concerns. 

 
  
MAJOR ISSUES AND CONCERNS
 

: 

1. The camping areas are located within a floodway.  The layout of the campground has changed 
and been revised since the time of the Flood Plain Special Review and now includes additional 
area for tent camping and a new internal access road. 

2. Parking for tent camping and the internal access road has not been analyzed.  Parking needs to be 
identified.  Approval of an appeal that requires no parking areas is inconsistent with the 
requirements of the Land Use Code. 

3. At this time the applicant has not demonstrated that there is a legal source of water for the 
campground.  If their well permit is not approved they will likely need to go to Water Court to 
gain approval for a commercial water source. 

4. It is likely that some of the buildings requiring Building Permit will need approval of a Setback 
Variance as they do not appear to meet required setbacks.  County Road 43 (major collector) 
requires a 100 foot setback from the right-of-way centerline.  Cabin #1 appears to be 63 feet 
from the right-of-way centerline. Cabin #2 appears to be 43 feet from the right-of-way centerline.  
The Office/Cabin appears to be approximately 81 feet from right-of-way centerline.  Prior to 
submitting for a building permit, each of these structures will need to have approval of a Setback 
Variance. 

5. Neighbor comments.  Comments for and against the campground are included in this packet. 
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TEAM FINDINGS
 

:   

A. SPECIAL REVIEW: The Development Services Team suggests following findings with 
respect to this requested Special Review:   

 
1. The proposed use will be compatible with existing and allowed uses in the surrounding 

area and be in harmony with the neighborhood; The RV Park and Campground have 
been operating illegally for a number of years.  With the proposed basic sanitary and water 
facilities the use is likely compatible with surrounding uses or properties. 

 
2. Within the Fort Collins GMA district, the proposed use is not consistent with the 

applicable supplementary regulations to the GMA district, or if none, with the county 
master plan or county adopted sub-area plan; This project is not located within a Growth 
Management Area.  The County’s Master Plan indicates the area in which this proposal is 
located is rural.  Uses anticipated in a rural area include tourist-related businesses adjacent to 
major highways or tourist routes. 

 
3. The applicant has not demonstrated that this project can and will comply with all 

applicable requirements of this code.  The applicant has not provided all the information 
or plans to demonstrate that the project can and will comply with all the applicable 
requirements of the Land Use Code.  In some instances an assumptions have been made that 
since the facility has been operating over the years that no changes or further evaluation is 
needed.  This is not the same as meeting the LUC requirements.  

 
4. The proposed use has the potential to result in a substantial adverse impact on 

property in the vicinity of the subject property.  Although the Floodplain Special Review 
was approved, the 2013 flood destroyed a significant portion of the campground.  Flash 
flooding episodes present a life safety issue.  Continued concerns include the safety of 
campers in the event the RV Park and campground are not evacuated, the provision of 
adequate public facilities outside flood plain area and potential impacts from dislodged 
RV’s.  It is staff’s assessment that this proposed use does not meet this criterion. 

 
5. The recommendations of referral agencies have been considered.  Referral agency 

recommendations have been considered and are attached to this staff report.   
 

6. The Applicant has demonstrated that this project can meet applicable additional 
criteria listed in Section 4.3 Use Descriptions.  Section 18 of the Land Use Code contains 
standards for RV Parks and campground.  The applicant has requested the approval of 
appeals to the many of these standards.  See below.   

 
B. APPEALS TO STANDARDS: The criteria for appeals are as follows: 

When considering whether to approve an appeal to deviate from standards or requirements of 
this Code, other than minimum lot size requirements, the County Commissioners may grant the 
appeal subject to safeguards and conditions consistent with their findings concerning the 
following factors. The County Commissioners will consider each of the following factors and 
make findings pertaining to each one which, in their discretion, applies to the appeal: 
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1. Approval of the appeal will not subvert the purpose of the standard or requirement.   
 
#1-Sec. 8.1.3.2. 

#2-Sec. 8.5

to waive the requirement for a drainage and erosion control plan & report 
requirement.  Due to the fact there are no changes proposed, Staff supports this appeal.   

 

#3-Sec. 8.6.3.C.1. regarding the requirement for paved parking.  Due to the nature of the 
location and use, Staff supports this appeal. 

regarding the requirement for a Landscape plan.  Due to the nature of the location, 
Staff supports this appeal. 

#4-Sec. 9.7 

#5-Sec. 18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks 

regarding the requirement for right-of-way dedication for Hwy 34 and County Rd. 
43.  Due to the nature of the use and its location, Staff supports this appeal. 

18.3.2.1 (table) and 18.3.2.I. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.  
Due to the nature of the location and use, Staff supports this appeal. 
18.3.3. F. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas. Due to 
the nature of the location and use, Staff supports this appeal. 

#6-Sec. 18.4 Campgrounds 
18.4.2.B. and C. Campsites. No parking or campsite signage is identified or proposed.  Staff 
does not

18.4.3.D. Road and setback requirements. Due to the nature of the location and use, Staff 
supports this appeal. 

 support these appeals since no parking for the individual tent sites or signage has 
been identified. 

18.4.4. (table) Comfort Stations. Due to the nature of the location and use, Staff supports 
this appeal. 
18.4.5.B. Water and sanitary stations. Due to the nature of the location and use, Staff 
supports this appeal. 

 
2. Approval of the appeal will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or 

property values in the neighborhood.  Approval of a more rustic type campground may 
not have a negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood if the improvements are 
completed property and well maintained. 

 
3. Approval of the appeal is the minimum action necessary.  Approval of the appeals is 

not the minimum action necessary for this particular proposal.  The applicant could choose 
to meet with requirements and provide additional improvements. 

 
4. Approval of the appeal will not result in increased costs to the general public.  

Approval of the appeals should not result in increased costs to the public. 
 

5. Approval of the appeal is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Code.  
Because so many standards are being appealed, approval of the appeals is not consistent 
with the intent and purposed of the code. 

 
C. FEE APPEAL: 

Approval of the fee appeal would mean the taxpayers would be paying for Staff time to review 
the application rather that the portion generally covered by the applicant.   Staff has spent 
numerous hours over 3 ½ years working with the applicant, reviewing the project and 
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preparing hearing materials etc.  Even if the application fee is paid, the costs to review and 
process this particular application are much more than a typical Special Review application. 

 
  
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TEAM RECOMMENDATION
 

:  

A. Due to the location of the property and proposed camping areas within the floodway, the 
Development Services Team offers no specific recommendation with regard to the Special 
Review.   
 
However, if the Planning Commission is considering a recommendation for approval the 
following conditions should be considered at a minimum: 

 
1. This Special Review approval shall automatically expire without a public hearing if the use 

is not commenced within three years of the date of approval.  
 
2. The Site shall be developed consistent with the approved plan and with the information 

contained in the Shaffer/Drake Campground Special Review, File #12-Z1899 except as 
modified by the conditions of approval or agreement of the County and applicant.  The 
applicant shall be subject to all other verbal or written representations and commitments of 
record for the Shaffer/Drake Campground Special Review. 

 
3. Failure to comply with any conditions of the Special Review approval may result in 

reconsideration of the use and possible revocation of the approval by the Board of 
Commissioners  

 
4. This application is approved without the requirement for a Development Agreement.  

 
5. In the event the applicant fails to comply with any conditions of approval or otherwise fails 

to use the property consistent with the approved Special Review, applicant agrees that in 
addition to all other remedies available to County, County may withhold building permits, 
issue a written notice to applicant to appear and show cause why the Special Review 
approval should not be revoked, and/or bring a court action for enforcement of the terms of 
the Special Review.  All remedies are cumulative and the County’s election to use one shall 
not preclude use of another.  In the event County must retain legal counsel and/or pursue a 
court action to enforce the terms of this Special Review approval, applicant agrees to pay all 
expenses incurred by County including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney’s fees. 
 

6. County may conduct periodic inspections to the property and reviews of the status of the 
Special Review as appropriate to monitor and enforce the terms of the Special Review 
approval. 
 

7. The Findings and Resolution shall be a servitude running with the Property.  Those owners 
of the Property or any portion of the Property who obtain title subsequent to the date of 
recording of the Findings and Resolution, their heirs, successors, assigns or transferees, and 
persons holding under applicants shall comply with the terms and conditions of the Special 
Review approval. 
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8. Prior to operation of the RV Park and campground in 2016 the applicant shall submit a site 

plan that includes information regarding parking for the proposed campground along with 
plans for the construction of the new internal road. 

 
9. Prior to operation of the RV Park and campground in 2016 and no later than June 30, 2016, 

the applicant shall have installed out of the floodway: 
a. two vaulted privies, each containing a men’s and women’s toilet, and  
b. one RV dump station. 

 
10. Prior to operation of the RV Park and campground in 2016 the applicant shall submit 

evidence to Planning Staff that demonstrates: 
a. The water source has been approved by the Division of Water Resources, 
b. Registration and approval of the water treatment and distribution system as a public non-

commodity supply, in accordance with State requirements. 
 

11. No permanent structures shall be built within the projected right-of-way for Hwy 34, which 
is 75 feet of the highway centerline. 

 
12. The applicant shall obtain Setback Variance approvals for structures #E (office/cabin), #G 

(cabin 1) and #H (cabin 2) prior to Building Permit application.  
 
13. Within 60 days of Special Review approval the applicant shall obtain all required building 

permits and inspection approvals for Structures #E (office/cabin), #G (cabin 1) and #H 
(cabin 2) as identified on the Plot Plan dated 2-20-2015. 

 
14. The application fee of $5,800 shall be paid by Feb. 29, 2016 if the appeal is not granted. 

 
B. The Development Services Team makes no specific recommendation on the following Shaffer-

Drake Campground Appeals: 
 
#1-Sec. 8.1.3.2. to waive the requirement for a drainage and erosion control plan & report. 
#2-Sec. 8.5 regarding the requirement for a Landscape plan. 
#3-Sec. 8.6.3.C.1. regarding the requirement for paved parking. 
#4-Sec. 9.7 
#5-Sec. 18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks. 

regarding the requirement for right-of-way dedication for Hwy 34 and County Rd 43. 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.   
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas.  

#6-Sec. 18.4 Campgrounds. 
18.4.2. Campsites.  
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements.  
18.4.4. Comfort Stations.  
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations.  

 
C. The Development Services Team recommends Denial of the $5800 fee appeal for the Shaffer-

Drake Campground Special Review File #12-Z1899. 
 

 

59SHAFFER/DRAKE CAMPGROUND SR



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



120



121



122



123



124



125



126



127



128



129



130



131



132



133



134



135



136



137



138



139



140



141



142



143



144



145



146



147



148



149



150



151



152



153



154



155



156



157



158



159



160



161



162



163



164



165



166



167



168



169



170



171



172



173



174



175



176



177



178



179



              LARIMER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of April 15, 2015 

 
The Larimer County Planning Commission met in a regular session on Wednesday, April 15, 
2015, at 6:30 p.m. in the Hearing Room.  Commissioners’ Christman, Dougherty, Gerrard, 
Glick, Jensen, Miller, and Zitti were present.  Commissioner Cox was absent.  Commissioner 
Wallace presided as Chairman.  Also present were Terry Gilbert, Community Development 
Division Director, Matt Lafferty, Principle Planner, Karin Madson, Planner II, Eric Tracy, 
Engineering Department, Doug Ryan, Health Department, and Jill Wilson, Recording Secretary.   
 
The Planning Commission went on a site visit to Shaffer-Drake Campground Special Review. 
 

None 
COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC REGARDING THE COUNTY LAND USE CODE:   

 
COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC REGARDING OTHER RELEVANT LAND USE 
MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA: 
None. 

  

 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE MARCH 18, 2015 MEETING:

 

  MOTION by 
Commissioner Glick to approve the minutes, seconded by Commissioner Gerrard.  This received 
unanimous voice approval.  

None. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA: 

 

 
ITEM: 

ITEM #3 SHAFFER-DRAKE CAMPGROUND SPECIAL REVIEW #12-Z1899:

18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks 

  Ms. 
Madson provided background information on the request for a Special Review for a Recreation 
Vehicle (RV) Park with 12 sites and campground with 40 tent sites.  Additional structures to be 
included include the “guest house”, the cabin/office, 2 cabins and an RV that was occupied by 
family members.  The subject property was located northwest of the Highway 34 and County 
Road 43 intersection at Drake, CO.  She stated that the request also included appeals to the 
following sections of the Land Use Code (LUC): 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.   
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas.  
18.4 Campgrounds 
18.4.2. Campsites.  
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements.  
18.4.4. Comfort Stations.  
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations.  
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She gave the history of the property and noted that there were no plans by the applicants to 
expand the campground.  She mentioned that after the 2013 flood the applicants did submit a 
revised site plan of the project due to the changes in the site from the flood.  She noted that the 
electrical hookups to the RV sites had been replaced since the flood.  She stated that Staff’s 
assessment of the project was that the site was not compatible due to the lack of services as there 
was a lack of information provided to Staff regarding water supply, sanitary services, traffic, 
drainage and erosion control, etc..   She also mentioned that the property was located within the 
floodplain and floodway.  She stated that the appeal requests would not meet the criteria for the 
appeals due to adequate public facilities requirements along with the public health, safety and 
welfare considerations.  She stated that the Development Services Team was recommending 
denial of the proposal and appeals. 
 
Commissioner Miller asked if the non-permitted buildings were constructed after the 1976 flood 
and also asked if they withstood the 2013 flood. 
 
Ms. Madson stated that they were built after the 1976 flood and had been on site for years.  She 
stated that there were structures not permitted that did survive the 2013 flood. 
 
Commissioner Glick asked if the electrical RV hookups required a permit. 
 
Ms. Madson stated that an electrical permit was required through the State. 
 
Eric Tracy, Engineering Department, also mentioned that a floodplain development permit was 
required through the Engineering Department for the hookups, which were not issued. 
 
Commissioner Glick asked if the site was currently operating. 
 
Ms. Madson stated that the Board of County Commissioners had given the applicants 3 years to 
obtain appropriate approvals and also operate during that time.  She stated that the approval was 
until May 31, 2015.  The applicants were asking for an extension of that date to November 2015, 
which would be heard before the Board of County Commissioners. 
 
Commissioner Miller asked why the State issued a permit for the RV hookups if the flood plain 
permit was not obtained. 
 
Mr. Lafferty explained that it was a State issued permit and was not processed through county. 
 

Jerry Shaffer, owner, stated that they bought the property in 1983 at which time it was a 
campground.  He explained more history of the site.  He stated that most of the buildings had 
been on site since 1986 and stated that they were in process of obtaining a permit for the guest 
house.  He stated that the RV hookups were permitted through the State because it was a 
stipulation of the Special Review that they were trying to abide by.  He explained that they were 
asking for an extension because their lives had been turned upside down since the flood, they had 
endured financial hardships, and they had not had enough time to acquire some of the 
materials/requirements for the submittal.  He stated that they did not need all of the appeals but 

PUBLIC TESTIMONY: 
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were asking for them because they had not had enough time to get all of the materials in order.  
He mentioned that the buildings did make it through the 2013 flood.  He understood that the 
property was within the floodway and that was why Staff was recommending denial. 
 
Commissioner Miller asked if they were informed in 1986 that they property was not 
incompliance and the buildings were not permitted. 
 
Mr. Shaffer replied yes.  He explained the history of the buildings and permits on the site.  He 
stated that they had been trying to legalize the campground since 1986 and wanted the extension 
to get the campground legalized. 
 
James Baranobic, motel owner in Estes Park, stated that he had known the Shaffer’s for 45 years.  
He stated that they were changing the area for the better and that the property was a benefit to the 
community.  He also mentioned that they were outstanding community members.  He wondered 
about the fairness and mentioned that they were one of the only sites that survived the flood.  He 
mentioned other sites that were rebuilding since the flood and did not understand why the 
Shafer’s could not rebuild.  He felt that it was the right thing to do to allow them to rebuild. 
 
Raymond Beck, Dillmann’s Custom Concrete, stated that the Shaffer’s had done so much for the 
community.   He stated that no rules were trying to be broken, and the applicant’s wanted to be 
in compliance.  He felt that the property should be approved and not be shut down. 
 
Lori Shaffer, owner, stated that an evacuation plan was in place and had been used in the past.  
She pointed out that during the 2013 flood they had everyone evacuated before the evacuation 
orders were in place.  She mentioned how the site had helped the community throughout the 
years and since the flood.  She felt that it would be a detriment to the area to close down the 
campground.  She also pointed out the other sites in the canyon that were rebuilding.  She 
mentioned that the port-a-potties along with the trash were emptied every week.  She stated that 
they needed the business but also wanted to continue to help the community and volunteers 
trying to rebuild. 
 
Don Knox, Colorado Campground Association, stated that Colorado needed more campgrounds 
not less campgrounds.  He stated that most were terribly devastated in the flood and felt that 
some lenience was appropriate in this situation. 
 
Jerry Shaffer stated that the campground had been in existence since 1927, and the previous 
owner changed the zoning which affected the conformity of the site. 
 
Commissioner Gerrard mentioned that there was an agreement signed by the owner stating that 
the site was not grandfathered. 
 

Commissioner Dougherty asked if buildings could be rebuilt in that area. 
DISCUSSION: 
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Mr. Tracy explained that if the structure was not substantially damaged (damaged less than 50% 
damaged) then the structure could be rebuilt.  He explained that several sites in the canyon were 
legal, nonconforming uses, which allowed those uses to continue.  He stated that a new 
campground was not allowed in the flood overlay areas and pointed out that the Shaffer 
Campground was being treated as a new campground. 
 
Ms. Madson explained that there was no proof that the site was a legal, nonconforming 
campground.  As a result, the remedy was to gain approval through Special Review. 
 
Mr. Tracy stated that a Floodplain Special Review along with the Flood Review Board voted 
unanimously to not allow that use in the area; however, the Board of County Commissioners 
went into agreement with the applicant for the past 3 years to allow them to operate. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked how much information submitted by the applicant was satisfactory.   
 
Ms. Madson stated that no technical information had been submitted such as reports regarding 
traffic, drainage, water supply, etc. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked about the septic on the site. 
 
Doug Ryan, Health Department, explained that there were a series of septic systems for the site.  
He stated that the tent and RV sites were served by outhouses and during the last 3 years had 
been served by chemical toilets.  The applicants were asking for an appeal to not have a comfort 
station, which had toilets, showers, etc as they wanted to operate more rustically.  He stated that 
2 vaulted privies would be required and would need to be located outside of the floodway.  He 
stated that no site plan had been received showing where those privies would be located.  He 
understood that the applicants were willing to work towards that but at the current time he could 
not determine if the standards could be met for the site.   
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if there was anywhere on site that could house those sanitary 
systems. 
 
Mr. Tracy stated that the site did have areas in the flood fringe or completely out of the floodway 
where those sanitary systems could possibly be located. 
 
Commissioner Miller asked why the old systems could not be replaced. 
 
Mr. Ryan stated that it might be possible for the residential structures; however, there were no 
records for permits for privies on the site that served the campground.  He stated that generally 
permanent campgrounds needed permanent toilet facilities, which would need to serve the RV 
and campground sites.  He explained that the applicants were asking to appeal the requirement of 
the comfort station and use privies instead.  In that case, the Health Department would require 2 
privies on the site.  He also mentioned that the RV’s would need sanitary hookups or dump 
stations, which was also being appealed by the applicant.   He stated that the Health Department 
historically found that dump stations were needed for campgrounds because when those were not 
supplied the gray water, etc. ended up being dumped onto the ground. 
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Commissioner Zitti asked what had been completed during the time of the Special Review 
submittal in 2012 and the flood in 2013. 
 
Ms. Madson stated that little had been submitted.  She stated that in December 2014 another 
meeting was completed with the applicants to go over requirements.  She stated that some 
additional information was received in March 2015 but no technical information was received. 
 
Commissioner Dougherty stated that he could not see that anything was completed from May 
2012 to the flood of 2013 that furthered the process.  He did not feel that there was a good faith 
effort prior to the flood to get things completed. 
 
Commissioner Miller agreed but felt that corrections could be made to the site.  He stated that he 
was for giving an extension to the applicants with them knowing that it was their last chance to 
get things accomplished.  He felt that the site could work as a campground and would like to see 
the use continue.  He understood the applicants’ hardships and felt that they could use an 
extension. 
 
Commissioner Wallace had sympathy and empathy for the applicants; however, the lack of 
information made it difficult to move forward and grant approval. 
 
Commissioner Christman supported an extension given to the applicants because she felt that if 
more information was received then the Planning Commission would be able to make a better 
decision regarding the Special Review. 
 
Commissioner Gerrard empathized with the applicants.  He stated that since 1988 nothing had 
been done and/or nothing had been brought into compliance.  There was also a time from 2012 to 
2013 where not a lot of effort was made to move forward with the process.  He hoped the Board 
of County Commissioners would allow an extension to their agreement with the applicants due 
to the flood and the circumstances that stemmed from that.  He stated that he would have to vote 
in denial of the application due to the lack of information received as it was needed to determine 
if the use could be compatible and meet the required standards. 
 
Commissioner Jensen moved that the Planning Commission adopt the following Resolution: 

 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission recommend to the Board of County 
Commissioners denial of the Shaffer-Drake Campground Special Review, file #12-
Z1899, for the property described on “Exhibit B” to the minutes. 
 

Commissioner Dougherty seconded the Motion. 
 
Commissioners’ Christman, Dougherty, Gerrard, Glick, Jensen and Chairman Wallace voted in 
favor of the Motion. 
 
Commissioners’ Miller and Zitti voted against the Motion. 
 
MOTION PASSED:  6-2 
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APRIL 15, 2015 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

AND ATTACHMENTS 



 

2. TITLE

 

:   Shaffer – Drake Campground Special 
Review 

REQUEST

 

:   A. Special Review for a Recreation Vehicle 
(RV) Park with 12 sites and campground 
with 40 tent sites.  Additional structures to 
be included include the “guest house”, the 
cabin/office, 2 cabins and an RV that was 
occupied by family members. 

 B. Appeals to Land Use Code (LUC) 
Sections: 
18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water 
stations and sanitary stations.   
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks 
requirements, signs and outdoor 
recreation areas.  

18.4 Campgrounds 
18.4.2. Campsites.  
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements.  
18.4.4. Comfort Stations.  
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations.  

 
LOCATION

 

:   03-05-71; located northwest of the Highway 
34 and County Road 43 intersection at 
Drake, CO. 

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER
 PO Box 255 

:   Jeff and Lori Shaffer 

 Drake, CO 80515 
 
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY OWNERS

 1601 Big Thompson Canyon 
:   Doris, Jerry, Jon and Lacy Shaffer 

 Drake, CO 80515 
   

STAFF CONTACTS
 Doug Ryan, Health 

:   Karin Madson, Planning 

 Eric Tracy, Engineering 
 

FILE #:
 
   12-Z1899 

NOTICE GIVEN:

 

 Posting in the officially designated area of 
the Larimer County Courthouse Offices no 
less than twenty-four hours in advance of 
the hearing. 
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SITE DATA
 

: 

Parcel Number(s)       15032-00-038 
Total Development Area:     36.84 acres 
Existing Land Use:      Single family residences and RV  
        Park/campground 
Proposed Land Use:      Single family residences, 2 guest cabins, RV  
        Park and campground 
Existing Zoning:      O-Open 
Adjacent Zoning:       O-Open 
  
Adjacent Land Uses:      residential, commercial businesses 
Services: 
 Access:      Highway 34 
 Water:       well 
 Sewer:       septic 
 Fire Protection:     Loveland 
No. Trips Generated by Use:     not determined 
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION/BACKGROUND:

 
  

In 1988 Jerry Shaffer submitted an application for Concept Technical Review (CTR), file #Z-24-88, for 
a recreational campground facility on two properties, the adjacent parcel with the restaurant 15032-00-
007 and this parcel 15032-00-038.  The request states that they “would like to build up our business by 
adding on as financial conditions allow.  Presently we can accommodate self-contained RVs and tents.  
Four cabins are currently on the property that can be used for overnight lodging with no water or 
electric.”  There is no site plan in the file.  The staff report for the CTR states:  

1998 Concept Technical Review for Recreational Campground: 

“Application for approval must be made prior to construction or use of the property as a 
campground.  The parcel is now being used illegally as a campground, which may influence the 
final decision on approval or denial of the plan” and  

“The illegal uses that have occurred, or are occurring, will not be permitted to continue, i.e. 
mobile home uses, construction of buildings, lumber processing, cabin sales, illegal signage, etc.”   

 
In addition, the CTR report identified water and sanitation concerns and states that “campgrounds are 
permitted in the floodway zone only by Special Permit.”  Upon completion of the CTR review it appears 
that no further action was taken to obtain Special Review approval for the campground. 
 

On June 3, 1996 the Board of County Commissioners held a zoning/building code violation hearing on 
the Shaffer property at 1601 Big Thompson Canyon.  The alleged violation was for operating a travel 
trailer park, campground, and resort cabins without special review approval and constructing cabins, 
single family dwellings for rent and habitation without obtaining building permits.   

1996 Zoning Violation found, legal action authorized: 

The Staff findings at this hearing were:  
• The subject property is in the O-Open Zoning District;  
• The O-Open Zone allows travel trailer parks and campgrounds by Special Review;  
• Only one principal building is allowed on each lot;  
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• Continued use of the property, inconsistent with the zoning, will affect property values in the 
area;  

• Two CTR applications for development of the property as a campground have been submitted 
and dropped or withdrawn before final review or approval;  

• Violations of the zoning and building regulations have been on-going on the property for more 
than 8 years.  
 

The staff recommendation was to find that the violations exist, require compliance within 30 days, and 
authorize legal action if the deadline is not met.  The Board found the property to be in violation, 
required compliance and authorized legal action if a plan to resolve the violations did not move forward 
in a reasonable fashion.   
 

Code Compliance initiated a file in response to complaint of campground in floodway.   On October 6, 
2011 the County obtained a court order and judgment by District Court requiring the property owner to 
cease using the property as a RV park and campground.  The RV Park and Campground were closed 
down in the fall of 2011.  Refer to the memo from Candace Phippen, dated October 29, 2012 for zoning 
violation and building permit information. 

2010 Code Compliance Case initiated: 

 

Dec. 5, 2011 the Board of County Commissioners approved the removal of a plat note and condition 
restricting the use of the property to residential use. 

2011 “Residential Use Only” condition removed: 

 

On May 29
2012 Three Year Agreement for continued use of property as campground: 

th

 

, 2012 the Board of County Commissioners and the Shaffer’s entered into an agreement 
(“Agreement”) to allow the use of the property as a campground through and including May 31, 2015 
provided that the Owner submits an application for Special Review and Flood Plain Special Review on 
or before September 28, 2012.  The agreement (copy attached) gave the Shaffer’s 3 years to obtain 
Flood Plain Special Review and Special Review approval.  The Flood Plain Special was approved by 
the Board of County Commissioners on May 6, 2013 (copy of the Findings & Resolution attached).  The 
campground re-opened. 

The applicant submitted their application for Floodplain Special Review at the same time as their 
Special Review application.  The Flood Plain Review Board recommended denial of the application.  
The Board of County Commissioners held 2 hearings on the application on Feb. 25, 2013 and May 6, 
2013.  The Flood Plain Special was approved by the on May 6, 2013 (copy of the Findings & Resolution 
attached).  The campground re-opened. 

2012 Floodplain Special Review application: 

 

On September 27, 2012 Jeff and Lori Shaffer submitted a Special Review application for a Recreation 
Vehicle Park consisting of 12 RV sites and a Campground consisting of 40 tent sites.  The application 
materials submitted were minimal due to the fact that the Shaffer’s waited until the last minute to 
request a pre-application conference for the application and were not prepared to submit the required 
application materials.  At the time of application the Shaffer’s did not pay the required application fee of 
$5800 and have asked that the Board waive (appeal) their application fee.  Several items noted on the 
submittal checklist were not submitted and were marked as “N/A” by the applicant.  Those include: 

2012 Special Review application submitted for review (current application): 
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• Drainage and erosion control report and plan 
• Fire mitigation plan 
• Hazard mitigation plan (evidence of Floodplain Special Review approval).  This has since been 

completed.   
• Sewage disposal report 
• Soils report 
• Site lighting photometric plan 
• Water supply report 

 
The Planning Director at the time agreed to accept the application so that the Shaffer’s could meet the 
submittal deadline as required by their “Agreement” with the Board.  To date these items have not been 
submitted or adequately addressed.  The application continues to include  inadequate information for 
Staff review.   
 
The application materials also indicate that the Shaffer’s have “no plans and will not change anything 
about the campground.”  The application materials state that the entrance to the campground has a turn 
lane, the water in the campground comes from a “well-n-spring” and is just fine, the septic and trash are 
serviced by Waste Management and include a vault (destroyed in 2013 flood) and porta-potties.  They 
indicate they have no plans to expand. 
 
The site plan submitted with the application indicates there are 2 houses, a guest house, a barn, a well 
house, a cabin office, and outhouse, a cabin, 2 water spigots, 40 tent sites and 12 electric RV sites. 
A revised site plan submitted March 2015 redefines these features to include a main house (legal non-
conforming, damaged by 2013 flood), a guest house (legal non-conforming mobile home, no building 
permit located, damaged by 2013 flood), a barn, a well house (has since been replaced with 2 sheds), an 
cabin/office (3rd

 

 residence, no building permit located), and cabins 1 and 2 (no building permits 
located).  Previously there was an RV on the property that was used as a residence, but this was 
destroyed by the 2013 flood.  The layout of the property has also changed since the 2013 flood, but has 
been substantially reclaimed and re-graded by some entity.   

Application materials indicated that the cabin/office is served by the campground spring fed well and a 
sealed vault, the septic system for the main house and guest house was destroyed in the 2013 flood and 
both residences sustained damage that has yet to be repaired.   Most recently the applicant replaced the 
electrical for the RV sites, which were damaged in the 2013 flood. 
 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS:
 

  

To approve a Special Review application, the County Commissioners must consider the following 
review criteria and find that each criterion has been met or determined to be inapplicable: 
 
1. The proposed use will be compatible with existing and allowed uses in the surrounding area 

and be in harmony with the neighborhood; The RV Park and Campground have been operating 
illegally for a number of years and neighboring property owner has indicated concern with the lack 
of services (water and sewer) provided for campers.  Therefore, without the provision of basic 
sanitary and water facilities the use will not likely be compatible with surrounding uses or 
properties. 
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B. Within a GMA district, the proposed use is consistent with the applicable supplementary 
regulations to the GMA district, or if none, with the County Master Plan or county adopted 
sub-area plan; This project is not located within a Growth Management Area.  The County’s 
Master Plan indicates the area in which this proposal is located is rural.  Uses anticipated in a rural 
area include tourist-related businesses adjacent to major highways or tourist routes.  

 
C. The applicant has demonstrated that this project can and will comply with all applicable 

requirements of this code; 
 

Section 8 Standards for All Development 
 

Section 8.1 Adequate Public Facilities 
 

Sub-Section 8.1.1 Sewage Disposal Level of Service Standards: Infrastructure for 
campground use included a small outhouse along with portable toilets.  Staff understands that 
the outhouse was destroyed in the 2013 flood.  Comments from Doug Ryan dated November 6, 
2012 and March 26, 2015 address the requirements noted in Section 18 for campground and RV 
park facility comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.  The applicant has submitted 
an appeal to these Section 18 requirements, and instead proposes a more rustic type of facility.  
The Health Department recommends that at a minimum the applicant be required to install at 
least two vaulted privies, each with a men’s and a women’s toilet.  In addition, the Health 
Department recommends that the applicant install a sanitary dump station for sanitary waste 
water.  The applicant has stated that they will work with the Health Department to install at least 
2 vaulted privies, each containing a men’s and women’s toilet. 
 
Sub-Section 8.1.2 Domestic Water Level of Service Standards: Application materials 
indicated that water is supplied by a “well-n-spring.”  A well house and well are shown on the 
most recent site plan.  Comments from Doug Ryan (memo dated November 6, 2012 and March 
26, 2015) provide information on requirements for this water system, which may require plan 
review State for a small water system and routine water quality testing.  Additionally, the 
Colorado Division of Water Resources (letter from Joanna Williams dated October 23, 2012 and 
letter from Tracy L. Kosloff dated March 24, 2015) indicate that there a 3 wells in the area, all of 
which are approved for domestic use.  One of those wells provides water for the adjacent 
property.  Additional information is required by their office to determine if the water provided by 
the wells can be used for commercial use under their Policy Memorandum 90-1 or whether a 
plan for augmentation will be required.  The applicant has not provided additional information to 
address these comments.   
 
Sub-Section 8.1.3 Drainage Level of Service Standards: A drainage and erosion control report 
is required for staff review.  The Engineering Department (refer to the memo from Eric Tracy, 
dated November 9, 2012 and email dated Mar. 27, 2015) provided comments regarding the 
contents of this report along with a comment indicating that site design will need to comply with 
all LUC requirements.  A drainage and erosion control report is required.   The applicant has 
indicated that they have not addressed these requirements and have submitted a separate request 
for an extension to the “Agreement” to complete these items.    
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Sub-Section 8.1.4 Fire Protection & Emergency Medical Level of Service Standards: The 
Loveland Fire Rescue Authority provides fire protection services to the site.    The district 
provided comments (refer to email from Carie Dann, dated Nov. 1, 2012). Comments were 
received regarding signage, bridges, gates, fire extinguisher requirements for a guest house, and 
a required inspection.   The applicant has indicated that they have installed the required signage 
(may require additional building permit approval), that there are no bridges or gates planned, and 
that they will comply with the fire extinguisher and inspection requirements.  

 
Sub-Section 8.1.5 Road Capacity and Level of Service Standards: A traffic impact study is 
required for staff review and has not been submitted.   The Engineering Department (refer to the 
memos from Eric Tracy, dated November 9, 2012 and email dated Mar. 27, 2015) provided 
comments regarding the contents of this report along with a comment indicating that site design 
will need to comply with all LUC requirements.  The applicant has indicated that they have not 
addressed these requirements and have submitted a separate request for an extension to the 
“Agreement” to complete these items.  No comments were received from the Colorado 
Department of Transportation. 
 

Section 8.2 Wetland Areas:  Comments from Rob Helmick, dated Oct. 22, 2012, indicate that there are 
no significant environmental issues associated with the site.  No additional information is required.  
 
Section 8.3 Hazard Areas: County maps do not identify geologic hazards in this area. The does contain 
flood plain.  The applicant received Flood Plain approval for the proposed RV Park and Campground in 
2013.  Since that approval the property flooded in September 2013 and a large portion of the property 
was disturbed.  Much of the area was reclaimed and re-graded by the entities that have been working to 
reconstruct the river.  At this time we do not have information regarding the status of the current 
floodplain or other hazards on the property. 
 
Section 8.4 Wildlife:  No areas of wildlife concern were identified in this review.  No comments were 
received from the Colorado Division of Wildlife.   
 
Section 8.5 Landscaping: No landscaping is proposed, although Section 18 includes a requirement for 
landscaping.  The applicant will need to show how the Section 8.5 Landscaping can be met or appeal the 
requirement. 
 
Section 8.6 Private Local Access Road and Parking Standards: Detailed access and parking 
information has not been submitted.  This information is required for staff review.    The Engineering 
Department (refer to the memo from Eric Tracy, dated November 9, 2012 and email dated Mar. 27, 
2015) provided comments regarding the contents of this report along with a comment indicating that site 
design will need to comply with all LUC requirements.  The applicant has indicated that they have not 
addressed these requirements and have submitted a separate request for an extension to the “Agreement” 
to complete these items.  Although staff does not have adequate information for review, we would like 
to note that paving of the internal road systems may be required since the access is located off the paved 
highway.  
 
Section 8.7 Road Surfacing Requirements:  Not applicable. 
 
Section 8.8 Irrigation:  Not applicable. 
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Section 8.11 Air Quality Standards:  Not applicable. 
 
Section 8.12 Water Quality Management Standards: Not applicable. 
 
Section 8.13 Commercial Mineral Deposits:  Not applicable. 
 
Section 8.14 Development Design Standards for Land Division.  Not applicable.   
 
Section 8.15 Site Lighting: No lighting was identified with the Special Review application.  Lighting 
should meet the requirements outlined in this section. 
 
Section 8.16 Fences:  No fencing is identified in the application materials.  
 

D. The proposed use will not result in a substantial adverse impact on property in the vicinity of the 
subject property; The uses proposed on the property have the potential to negatively affect adjacent 
properties if adequate measures are not taken to mitigate the impacts of the proposed uses.   Although 
the Floodplain Special Review was approved, the 2013 flood destroyed a significant portion of the 
campground.  Flash flooding episodes continue to present a life safety issue.  Of continued concern are 
safety in the event the RV Park and campground are not evacuated, the provision of adequate public 
facilities outside flood plain area and potential impacts from dislodged RV’s or other materials within 
the floodway.  In addition, there are unpermitted (no building permit) structures located within the 
floodplain area. 
 

E. The recommendations of referral agencies have been considered.  Comments from the referral 
agencies are attached to this report and have been considered in the review of this application.  

 
F.   The Applicant has demonstrated that this project can meet applicable additional criteria listed in 

Section 4.3 Use Descriptions.  Section 18 of the Land Use Code is applicable for both RV Parks and 
Campgrounds.  There are a number of standards in that the applicant was requested an appeal from, as 
noted below. 
 
18.3. Recreational Vehicle Parks 
 

18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.  The applicant has submitted 
an appeal to the requirements outlined in this section.   

 
• Table 18.3.2.1. requires the following for up to 15 sites: 1 male and 2 female toilets, 1 

urinal, 1 male and 1 female lavatory, and 1 male and 1 female shower. 
• Every water station must be equipped with two or more hydrants; water fountain; sump; 

vacuum breaker to prevent siphoning; shut-off valve to control rate of water flow; and 
flexible hose to reach the inlet of recreational vehicle water storage tanks. The water station 
must be constructed to allow good drainage and prevent freezing. 

• Each recreational vehicle park must have at least one sanitary station. The drainage basin 
of the sanitary station must be constructed of an impervious material. The sanitary station 
must be connected to the recreational vehicle park water supply and provide facilities for 
washing recreational vehicle waste holding tanks and for cleaning the general area of the 
sanitary station. 
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18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas.  The applicant 
has submitted an appeal to the following requirements: 

 

• Road systems within a recreational vehicle park are required. Road systems must form a 
loop system only and be constructed in the same manner and to the same standards as an 
access road. If a road system is for one-way traffic only, directional signs must be installed. 

• Access roads to recreational vehicle parks must be 16 feet wide for one-way traffic and 24 
feet wide for two-way traffic. The roads must be surfaced with granular material of no 
greater than 1½-inch grade. 

• Entrances into recreational vehicle parks or onto recreational vehicle park access roads 
off state or federal highways must be rounded by at least a 40-foot radius arc to provide 
convenient and safe ingress and egress to those highways without traffic obstruction. 
Intersections must also be maintained free from visibility obstruction for a distance of 125 
feet along the access road or entrance from its intersection with the highway. 

• Sites in a recreational vehicle park have the following recreational vehicle minimum 
setback requirements: 

o From the perimeter of the recreational vehicle park - 75 feet 
o From the boundary of a public right-of-way - 200 feet. 

• Recreational vehicles cannot be parked or attached to the ground or any other parked 
vehicle within any public right-of-way or within 100 feet of the boundary of any public 
right-of-way for overnight accommodations. 

• Roads and pedestrian walkways within the recreational vehicle park, buildings, comfort 
stations and other areas or facilities with nighttime use must be lighted for safe use. 

• A minimum of eight percent of the gross area within the perimeters of a recreational 
vehicle park must be maintained as an outdoor recreation area. Outdoor recreation areas 
include adult recreation and child play areas and comfort stations but do not include 
parking areas. 

 
18.4 Campgrounds 
 

18.4.2. Campsites. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements outlined in this 
section. 

 

• Each campsite must be equipped with a numbered and color-coded sign indicator of at least 
four square inches and attached to a post or tree on or near the campsite, indicating the type of 
recreational vehicle that may be parked on the campsite. 

• Each campsite must include a parking space of at least 200 square feet for one vehicle other 
than a recreational vehicle. That parking space must be constructed so no portion of the vehicle 
extends onto any roadway within the campground. 

 
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements 

outlined in this section. 
 

• Road systems within a campground are required. Road systems must form a loop system only 
and be constructed in the same manner and to the same standards as an access road. If the road 
system is for one-way traffic only, directional signs must be installed. 
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• Access roads to campgrounds must be 16 feet wide for one-way traffic and 24 feet wide for two-
way traffic. They must be surfaced with granular material of no greater than 1½-inch grade. 

•  Entrances into campgrounds or onto campground access roads off state or federal highways 
must be rounded by at least a 40-foot radius arc to provide convenient and safe ingress and 
egress to the highways without traffic obstruction. Intersections must also be maintained free 
from visibility obstruction for a distance of 125 feet along the access road or entrance from its 
intersection with the highway. 

• Campsites within a campground and recreational vehicles parked within a campground must 
comply with these minimum setback requirements: 

o From the perimeter of the campground – 75 feet 
o From the boundary of a public right-of-way -  200 feet 

 
18.4.4. Comfort Stations. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements outlined in 

this section. 
 
• For campgrounds with 31-45 sites the following are required: 2 male and 3 female toilets, 1 

urinal, 3 male and 3 female lavatories, 1 mala and 1 female shower.   
 
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations. The applicant has submitted an appeal to the requirements 

outlined in this section. 
 
• Except where no recreational vehicles other than tent trailers are accommodated within a 

campground, each campground must have at least one water station.  
• Every water station must be equipped with two or more hydrants; water fountain; sump; vacuum 

breaker to prevent siphoning; shut-off valve to control water flow rate; and a flexible hose to 
reach the inlet of recreational vehicle water storage tanks. The water station must be 
constructed to allow good drainage and prevent freezing. 

• Except where no recreational vehicles other than tent trailers are accommodated within a 
campground, each campground must have at least one sanitary station.  

• The drainage basin of the sanitary station must be constructed of an impervious material. The 
sanitary station must be connected to the campground water supply and provide facilities for 
washing recreational vehicle waste-holding tanks and for cleaning the general area of the 
sanitary station. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

OTHER REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS
 

: 

• Code Compliance provided comments regarding the status of building permits for the property.  
Refer to the memo from Candace Phippen, dated October 29, 2012 for full details.   

• The Building Department (refer to email from Stan Griep, dated Oct. 12, 2012) commented on 
remodels, change of occupancy, and the use of tent structures for more than 180 days. 

• The Army Corps of Engineers (refer to letter from Timothy T. Carey, dated October 16, 2012) 
commented that any work in wetlands areas will require a permit. 

• Neighbor comment provided by William Jones, date Oct. 18, 2012. 
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MAJOR ISSUES AND CONCERNS
 

: 

1. Application materials continue to be inadequate and lack enough information for Staff and 
referral agencies to evaluate the use including: 
• Water supply information is needed for evaluation.  Applicant must demonstrate a legal 

source of water and commit to obtaining required State permit(s). 
• Sanitary services information and plans need to be identified.  County Health regulations 

require these facilities to be located outside the mapped floodway. 
• Drainage, erosion control and stormwater plans need to be submitted for review. 
• Plans for internal access and circulation need to be submitted for review. 
• Traffic study and access information plans need to be submitted for review. 
• Compliance with the standards in Section 18 should be demonstrated or the request appeals 

should include information to justify approval of the requested appeals. 
• Plans for the use or removal of the unpermitted structures on the property need to be 

indentified and incorporated into the application.  There are residences and cabin(s) on the 
property that are being occupied without Building Permit approvals.  Both of the non-
conforming residences were impacted by the 2013 flood.   

 
2. Neighbor concerns.

________________________________________________________________________________ 

  One neighbor provided a letter of opposition. Concerns identified include 
health dangers associated with the lack of sanitary services, septic system permits for the 
existing residences, and concern with the lack of services provided for tent campers.  

 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TEAM FINDINGS
 

:   

The Development Services Team recommends to the Larimer County Planning Commission the 
adoption of the following findings with respect to this requested Special Review:   
 
A. The proposed use will not compatible with existing and allowed uses in the surrounding area 

and be in harmony with the neighborhood;  
  

B. The proposed use is consistent with the county master plan.  
 
C. The applicant has not demonstrated that this project can and will comply with all applicable 

requirements of this code.   
 
D. The proposed use has the potential to result in a substantial adverse impact on property in the 

vicinity of the subject property.   
 
E. The recommendations of referral agencies have been considered.   
 
F.   The Applicant has not demonstrated that this project can meet applicable additional criteria 

listed in Section 4.3 Use Descriptions.   
 
The Development Services Team recommends to the Larimer County Planning Commission the 
adoption of the following findings with respect to the requested Appeals to Section 18 requirement:   
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A. Approval of the appeal will not subvert the purpose of the standard or requirement.  Since 
the applicant has chosen to appeal the bulk of the requirements in Section 18 and provided little 
justification it is staff’s opinion that approval of the request would subvert the purpose of the 
standards and requirements since the standards and requirements are directly related to public 
health, safety and welfare.  
 

B. Approval of the appeal will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or property 
values in the neighborhood.  If there are not adequate sanitary and water services, access or 
comfort stations the campground may have a negative impact on the surrounding neighborhood.   

 
C. Approval of the appeal is the minimum action necessary.  Approval of the appeal is not the 

minimum action necessary. 
 
D. Approval of the appeal will not result in increased costs to the general public.  Approval of 

the appeal may result in increased costs to the public if health and safety are compromised.   
 
E. Approval of the appeal is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Code.  Approval of 

the appeal is not consistent with the intent and purposed of the code. 
 
  
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES TEAM RECOMMENDATION
 

:  

A. The Development Services Team recommends the Larimer County Planning Commission 
recommend to the Board of County Commissioners Denial of the Shaffer-Drake Campground 
Special Review File #12-Z1899. 

 
B. The Development Services Team recommends the Larimer County Planning Commission 

recommend to the Board of County Commissioners Denial of the Shaffer-Drake Campground 
Appeals to Sections: 
18.3. Recreational Vehicle (RV) Parks 
18.3.2. Sites, comfort stations, water stations and sanitary stations.   
18.3.3. Density, road, setbacks requirements, signs and outdoor recreation areas.  
18.4 Campgrounds 
18.4.2. Campsites.  
18.4.3. Road and setback requirements.  
18.4.4. Comfort Stations.  
18.4.5. Water and sanitary stations.  
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