
 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE 

YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

FEBRUARY 13, 2025 

12:00 PM 

 

February 4, 2025 

STATE OF COLORADO, COUNTY OF ROUTT 

 

To the Board of Directors of the Yampa Valley Housing Authority and to all Other Persons to whom it may 

concern: 

 

Notice is hereby given that a Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Yampa Valley Housing Authority, 

Routt County, Colorado, will be held on Thursday, February 13th at 12:00 PM in the Community Room of the Routt 

County Department of Human Services Building, 135 6th Street. 

 

Call-in Number:  1-253 215 8782 

Meeting ID:  572 571 3720 

Web Address:  https://us02web.zoom.us/j/5725713720 

 

Agenda is subject to change up to 24 hours before scheduled hearings. 

 

AGENDA TOPICS 

1. Call to Order and Welcome (5 minutes) 

2. Public Comment (5 minutes) 

3. Board Member Comment (5 minutes) 

4. Consent Agenda (5 minutes)  

a. Review and approval of January 9, 2024, meeting minutes  

b. Review and approval of the December 2024 balance write-offs (none) 

c. Review and approval of the December 2024 check register 

d. Review and approval of the December 2024 unaudited financial statements 

5. Staff Reports (15 minutes) 

6. Strategic Topic: Community Builders/Brown Ranch Update (25 minutes) 

7. Strategic Topic: Lottery Implementation Plan (25 minutes) 

8. Action Item: Weighted lottery preference finalization (25 minutes) 

9. Update on upcoming Committee Meetings  

a. Finance & Capital Planning Team: Cole Hewitt (Next meeting 2-20-25 10:00 AM)  

b. Property & Asset Management Team: Leah Wood (Next meeting 2-26-25 12:00 PM) 

c. Development Team: Lou Tortora (Next meeting 2-10-25 3:00 PM)  

d. Policy & Advocacy Team: Catherine Carson (Next meeting 2-26-25 11:00 AM) 

e. Community Engagement Team: Kate Nowak/Jim Beers (Next meeting 2-18-25 2:00 PM)  

f. Real Estate Team: Michael Ann LaMotte (Next meeting 2-13-25 9:00 AM) 

g. Ad Hoc Team: Robin Schepper (Next meeting 3-6-25 11:00 AM) 

h. Executive Team: Leah Wood (Next meeting TBD) 

10. Adjourn 

 

Upcoming Board Meetings: March 13th, 2025 Regular YVHA Board Meeting, Noon to 2 PM. 

 

Please Note: All programs, services and activities of the YVHA are operated in compliance with the Americans 

with Disabilities Act. If you need a special accommodation as a result of a disability, please call our office at (970) 

870-0167 to coordinate your needs. Please notify us of your request at least seven (7) business days prior to the 

scheduled event.  

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/5725713720


February’s Engage Five: A Board Member Challenge 
 
Background: The YVHA Communications Work Team challenges each board member to reach out 
to five of your contacts this month to discuss The Cottonwood project and deed restrictions.  Here 
are talking points to share.  Please share the feedback you receive with communications@yvha.org 
before the March board meeting. For more information go to https://yvha.org/cottonwoods/ 
 
The Cottonwoods at Mid Valley 
 

 
 
Phase 1 of the Yampa Valley Housing Authority’s newest development, The Cottonwoods at Mid 
Valley, is estimated to be completed in early 2026. 86 one-, two-, and three-bedroom deed 
restricted condos in the low $400,000s to the high $600,000s will be available in early 2026. 
Interested applicants must meet the following criteria: 

• One of the applicants must be working for, or retired from, a business physically 
located in Routt County. 

• Applicants’ income cannot exceed 100%-140% of the Area Median Income (AMI) for 
Routt County. Based on 2024 figures, that’s:  

o $83,400 – $116,760 for an individual 

mailto:communications@yvha.org
https://yvha.org/cottonwoods/
https://yvha.org/deed-restricted-home-ownership/
https://yvha.org/deed-restricted-home-ownership/


o $119,100 – $166,740 for a household of four (For further income and household 
size details, see this AMI sheet: https://yvha.org/area-median-income-ami/. 

• Sole residence: Applicant(s) must sign an affidavit stating that they intend to live in the 
condo full time. All members of the household cannot own another home, condo, or 
mobile home in the state of Colorado, or if anyone does, they must sell within 180 days.  

More details: 
• Phase 2 - Buildings 3 & 4 are still in design phase. YVHA’s hope is to create more for sale 

and rental condos.  The space can hold up to another 150 units targeting AMI’s of 80%-
150%.  This would include studios, one-, two- and three bedrooms. 

 
From Renters to Homeowners: Why Deed Restrictions Help the Missing Middle  
 

 
 
Deed restrictions are a useful mechanism to assist families in affording a home in areas with 
high market-rate housing, such as Steamboat Springs.  

• These restrictions provide renters with an opportunity to become homeowners and 
offer the security of a permanent residence. 

• Deed restrictions keep homes dedicated to the workforce and local retirees.  
• The primary purpose of a deed restrictions is to ensure that the property remains 

affordable both now and in the future. 
• Deed restrictions create long-term affordability, stability, mobility AND build equity to 

promote first time home ownership. 

For more information: If anyone is interested in buying at The Cottonwoods please fill out 
this Prospective Buyer Form (https://forms.office.com/r/kcQMZPXF2L) and go to the YVHA 
website to sign up for the YVHA newsletter (https://yvha.org/yvha-newsletter-signup/ ). 

https://link.edgepilot.com/s/5ecd4a34/Jk6TGJggI0u8vNRY2fPVhg?u=https://yvha.org/area-median-income-ami/
https://link.edgepilot.com/s/dc091162/FLetKfGN_0iZ474Do8FLFQ?u=https://forms.office.com/pages/responsepage.aspx?id=UDIKIwYn9kW91oA-qTh8zfgawHa06WFLiX0uZnIxla1UQVM1WTNJRTdJVkxJNFVSVks3N0k4MEhDWC4u%26route=shorturl
https://forms.office.com/r/kcQMZPXF2L
https://yvha.org/yvha-newsletter-signup/










YVHA Unaudited December 2024 Financial Notes: 

These are draft, unaudited financials. We still have invoices trickling in, and adjustments and reconciliations in the 
works. We are currently working on finalizing the 2024 numbers and uploading files to the auditors. The auditors 
will be doing their field work (remotely) the week of Feb 17th. We will bring the audited financials to the Board in 
March to be approved before our USDA deadline of March 31st. 

Dec is when we sweep many of the income/expenses from the income statement to the balance sheet, such as 
loan principal income, principal on note payables, mortgage income, DPA direct assistance. Because of this, you 
will see some expenses being zeroed out on the income statement. 

We book the 2024 property tax, to be received in 2025, as property tax receivable and deferred revenue as of 
12.31.24 on the balance sheet. 

Property tax received in 2024 is more than budgeted. SB 22-238, Section 5; 39-3-210 (2)(a) required state to 
reimburse local governments, excluding school districts, in 2024 for 2023 reductions in their property tax revenue 
resulting from the bill. We received $65k from SB 22-238. 

Specific ownership came in $35k higher than anticipated. 

We received 1.28M from the TAHG grant to reimburse us for a Mid Valley Phase 1 payment to Hausmann. 

We received a $7,000 Q4 distribution from Sunlight in Jan, which is booked as a receivable in Dec. 

We received $2,900 in misc. income for Alyssa consulting with UC Health on housing. 

Interest continued to come in strong, finishing 2024 $180k over budget. 

We issued one more Down Payment Loan in December, which makes a total of four DPA loans at $20,000 each. 

 All funds are within budget so far. (We don’t include depreciation in the budget calculations.) 
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Assets

Current Assets
Cash

Wells Fargo HSV O& M xxxx3604 67,290
Wells Fargo HSV T&I xxxx3646 10,192
ColoTrust Dev 2,938,737
Wells Fargo YVHA Oper xxx6622 81,307
ColoTrust DPA 82,480
Petty Cash 114
Alpine Checking xx4827 91,130
Alpine Money Market xx4836 186,019
ColoTrust FC 350,091
ColoTrust DPA CDBG 36,630
Whitehaven Operating - MVB 106,735
Whitehaven Security Deposits MVB 8,460
Wells Fargo HSV Sec Dep xx3588 32,138
Wells Fargo HSV Res xxxx3679 175,108

Total Cash 4,166,431

Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable 13,514
Property Tax Receivable 1,632,361
A/R from Partners 4,642
Grant Receivable 1,121,352
Allowance for Uncollectible AR (24,800)

Total Accounts Receivable 2,747,069

Deposits & Escrows
Prepaid Expenses 71,030

Total Deposits & Escrows 71,030

Total Current Assets 6,984,530

Fixed Assets
Building-Hillside Village 1,820,000
Fish Creek Mobile Home Park 5,077,803
Capitalized Interest-Construct 32,381
Hillsde Exterior Additions 683,210
Hillside FF&E 9,547
Hillside Interior Additions 406,266
Land - HSV 450,000
Land Improvements - HSV 127,795
Land Improv:Irrigation System 11,162
Office Equipment 1,167
Playground Equipment 12,577
CIP Backflow Prevention System 17,586
Whitehaven Mobile Home Park 3,125,000
City Water CIP 91,812
Brown Ranch land 24,000,000
Mid-Valley Land 6,000,000
Mid Valley Apartments 896,189

Depreciation & Amortization
Accumulated Depreciation (2,713,625)

Total Depreciation & Amortization (2,713,625)

YVHA
Balance Sheet

December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 3:48 PM MST Page 1
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Total Fixed Assets 40,048,870

Other Assets
N/R West End Village 4,141
N/R CDBG DPA 6,541
M/R - 2752 Honeysuckle Lane 71,864
M/R - 2952 Abbey Road (J) 65,675
M/R - 2954 Abbey Rd. (W) 59,767
N/R Alpenglow 109,092
N/R Reserves 1,116,087
Investment in LLC Reserves 130
Investment in LLC Alpenglow 525,100
Investment in LLC Sunlight 1,600,000
N/R Anglers Four Hundred 2,056,667
YVHA N/R DPA 440,879
City N/R DPA 30,067
CMHC N/R 10,192

Total Other Assets 6,096,202

Total Assets 53,129,602

YVHA
Balance Sheet

December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 3:48 PM MST Page 2
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Liabilities & Equity

Liabilities
Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable 1,260,516
Accrued Interest Payable 11,725
Payroll Liabilities 39,370
Security Deposits 43,598
Escrow - Jaime 1,226
Escrow - Welu (183)
Prepaid Revenue 25,139
Deferred Revenue 1,632,361
Deferred Grant Revenue 21,000

Total Current Liabilities 3,034,752

Long Term Liabilities
LT Alpenglow Note Payable 58,955
Whitehaven N/P 2,381,609
CWRPDA-DWRF N/P 136,315
CWRPDA-WPCRF N/P 312,570
USDA Consolidated Loan 1,067,709
City Note - FCMHP 538,332
N/P Alpine Bank 1,567,320

Total Long Term Liabilities 6,062,810

Total Liabilities 9,097,562

Equity
Retained Earnings 44,281,326
Current Net Income (249,286)

Total Equity 44,032,040

Total Liabilities & Equity 53,129,602

YVHA
Balance Sheet

December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 3:48 PM MST Page 3
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General Fund
Development

Fund Brown Ranch DPA All Locations

Assets

Current Assets
Cash

Combined cash 252,223 (503,636) 382,665 15,197 146,450
ColoTrust Dev 0 2,938,738 0 0 2,938,738
Wells Fargo YVHA Oper xxx6622 81,307 0 0 0 81,307
ColoTrust DPA 0 0 0 82,480 82,480
Petty Cash 114 0 0 0 114
ColoTrust DPA CDBG 0 0 0 36,630 36,630

Total Cash 333,644 2,435,102 382,665 134,307 3,285,719

Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable 2,830 7,930 1,025 0 11,784
Property Tax Receivable 0 1,632,361 0 0 1,632,361
A/R from Partners 0 4,642 0 0 4,642
Grant Receivable 0 1,119,678 1,675 0 1,121,352
Allowance for Uncollectible AR 0 0 0 (22,800) (22,800)

Total Accounts Receivable 2,830 2,764,611 2,700 (22,800) 2,747,339

Deposits & Escrows
Prepaid Expenses 29,086 397 108 0 29,591

Total Deposits & Escrows 29,086 397 108 0 29,591

Total Current Assets 365,560 5,200,110 385,473 111,507 6,062,649

Fixed Assets
Brown Ranch land 0 0 24,000,000 0 24,000,000
Mid-Valley Land 0 6,000,000 0 0 6,000,000
Mid Valley Apartments 0 896,189 0 0 896,189

Total Fixed Assets 0 6,896,189 24,000,000 0 30,896,189

Other Assets
N/R West End Village 0 0 0 4,141 4,141
N/R CDBG DPA 0 0 0 6,541 6,541
M/R - 2752 Honeysuckle Lane 71,864 0 0 0 71,863
M/R - 2952 Abbey Road (J) 65,674 0 0 0 65,675
M/R - 2954 Abbey Rd. (W) 59,768 0 0 0 59,768
N/R Alpenglow 0 109,092 0 0 109,092

Governmental Funds
Balance Sheet Governmental Entities

General, Development, Brown Ranch, DPA
December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 4:14 PM MST Page 1
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General Fund
Development

Fund Brown Ranch DPA All Locations

N/R Reserves 0 1,116,087 0 0 1,116,087
Investment in LLC Reserves 0 130 0 0 130
Investment in LLC Alpenglow 0 525,100 0 0 525,100
Investment in LLC Sunlight 0 1,600,000 0 0 1,600,000
N/R Anglers Four Hundred 0 2,056,666 0 0 2,056,667
YVHA N/R DPA 0 0 0 440,879 440,879
City N/R DPA 0 0 0 30,066 30,066
CMHC N/R 0 0 0 10,193 10,193

Total Other Assets 197,306 5,407,075 0 491,820 6,096,202

Total Assets 562,866 17,503,374 24,385,473 603,327 43,055,040

Governmental Funds
Balance Sheet Governmental Entities

General, Development, Brown Ranch, DPA
December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 4:14 PM MST Page 2
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General Fund
Development

Fund Brown Ranch DPA All Locations

Liabilities & Equity

Liabilities
Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable 15,797 1,131,173 47,248 20,000 1,214,218
Accrued Interest Payable 0 6,500 0 0 6,500
Payroll Liabilities 14,760 10,937 3,013 0 28,709
Security Deposits 0 0 3,000 0 3,000
Escrow - Jaime 1,226 0 0 0 1,226
Escrow - Welu (183) 0 0 0 (183)
Prepaid Revenue 0 0 1,076 0 1,076
Deferred Revenue 0 1,632,361 0 0 1,632,361
Deferred Grant Revenue 21,000 0 0 0 21,000

Total Current Liabilities 52,600 2,780,971 54,337 20,000 2,907,907

Long Term Liabilities
LT Alpenglow Note Payable 0 58,955 0 0 58,956

Total Long Term Liabilities 0 58,955 0 0 58,956

Total Liabilities 52,600 2,839,926 54,337 20,000 2,966,863

Equity
Retained Earnings 408,847 14,968,896 24,606,183 569,591 40,553,517
Current Net Income 101,419 (305,448) (275,047) 13,736 (465,340)

Total Equity 510,266 14,663,448 24,331,136 583,327 40,088,177

Total Liabilities & Equity 562,866 17,503,374 24,385,473 603,327 43,055,040

Governmental Funds
Balance Sheet Governmental Entities

General, Development, Brown Ranch, DPA
December 31, 2024
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Hillside Village Fish Creek Whitehaven All Locations

Assets

Current Assets
Cash

Combined cash (75,091) (35,020) (36,340) (146,450)
Wells Fargo HSV O& M xxxx3604 67,290 0 0 67,290
Wells Fargo HSV T&I xxxx3646 10,192 0 0 10,191
Alpine Checking xx4827 0 91,130 0 91,130
Alpine Money Market xx4836 0 186,019 0 186,019
ColoTrust FC 0 350,091 0 350,091
Whitehaven Operating - MVB 0 0 106,736 106,736
Whitehaven Security Deposits MVB 0 0 8,460 8,460
Wells Fargo HSV Sec Dep xx3588 32,137 0 0 32,137
Wells Fargo HSV Res xxxx3679 175,108 0 0 175,108

Total Cash 209,636 592,220 78,856 880,712

Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable 1,174 555 0 1,730
Allowance for Uncollectible AR (1,000) (1,000) 0 (2,000)

Total Accounts Receivable 174 (445) 0 (270)

Deposits & Escrows
Prepaid Expenses 2,931 37,506 1,002 41,439

Total Deposits & Escrows 2,931 37,506 1,002 41,439

Total Current Assets 212,741 629,281 79,858 921,881

Fixed Assets
Building-Hillside Village 1,820,000 0 0 1,820,000
Fish Creek Mobile Home Park 0 5,077,803 0 5,077,803
Capitalized Interest-Construct 32,381 0 0 32,381
Hillsde Exterior Additions 683,210 0 0 683,210
Hillside FF&E 9,547 0 0 9,547
Hillside Interior Additions 406,266 0 0 406,266
Land - HSV 450,000 0 0 450,000
Land Improvements - HSV 127,795 0 0 127,795
Land Improv:Irrigation System 11,162 0 0 11,162
Office Equipment 1,167 0 0 1,167
Playground Equipment 12,578 0 0 12,577
CIP Backflow Prevention System 17,585 0 0 17,586
Whitehaven Mobile Home Park 0 0 3,125,000 3,125,000
City Water CIP 0 0 91,812 91,812

Depreciation & Amortization
Accumulated Depreciation (2,382,821) (330,803) 0 (2,713,625)

Total Depreciation & Amortization (2,382,821) (330,803) 0 (2,713,625)

Total Fixed Assets 1,188,870 4,747,000 3,216,812 9,152,681

Total Assets 1,401,611 5,376,281 3,296,670 10,074,562

Business Funds
Balance Sheet Business-Type Entities

Hillside Village, Fish Creek, Whitehaven
December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 3:51 PM MST Page 1
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Hillside Village Fish Creek Whitehaven All Locations

Liabilities & Equity

Liabilities
Current Liabilities

Accounts Payable 18,227 13,575 14,496 46,298
Accrued Interest Payable 0 5,224 0 5,224
Payroll Liabilities 9,665 719 278 10,662
Security Deposits 32,138 0 8,460 40,598
Prepaid Revenue 4,443 12,745 6,874 24,062

Total Current Liabilities 64,473 32,263 30,108 126,844

Long Term Liabilities
Whitehaven N/P 0 0 2,381,608 2,381,609
CWRPDA-DWRF N/P 0 136,315 0 136,315
CWRPDA-WPCRF N/P 0 312,570 0 312,570
USDA Consolidated Loan 1,067,709 0 0 1,067,709
City Note - FCMHP 0 538,332 0 538,332
N/P Alpine Bank 0 1,567,320 0 1,567,320

Total Long Term Liabilities 1,067,709 2,554,537 2,381,608 6,003,855

Total Liabilities 1,132,182 2,586,800 2,411,716 6,130,699

Equity
Retained Earnings 393,401 2,514,674 819,735 3,727,809
Current Net Income (123,972) 274,807 65,219 216,054

Total Equity 269,429 2,789,481 884,954 3,943,863

Total Liabilities & Equity 1,401,611 5,376,281 3,296,670 10,074,562

Business Funds
Balance Sheet Business-Type Entities

Hillside Village, Fish Creek, Whitehaven
December 31, 2024
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Month Ending Year Ending

Month Ending 12/31/2024 Month Ending 12/31/2024
Year to Date

12/31/2024
Current Year

12/31/2024 Year to Date 12/31/2024
Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff

Income

Rental Income
4401 - Rental Income & Lot Rents 81,736 91,722 0.89 (9,986) 991,043 1,100,660 0.90 (109,617)
4402 - Subsidy Rent Income 11,318 0 0.00 11,318 128,108 0 0.00 128,108
4403 - Application Fees Received 75 50 1.50 25 509 600 0.85 (91)
4404 - Laundry and Vending 662 416 1.59 246 6,226 5,000 1.25 1,226
4406 - Tenant Charges 122 684 0.18 (561) 5,941 8,200 0.72 (2,260)

Total Rental Income 93,913 92,872 1.01 1,042 1,131,827 1,114,460 1.02 17,366

Vacancy, Losses & Concessions
4408 - Vacancy Loss (762) (782) 0.98 19 (20,323) (9,377) 2.17 (10,946)
4415 - Concessions/On-Site Mgt (347) (351) 0.99 3 (4,170) (4,210) 0.99 40

Total Vacancy, Losses & Concessions (1,109) (1,133) 0.98 22 (24,493) (13,587) 1.80 (10,906)

Net Rental Income 92,804 91,739 1.01 1,064 1,107,334 1,100,873 1.01 6,460

Management Income
4050 - Distribution from Partnerships 7,377 3,000 2.46 4,377 34,638 36,000 0.96 (1,362)
4190 - FCMHP Mgt Fee 2,775 2,775 1.00 0 33,300 33,300 1.00 0
4191 - HSV Mgt Fee 3,663 3,555 1.03 108 43,956 42,660 1.03 1,296
4192 - Whitehaven Management Fee 1,142 1,143 1.00 0 13,712 13,712 1.00 0
4193 - Sunlight Mgt Fee 0 8,642 0.00 (8,642) 28,757 103,706 0.28 (74,947)

Total Management Income 14,957 19,115 0.78 (4,157) 154,363 229,378 0.67 (75,013)

Financial Income
4010 - CDBG RLF Principal (297) 24 (12.37) (321) 0 288 0.00 (288)
4012 - CDBG RLF Interest 52 33 1.57 19 318 396 0.80 (79)
4020 - Principal WEV (2,024) 417 (4.85) (2,441) 0 5,004 0.00 (5,004)
4022 - Principal City 0 417 0.00 (417) 0 5,004 0.00 (5,004)
4024 - Principal CMHC (1,246) 833 (1.50) (2,079) 0 9,996 0.00 (9,996)
4025 - Grants 1,288,449 1,410,067 0.91 (121,618) 2,507,191 16,920,799 0.15 (14,413,60

8)
4026 - Principal YVHA (27,807) 833 (33.37) (28,640) 0 10,000 0.00 (10,000)
4035 - Property Tax Revenue 6,298 8,199 0.77 (1,901) 1,684,949 1,638,997 1.03 45,952
4036 - Interest on taxes 363 25 14.52 338 2,619 300 8.73 2,319
4038 - Interest Income 128,179 11,725 10.93 116,454 329,095 140,703 2.34 188,391
4040 - Specific Ownership 16,288 5,833 2.79 10,455 106,602 70,000 1.52 36,603
4060 - URA Backfill 553 7,000 0.08 (6,447) 90,657 84,000 1.08 6,656
4150 - Contribution Routt County 0 4,500 0.00 (4,500) 50,000 54,000 0.93 (4,000)
4155 - Contribution City SBS 0 4,167 0.00 (4,167) 50,000 50,000 1.00 0
4170 - Mortgage Income (11,459) 1,042 (10.99) (12,501) 0 12,508 0.00 (12,508)
4505 - DPA Interest 0 334 0.00 (333) 4,000 4,000 1.00 0

Total Financial Income 1,397,349 1,455,449 0.96 (58,099) 4,825,431 19,005,995 0.25 (14,180,56

YVHA
Annual Budget Comparison

December 31, 2024

Created on: 02/04/2025, 4:19 PM MST Page 1
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Month Ending Year Ending

Month Ending 12/31/2024 Month Ending 12/31/2024
Year to Date

12/31/2024
Current Year

12/31/2024 Year to Date 12/31/2024
Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff

6)

Other Income
4030 - Miscellaneous Income 2,900 0 0.00 2,900 4,453 0 0.00 4,454
4198 - Transfer from Dev Fund 50,000 104,166 0.48 (54,167) 1,015,000 1,415,000 0.72 (400,000)
4501 - Transfer from Reserve 0 2,750 0.00 (2,750) 33,000 33,000 1.00 0

Total Other Income 52,900 106,916 0.49 (54,017) 1,052,453 1,448,000 0.73 (395,546)

Total Income 1,558,010 1,673,219 0.93 (115,209) 7,139,581 21,784,246 0.33 (14,644,66
5)

Expenses

Payroll & Related
5000 - Payroll 89,045 95,645 0.93 6,600 1,078,448 1,147,742 0.94 69,294
5050 - Employee Benefit (54) 14,724 0.00 14,778 147,492 176,688 0.83 29,195
5055 - Retirement Program 5,518 6,149 0.90 631 69,413 73,786 0.94 4,374
5090 - Payroll Taxes 7,501 8,052 0.93 551 91,998 96,627 0.95 4,629
5095 - Worker's Compensation 1,870 1,531 1.22 (339) 17,537 18,371 0.95 834
6201 - Maintenance & Repairs Payroll 6,810 6,836 1.00 26 82,320 82,032 1.00 (288)

Total Payroll & Related 110,690 132,937 0.83 22,247 1,487,208 1,595,246 0.93 108,038

Administrative Expenses
5015 - Administrative Fee 0 217 0.00 217 2,500 2,604 0.96 104
6535 - Treasurer's Fees 201 4,097 0.05 3,896 50,630 49,170 1.03 (1,460)
6815 - Application Fee Expense 0 21 0.00 21 0 250 0.00 250
6820 - Office Supplies 0 250 0.00 250 2,028 3,000 0.68 972
6830 - Telephone, Internet 875 708 1.24 (167) 8,654 8,499 1.02 (155)
6835 - Training & Travel 1,377 4,271 0.32 2,894 36,007 51,250 0.70 15,243
6839 - Meals & Mileage 568 842 0.68 274 8,458 10,100 0.84 1,642
6840 - General & Administrative 1,394 483 2.88 (911) 5,985 5,800 1.03 (185)
6842 - Postage and Delivery 0 46 0.00 46 326 550 0.59 224
6852 - Printing and Reproduction 0 42 0.00 42 0 500 0.00 500
6853 - Bank Service Fees 29 25 1.16 (4) 360 300 1.20 (60)
6865 - Dues and Memberships 4,282 858 4.99 (3,424) 13,744 10,300 1.33 (3,444)
6878 - Computer Maintenance 1,737 1,288 1.35 (449) 19,754 15,459 1.28 (4,295)
6879 - Software Maintenance Agreement 945 2,109 0.45 1,164 26,581 25,305 1.05 (1,276)
6882 - Board Expense, Steering Committee 640 1,067 0.60 426 7,221 12,800 0.56 5,579
6915 - Due Diligence 5,403 833 6.48 (4,569) 23,176 10,000 2.32 (13,176)
6920 - Legal Fees 5,454 4,783 1.14 (671) 24,488 57,396 0.43 32,908
7131 - Other Admin. Expenses 0 125 0.00 125 258 1,500 0.17 1,242

Total Administrative Expenses 22,905 22,065 1.04 (840) 230,170 264,783 0.87 34,613

Marketing Expenses

YVHA
Annual Budget Comparison

December 31, 2024
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Month Ending Year Ending

Month Ending 12/31/2024 Month Ending 12/31/2024
Year to Date

12/31/2024
Current Year

12/31/2024 Year to Date 12/31/2024
Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff

6843 - Website Maintenance & Upgrade 3,000 833 3.60 (2,167) 19,521 10,000 1.95 (9,520)
6857 - Marketing/Annual Report 7,557 3,025 2.50 (4,531) 10,879 36,300 0.30 25,420
6870 - Advertising 133 450 0.30 316 1,549 5,400 0.29 3,851
6875 - Home Buyer Education 0 125 0.00 125 0 1,500 0.00 1,500

Total Marketing Expenses 10,690 4,433 2.41 (6,257) 31,949 53,200 0.60 21,251

Utilities
6500 - Gas 0 167 0.00 167 460 2,000 0.23 1,540
6501 - Electricity 1,617 1,133 1.43 (484) 13,042 13,600 0.96 558
6502 - Water 11,157 4,400 2.54 (6,757) 55,018 52,800 1.04 (2,218)
6503 - Sewer 10,214 4,200 2.43 (6,014) 54,102 50,400 1.07 (3,702)
6504 - Garbage & Trash Removal 5,421 5,011 1.08 (410) 55,941 60,124 0.93 4,183

Total Utilities 28,409 14,911 1.91 (13,498) 178,563 178,924 1.00 361

Operating & Maintenance Expenses
6145 - Rental Income Write Off 663 166 3.98 (497) 663 2,000 0.33 1,337
6295 - Other Expenses 0 63 0.00 63 0 750 0.00 750
6555 - Professional Fees 16,150 10,000 1.62 (6,150) 109,471 120,000 0.91 10,529
6720 - HOA Fees 0 482 0.00 483 8,093 5,792 1.40 (2,301)
6810 - Office Space & Utilities 0 4,417 0.00 4,416 55,879 53,000 1.05 (2,879)
6813 - Railroad License 0 825 0.00 825 10,150 9,900 1.03 (250)
6862 - Contract Labor 24,045 4,217 5.70 (19,829) 51,148 50,600 1.01 (548)
6871 - Park Improvements 0 708 0.00 709 7,350 8,500 0.86 1,151
6872 - Furniture & Equipment Expense 0 292 0.00 291 5,925 3,500 1.69 (2,425)
6883 - Balance Write Off (663) 83 (7.96) 747 415 1,000 0.42 584
7117 - Project Auditing Expense 0 1,678 0.00 1,678 21,000 20,140 1.04 (860)
7195 - Manager Unit Rent 762 762 1.00 0 9,144 9,144 1.00 0
7250 - Engineering/Surveying 7,613 0 0.00 (7,612) 73,468 0 0.00 (73,468)

Total Operating & Maintenance Expenses 48,570 23,693 2.05 (24,876) 352,706 284,326 1.24 (68,380)

Maintenance & Repairs
6202 - Maintenance Supplies 117 1,517 0.08 1,399 15,671 18,200 0.86 2,529
6203 - Maintenance & Repairs Contract 2,553 1,583 1.61 (969) 37,131 19,000 1.95 (18,131)
6204 - Painting 0 417 0.00 416 6,561 5,000 1.31 (1,561)
6205 - Snow Removal 19,321 5,625 3.43 (13,696) 99,272 67,500 1.47 (31,772)
6207 - Grounds 19,747 1,250 15.80 (18,497) 29,655 15,000 1.98 (14,654)
6208 - Cleaning 0 333 0.00 334 3,098 4,000 0.77 902

Total Maintenance & Repairs 41,738 10,725 3.89 (31,013) 191,388 128,700 1.49 (62,687)

Management Fees
6860 - Management Fee 7,580 7,581 1.00 0 90,968 90,968 1.00 0

Total Management Fees 7,580 7,581 1.00 0 90,968 90,968 1.00 0

Taxes & Insurance

YVHA
Annual Budget Comparison

December 31, 2024
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Month Ending Year Ending

Month Ending 12/31/2024 Month Ending 12/31/2024
Year to Date

12/31/2024
Current Year

12/31/2024 Year to Date 12/31/2024
Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff Actual Budget Budget Ratio Budget Diff

6850 - Insurance (1,024) 4,147 (0.25) 5,171 48,990 49,761 0.98 770
Total Taxes & Insurance (1,024) 4,147 (0.25) 5,171 48,990 49,761 0.98 770

Service Related Expenses
5010 - Direct Assistance (60,000) 8,333 (7.20) 68,333 0 100,000 0.00 100,000

Total Service Related Expenses (60,000) 8,333 (7.20) 68,333 0 100,000 0.00 100,000

Total Operating Expenses 209,558 228,825 0.92 19,267 2,611,942 2,745,908 0.95 133,966

Net Operating Income (Loss) 1,348,452 1,444,394 0.93 (95,942) 4,527,639 19,038,338 0.24 (14,510,69
9)

Non-Operating Expenses

Capital Expeditures
6210 - Annual Capital Budget (15,021) 2,750 (5.46) 17,771 6,741 33,000 0.20 26,259
6515 - Capital Contribution 13,075 128,334 0.10 115,259 0 1,540,000 0.00 1,540,000
6885 - Capital Outlay 1,219,559 1,435,416 0.85 215,857 3,368,625 17,225,000 0.20 13,856,375

Total Capital Expeditures 1,217,613 1,566,500 0.78 348,887 3,375,366 18,798,000 0.18 15,422,634

Depreciation & Amortization
6873 - Depreciation Expense 145,250 0 0.00 (145,249) 145,250 0 0.00 (145,250)

Total Depreciation & Amortization 145,250 0 0.00 (145,249) 145,250 0 0.00 (145,250)

Debt Services
5101 - RHS Debt Payment (USDA Loans) 38,263 5,135 7.45 (33,129) 65,730 61,619 1.07 (4,111)
5102 - USDA Overage 1,394 1,172 1.19 (222) 17,029 14,064 1.21 (2,965)
6710 - Interest Payments 17,850 11,333 1.58 (6,517) 136,769 136,000 1.01 (769)
6712 - Principal Payments (181,083) 15,945 (11.36) 197,028 0 191,337 0.00 191,337

Total Debt Services (123,576) 33,585 (3.68) 157,160 219,528 403,020 0.54 183,492

Other Non-Operating Expenses
5123 - Transfer From O&M to Reserve 1,482 1,482 1.00 0 17,781 17,781 1.00 0
6565 - Transfer to General Fund 50,000 54,500 0.92 4,500 654,000 654,000 1.00 0
6566 - Transfer to Fish Creek 0 13,750 0.00 13,750 165,000 165,000 1.00 0
6570 - Transfer to Brown Ranch 0 50,000 0.00 50,000 200,000 600,000 0.33 400,000

Total Other Non-Operating Expenses 51,482 119,732 0.43 68,250 1,036,781 1,436,781 0.72 400,000

Total Non-Operating Expenses 1,290,769 1,719,817 0.75 429,048 4,776,925 20,637,801 0.23 15,860,876

Net Income (Loss) 57,683 (275,423) (0.21) 333,106 (249,286) (1,599,463) 0.16 1,350,177

YVHA
Annual Budget Comparison

December 31, 2024
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General Fund Development Fund Brown Ranch DPA All Locations
Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date

12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

Current Net Income
Net Operating Income (Loss)

Income
Net Rental Income

Rental Income
4401 - Rental Income & Lot Rents 0 0 3,229 0 3,229

Total Rental Income 0 0 3,229 0 3,229
Net Rental Income 0 0 3,229 0 3,229
Management Income

4050 - Distribution from Partnerships 0 34,638 0 0 34,638
4190 - FCMHP Mgt Fee 33,300 0 0 0 33,300
4191 - HSV Mgt Fee 43,956 0 0 0 43,956
4192 - Whitehaven Management Fee 13,712 0 0 0 13,712
4193 - Sunlight Mgt Fee 28,757 0 0 0 28,757

Total Management Income 119,725 34,638 0 0 154,363
Financial Income

4012 - CDBG RLF Interest 0 0 0 318 318
4025 - Grants 36,000 2,444,068 27,123 0 2,507,191
4035 - Property Tax Revenue 0 1,684,949 0 0 1,684,949
4036 - Interest on taxes 0 2,619 0 0 2,619
4038 - Interest Income 24 242,950 0 19,918 262,892
4040 - Specific Ownership 0 106,603 0 0 106,602
4060 - URA Backfill 0 90,656 0 0 90,657
4150 - Contribution Routt County 50,000 0 0 0 50,000
4155 - Contribution City SBS 50,000 0 0 0 50,000
4505 - DPA Interest 4,000 0 0 0 4,000

Total Financial Income 140,024 4,571,845 27,123 20,236 4,759,228
Other Income

4030 - Miscellaneous Income 3,681 0 772 0 4,453
4198 - Transfer from Dev Fund 650,000 0 200,000 0 850,000

Total Other Income 653,681 0 200,772 0 854,453
Total Income 913,430 4,606,483 231,124 20,236 5,771,273
Expenses

Payroll & Related
5000 - Payroll 471,118 322,642 192,591 0 986,351
5050 - Employee Benefit 73,541 24,563 26,570 0 124,675
5055 - Retirement Program 29,348 18,700 11,294 0 59,342
5090 - Payroll Taxes 41,386 22,259 14,039 0 77,684
5095 - Worker's Compensation 6,734 5,585 2,709 0 15,028

Total Payroll & Related 622,127 393,749 247,203 0 1,263,080
Administrative Expenses

5015 - Administrative Fee 0 0 0 2,500 2,500
6535 - Treasurer's Fees 0 50,630 0 0 50,630
6820 - Office Supplies 1,025 0 311 0 1,335
6830 - Telephone, Internet 5,981 0 320 0 6,301
6835 - Training & Travel 24,495 6,087 4,825 0 35,407
6839 - Meals & Mileage 6,930 95 1,037 0 8,062
6840 - General & Administrative 3,650 355 845 0 4,851
6842 - Postage and Delivery 146 0 0 0 146
6853 - Bank Service Fees 308 18 0 0 326
6865 - Dues and Memberships 9,956 1,196 50 0 11,202
6878 - Computer Maintenance 18,630 0 692 0 19,322
6879 - Software Maintenance Agreement 6,013 5,905 770 0 12,687
6882 - Board Expense, Steering Commit-
tee

4,045 0 3,176 0 7,221

6915 - Due Diligence 0 23,176 0 0 23,176
6920 - Legal Fees 4,727 5,587 11,189 0 21,504

Governmental Funds
Income Statement Govt Entities

Gen, Dev, BR, DPA
December 31, 2024
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General Fund Development Fund Brown Ranch DPA All Locations
Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date

12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

Total Administrative Expenses 85,906 93,049 23,215 2,500 204,670
Marketing Expenses

6843 - Website Maintenance & Upgrade 12,805 0 6,716 0 19,521
6857 - Marketing/Annual Report 4,485 115 6,281 0 10,880
6870 - Advertising 429 0 1,119 0 1,548

Total Marketing Expenses 17,719 115 14,116 0 31,949
Utilities

6500 - Gas 0 0 460 0 460
6501 - Electricity 0 0 1,239 0 1,239
6502 - Water 0 0 423 0 424

Total Utilities 0 0 2,122 0 2,123
Operating & Maintenance Expenses

6555 - Professional Fees 0 19,990 89,482 0 109,471
6720 - HOA Fees 0 8,092 0 0 8,092
6810 - Office Space & Utilities 55,879 0 0 0 55,880
6862 - Contract Labor 10,742 12,550 15,855 0 39,147
6872 - Furniture & Equipment Expense 2,340 0 2,441 0 4,781
7117 - Project Auditing Expense 10,400 0 0 0 10,400
7250 - Engineering/Surveying 0 0 73,468 0 73,469

Total Operating & Maintenance Ex-
penses

79,361 40,632 181,246 0 301,240

Maintenance & Repairs
6202 - Maintenance Supplies 0 0 246 0 245
6205 - Snow Removal 0 0 3,208 0 3,208
6207 - Grounds 0 0 19,598 0 19,598

Total Maintenance & Repairs 0 0 23,052 0 23,051
Taxes & Insurance

6850 - Insurance 6,898 0 15,217 0 22,115
Total Taxes & Insurance 6,898 0 15,217 0 22,115

Total Operating Expenses 812,011 527,545 506,171 2,500 1,848,228
Net Operating Income (Loss) 101,419 4,078,938 (275,047) 17,736 3,923,045
Non-Operating Expenses

Capital Expeditures
6885 - Capital Outlay 0 3,368,186 0 0 3,368,185

Total Capital Expeditures 0 3,368,186 0 0 3,368,185
Debt Services

6710 - Interest Payments 0 1,200 0 0 1,200
Total Debt Services 0 1,200 0 0 1,200
Other Non-Operating Expenses

6565 - Transfer to General Fund 0 650,000 0 4,000 654,000
6566 - Transfer to Fish Creek 0 165,000 0 0 165,000
6570 - Transfer to Brown Ranch 0 200,000 0 0 200,000

Total Other Non-Operating Expenses 0 1,015,000 0 4,000 1,019,000
Total Non-Operating Expenses 0 4,384,386 0 4,000 4,388,385

Net Income (Loss) 101,419 (305,448) (275,047) 13,736 (465,340)

Governmental Funds
Income Statement Govt Entities

Gen, Dev, BR, DPA
December 31, 2024
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Hillside Village Fish Creek Whitehaven All Locations
Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date

12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024
Actual Actual Actual Actual

Current Net Income
Net Operating Income (Loss)

Income
Net Rental Income

Rental Income
4401 - Rental Income & Lot Rents 356,845 406,810 224,159 987,814
4402 - Subsidy Rent Income 128,108 0 0 128,108
4403 - Application Fees Received 275 125 110 509
4404 - Laundry and Vending 6,226 0 0 6,226
4406 - Tenant Charges 4,925 250 765 5,941

Total Rental Income 496,379 407,185 225,034 1,128,598
Vacancy, Losses & Concessions

4408 - Vacancy Loss (19,952) 0 (371) (20,323)
4415 - Concessions/On-Site Mgt 0 0 (4,170) (4,170)

Total Vacancy, Losses & Concessions (19,952) 0 (4,541) (24,493)
Net Rental Income 476,427 407,185 220,493 1,104,105
Financial Income

4038 - Interest Income 45,747 20,364 92 66,203
Total Financial Income 45,747 20,364 92 66,203
Other Income

4198 - Transfer from Dev Fund 0 165,000 0 165,000
4501 - Transfer from Reserve 33,000 0 0 33,000

Total Other Income 33,000 165,000 0 198,000
Total Income 555,174 592,549 220,585 1,368,308
Expenses

Payroll & Related
5000 - Payroll 74,503 12,036 5,558 92,097
5050 - Employee Benefit 21,247 1,570 0 22,817
5055 - Retirement Program 10,044 0 26 10,070
5090 - Payroll Taxes 12,889 987 438 14,315
5095 - Worker's Compensation 2,510 0 0 2,509
6201 - Maintenance & Repairs Payroll 82,320 0 0 82,320

Total Payroll & Related 203,513 14,593 6,022 224,128
Administrative Expenses

6820 - Office Supplies 692 0 0 692
6830 - Telephone, Internet 2,354 0 0 2,354
6835 - Training & Travel 600 0 0 600
6839 - Meals & Mileage 396 0 0 396
6840 - General & Administrative 421 247 467 1,134
6842 - Postage and Delivery 143 37 0 180
6853 - Bank Service Fees 24 10 0 34
6865 - Dues and Memberships 8 1,633 901 2,542
6878 - Computer Maintenance 432 0 0 432
6879 - Software Maintenance Agreement 8,807 3,337 1,748 13,894
6920 - Legal Fees 0 2,558 426 2,983
7131 - Other Admin. Expenses 190 68 0 259

Total Administrative Expenses 14,067 7,890 3,542 25,500
Utilities

6501 - Electricity 7,575 1,365 2,864 11,803
6502 - Water 26,257 27,609 728 54,594
6503 - Sewer 26,334 14,361 13,407 54,102
6504 - Garbage & Trash Removal 14,958 32,238 8,745 55,941

Total Utilities 75,124 75,573 25,744 176,440
Operating & Maintenance Expenses

6145 - Rental Income Write Off 663 0 0 664
6813 - Railroad License 0 10,150 0 10,149
6862 - Contract Labor 296 0 11,704 12,001

Business Funds
Income Statement Business-Type Entities

HSV, FC, WH
December 31, 2024
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Hillside Village Fish Creek Whitehaven All Locations
Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date Year To Date

12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024 12/31/2024
Actual Actual Actual Actual

6871 - Park Improvements 0 7,350 0 7,350
6872 - Furniture & Equipment Expense 1,144 0 0 1,144
6883 - Balance Write Off (30) 445 0 415
7117 - Project Auditing Expense 7,420 3,180 0 10,599
7195 - Manager Unit Rent 9,144 0 0 9,144

Total Operating & Maintenance Ex-
penses

18,637 21,125 11,704 51,466

Maintenance & Repairs
6202 - Maintenance Supplies 13,258 119 2,049 15,426
6203 - Maintenance & Repairs Contract 10,627 3,054 23,450 37,131
6204 - Painting 6,561 0 0 6,561
6205 - Snow Removal 42,537 47,843 5,684 96,064
6207 - Grounds 8,802 1,255 0 10,057
6208 - Cleaning 3,098 0 0 3,098

Total Maintenance & Repairs 84,883 52,271 31,183 168,337
Management Fees

6860 - Management Fee 43,956 33,300 13,712 90,968
Total Management Fees 43,956 33,300 13,712 90,968
Taxes & Insurance

6850 - Insurance 22,149 3,280 1,447 26,875
Total Taxes & Insurance 22,149 3,280 1,447 26,875

Total Operating Expenses 462,329 208,032 93,354 763,714
Net Operating Income (Loss) 92,845 384,518 127,231 604,594
Non-Operating Expenses

Capital Expeditures
6210 - Annual Capital Budget 6,741 0 0 6,741
6885 - Capital Outlay 440 0 0 440

Total Capital Expeditures 7,181 0 0 7,181
Depreciation & Amortization

6873 - Depreciation Expense 109,095 36,155 0 145,250
Total Depreciation & Amortization 109,095 36,155 0 145,250
Debt Services

5101 - RHS Debt Payment (USDA Loans) 65,731 0 0 65,730
5102 - USDA Overage 17,029 0 0 17,029
6710 - Interest Payments 0 73,555 62,012 135,569

Total Debt Services 82,760 73,555 62,012 218,328
Other Non-Operating Expenses

5123 - Transfer From O&M to Reserve 17,781 0 0 17,781
Total Other Non-Operating Expenses 17,781 0 0 17,781

Total Non-Operating Expenses 216,817 109,710 62,012 388,540
Net Income (Loss) (123,972) 274,808 65,219 216,054

Business Funds
Income Statement Business-Type Entities

HSV, FC, WH
December 31, 2024
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Month Ending 12/31/2024 Year to Date 12/31/2024
Actual % Actual %

Income 1,558,010 0.00 7,139,581 0.00

Expenses 209,558 0.00 2,611,942 0.00

Net Operating Income (Loss) 1,348,452 0.00 4,527,639 0.00

Non-Operating Expenses 1,290,769 0.00 4,776,925 0.00

Net Income (Loss) 57,683 0.00 (249,286) 0.00

Balance Sheet Adjustments (171,602) 0.00 (1,071,343) 0.00

Net Cash Flow (113,919) 0.00 (1,320,629) 0.00

Beginning Cash
1001 - Wells Fargo HSV O& M xxxx3604 83,262 0.00 61,675 0.00
1004 - Wells Fargo HSV T&I xxxx3646 10,191 0.00 10,190 0.00
1015 - ColoTrust Dev 2,954,811 0.00 4,348,178 0.00
1040 - Wells Fargo YVHA Oper xxx6622 127,488 0.00 167,803 0.00
1082 - ColoTrust DPA 82,488 0.00 106,128 0.00
1090 - Petty Cash 183 0.00 17 0.00
1710 - Alpine Checking xx4827 110,085 0.00 71,107 0.00
1712 - Alpine Money Market xx4836 185,724 0.00 181,184 0.00
1714 - ColoTrust FC 348,698 0.00 219,561 0.00
1716 - ColoTrust DPA CDBG 36,148 0.00 0 0.00
1850 - Whitehaven Operating - MVB 125,965 0.00 108,436 0.00
1851 - Whitehaven Security Deposits MVB 7,770 0.00 8,287 0.00
1902 - Wells Fargo HSV Sec Dep xx3588 32,431 0.00 29,403 0.00
1903 - Wells Fargo HSV Res xxxx3679 173,624 0.00 190,310 0.00

Total Beginning Cash 4,278,868 0.00 5,502,279 0.00

Ending Cash
1001 - Wells Fargo HSV O& M xxxx3604 67,290 0.00 67,290 0.00
1004 - Wells Fargo HSV T&I xxxx3646 10,192 0.00 10,192 0.00
1015 - ColoTrust Dev 2,938,737 0.00 2,938,737 0.00
1040 - Wells Fargo YVHA Oper xxx6622 81,307 0.00 81,307 0.00
1082 - ColoTrust DPA 82,480 0.00 82,480 0.00
1090 - Petty Cash 114 0.00 114 0.00
1710 - Alpine Checking xx4827 91,130 0.00 91,130 0.00
1712 - Alpine Money Market xx4836 186,019 0.00 186,019 0.00
1714 - ColoTrust FC 350,091 0.00 350,091 0.00
1716 - ColoTrust DPA CDBG 36,630 0.00 36,630 0.00
1850 - Whitehaven Operating - MVB 106,735 0.00 106,735 0.00
1851 - Whitehaven Security Deposits MVB 8,460 0.00 8,460 0.00
1902 - Wells Fargo HSV Sec Dep xx3588 32,138 0.00 32,138 0.00
1903 - Wells Fargo HSV Res xxxx3679 175,108 0.00 175,108 0.00

Total Ending Cash 4,166,431 0.00 4,166,431 0.00

YVHA
Statement of Cash Flows

December 31, 2024
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Deputy Director Report 
YVHA Board Meeting  

February 13th, 2025 
12pm – 2pm 

 

Operational Updates:  

1. 2025 YVHA Financial Audit – Sandy has scheduled the audit of our 2024 financials for the 
week of February 17th.  The auditors have said they can provide staff with a draft audit 
report by March 3rd and have committed to a presentation of the audit at the March 13th 
board meeting.        

2. RFP for HOA Management Services at Cottonwoods – I’m in the process of sending 
out an RFP for management services for buildings 1 & 2.  The deadline to submit a proposal 
is March 31st, with interviews of prospective mgmt. companies scheduled for the week of 
April 14th.   

3. Grant Updates – 1) We found out recently that our HUD Price Grant of 6.7M was not 
funded.  Emily & Elizabeth are working on alternative strategies to fund infrastructure 
repairs and replacements at our Fish Creek & Whitehaven mobile home parks.  2) We 
continue to work through a HUD Part 58 Environmental Assessment as part of the 1M 
CDF grant that was sponsored by Congressman Neguse for Whitehaven water and sewer 
improvements.  3) Elizabeth is working on a Charge Ahead Colorado grant for EV changing 
at Cottonwoods, with a submittal date of 2/14/25.   

4. Communication Updates – 1) The communications team has been busy supporting all 
things Real Estate related.  There have been recent updates to our YVHA website that 
includes an updated path to buying graphic and new copy.  2) A February newsletter went 
out last week that focused on getting potential owners to fill out the prospective buyer form.  
We’ve had 112 people fill out this form as of February 6th.  3) Communications is also 
working on getting the word out on the upcoming Housing Demand Study that will be 
released to the community later this month or early March.      

Here are some analytics that Robin provided for our Newsletter, Website & Facebook:  

Newsletter: 1717 people opened the Feb newsletter. 26% clicked on the Cottonwoods link 
Facebook: Followers have grown from 250 to over 500 and over 250 on the Spanish FB page. 
Website: 1) 1.9k active users, 2 minute 20 second average time on site. 2) 54.5% access on a 
desktop, 44.1% on mobile and 1.4% on a tablet. 3) Main pages visited: The Cottonwoods, YVHA 
Main page, The path to buying, Eligibility, Area Median Income (AMI), FAQs, Brown Ranch 
 



 
 

5. Property Mgmt. – Alison and myself had a good meeting with Gorman on February 5th to 
talk about how things are going at Sunlight Crossing, more ways to collaborate as 
community organizations, financials and how we can partner on community events.  We 
agreed to get a quarterly meeting setup to check in and keep the dialog going between our 
two organizations.  
 

Property Updates: 

1. Mid Valley – Hausmann is working through the recent cold spell and weather delays to try 
and keep construction on schedule.  They have been getting the floor joists, rough plumbing 
and rough electrical installed in anticipation of installing the panelized framing in the next 
couple of weeks.  We should start seeing the building’s really taking shape in March.  The are 
also busy importing structural and fill material for the slab on grade concrete pour in both 
garages.   

2. Whitehaven – We had a good walk through of the water and sewer infrastructure project on 
January 16th.  We have 3 companies who will be submitting proposals on the project. Final 
proposals are due February 12th.   



 
 

Agenda Item #7 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---  

FROM: Jason K. Peasley, Executive Director  

DATE:  February 13, 2025 

ITEM:  Community Builders/Brown Ranch Update 

ATTACH: City Council Packet Material and Community Builders “Situation 

Assessment” 

   

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

BOARD ACTION:  __ ACTION ITEM  

    __ X _ DIRECTION REQUESTED 

    __ X__ INFORMATION 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---  

REQUEST OR ISSUE: 

Community Builders/Brown Ranch Update 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  

Board provides feedback on the following items:  

• Does the Board of Directors have any concerns or clarifying questions on activities 

that will be pursued in the coming months?  

• Does the Board have feedback or suggestions on the formation of Deliberation and 

Stewardship Team (DST) and the proposed joint meeting of City Council and 

YVHA Board?  

• Does Board have any initial questions related to subsequent phases of the larger 

Brown Ranch Community Deliberation project, including project timeline?  

 

Board delegates authority to Emily Katzman, Elliot Lawrence and Jason Peasley to 

participate in the Project Collaboration Team (PCT). 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:    

Community Builders has provided a new scope of work (Phase 1 Scope) to begin the 

process of finding a path forward for Brown Ranch that satisfies the needs of YVHA, the 

City and the City voters.  The Phase 1 Scope (to be provided when finalized by City) is 

focused on building shared understanding and direction, with the following objectives:  

 

 



• Use community and individual learning to support forward looking dialogue to 

identify and build common ground. 

• Integrate public perspectives and expert opinions in examination of challenging 

trade-offs. 

• Community participants are given authority to work through issues to offer 

solutions. 

• Project does not aim to deliver a new development plan for the Brown Ranch 

property or replace process to create annexation agreement. Rather, community 

process will guide next steps. 

 

The role of the YVHA staff during the Phase 1 scope is envisioned to be as follows:  

 

1. Working with City staff as part of the Project Collaboration Team (PCT) to 

establish a Community Deliberation and Stewardship Team (DST) made up of 20-

30 community members to represent the varied interests of our community and 

electorate. 

2. Working with consultants, City staff, and other experts to create a unified set of 

base documents and facts that will be utilized in the analysis of community wide 

problems.  

3. Working with YVHA Board, City, and community to establish definitions for 

success for each of the main parties.  

 

The role of the YVHA Board during the Phase 1 scope is envisioned to be as follows: 

• Supporting the community engagement efforts that surround the Community 

Stewardship and Deliberation Team.  

• “Leading from behind” by making sure that all interested parties are engaged in the 

community discussion. 

• Working with Staff to establish YVHA’s definitions for success for a future 

development of Brown Ranch. 

 

FISCAL IMPACTS:  

None at this point; Phase 1 is anticipated to be fully funded by City of Steamboat Springs 

 

LEGAL ISSUES: 

None  



February 11, 2025

Brown Ranch Community Deliberation and Shared Learning

Brad Calvert, Principal Planner + Community Builders

ATTACHMENT 1



• Tonight’s presentation will focus on Q1 and Q2 project activities –

does Council have any concerns or clarifying questions on activities 

that will be pursued in the coming months? 

• Feedback or suggestions on the formation of Deliberation and 

Stewardship Team (DST) and the proposed joint meeting of City 

Council and YVHA Board would be particularly helpful.

• Does Council have any initial questions related to subsequent 

phases of the larger project, including project timeline?

2

Questions for Council



• Strengthen collaboration and partnership between the City and 

Yampa Valley Housing Authority.

• Bring the community together around a shared vision for Brown 

Ranch.

• Work to bridge divisions and rebuild community trust.

• Meaningfully engage the community in learning, dialogue, and 

problem solving.

• Provide effective communications and community outreach to 

ensure the community is informed and has various opportunities to 

get involved.

3

Process Design - Key Strategies
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Project Objectives (Summarized) 

• Use community and individual learning to support 

forward looking dialogue to identify and build 

common ground.

• Integrate public perspectives and expert opinions in 

examination of challenging trade-offs.

• Community participants are given authority to work 

through issues to offer solutions.

• Project does not aim to deliver a new development 

plan for the Brown Ranch property or replace 

process to create annexation agreement.

• Rather, community process will guide next steps.
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Process Structure and Timeline (Overall)

Phase 2: Strategies and Collaborative Problem Solving
JUL - OCT

Phase 3: Strategic Framework
NOV - DEC

Phase 1: Build Shared Understanding & Direction
FEB - JUL

Phase 2: Strategies and 
Collaborative Problem Solving

JUL - OCT 

Collaborative 
Problem 

Solving to 
Refine/Align

Strategies

Develop + 
Evaluate 

Strategies to 
Address Key 

Issues 

Agree on 
Strategies and 

Actions

Phase 3: 
Strategic 

Framework 
NOV - FEB

Combine into Unified 
Strategic Framework

Shared Goals and 
Vision of Success

Phase 1: Build Shared 
Understanding & Direction

FEB - JUL

Explore Potential 
Solutions to Key 

Issues

Collaborative 
Learning: needs, 

opportunities, 
realities
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Process Phasing and Engagement Structures

Strategic Framework
Build Shared Understanding 

and Direction
Collaborative Problem 

Solving

Create Strategic 
Framework 
Overarching Vision 
Strategies + Principles  
Key Next Steps 

Evaluate and agree on strategies
Project phasing and scale
Housing types, affordability
Neighborhood planning/design
Infrastructure, services, amenities
Project funding and financing 

Create alignment around:
Constraints, needs, opportunities
Shared principles, goals, priorities
Definitions of success
Collaboration and partnership

Guide framework + 
strategy
Overarching Vision + Goals
Strategies + Principles  
Key Next Steps 

Evaluate and agree on strategies
Project phasing and scale
Housing types, affordability
Neighborhood planning/design
Financing, infrastructure, amenities

Learning and dialogue on:
Key trends, issues, needs, opportunities 
Role of BR/WS for local housing/growth
Model projects + best practices 
Shared principles, goals, priorities

Input on framework + 
strategy
Overarching Vision + Goals
Strategies + Principles 

Evaluate, discuss, provide direction
Project phasing and scale
Housing types and affordability
Neighborhood planning and design

Learning and dialogue on:
Relevant trends and issues 
Role of BR/WS for local housing/growth
Goals, principles, and priorities 

YVHA + City Project Oversight Team

Community Deliberation and Problem Solving Team

Community Engagement + Public Involvement 
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Shared Understanding and Direction*
Feb – Jul 2025

Foundational Learning and Deliberation  
• Realities of growth and change

• Housing needs and basics of housing affordability

• Challenges and opportunities for Brown Ranch

• Learning from other places (relevant case studies)

• Evaluating key issues / barriers

Shared Direction and Definitions of Success  
• Discuss desired outcomes related to specific topics

• Identify guiding goals, grinciples, or priorities  

• Initial steps towards a shared vision for Brown Ranch

Explore potential solutions and trade-offs
• Collaboratively explore ways to realize shared goals

• Identify potential challenges and trade-offs to test

• What are the results of different ways forward?

Define Success 
for Key Issues

Explore 
Solutions and 

Trade-offs

Evaluate 
Needs, 

Opportunities,
Realities

What are we trying to achieve? 
*Referred to as Project 1



• Co-design and manage the project

• Coordinate resources and capacity

• Strengthen collaboration and partnership, 

including finding agreement on key 

decisions

• Guide community process designed to:

• Rebuild trust and confidence of community

• Create strategic framework for to guide 

next steps

8

City/YVHA Project Collaboration Team (PCT)*
*PCT has been meeting since September 2024



Build foundations for productive partnership & collaboration: 

• Basic structures: Ground rules, process goals, expectations, decision making, etc.

Create Shared Understanding Direction:

• Review and agree on needs, challenges, opportunities, constraints.  

• Initial definitions of success and direction around critical planning topics (e.g., scale, 

infrastructure, amenities, project and public finance, etc.).

• Document and preliminarily evaluate potential strategies and solutions.

Key Activities:

• Identify insights and lessons learned from previous plan / design.

• Use initial public feedback and case studies to further team insights and understanding.

• Prioritize issues for PCT / community exploration in Collaborative Problem Solving phase.

9

PCT Project 1 Activities



Purpose: The Community Deliberation and Stewardship 

Team serves two key functions: 

• It creates the structure to support a group of community members 

in collaborative learning, deliberation, and problem solving, within 

the larger process. 

• It engages that same group in the stewardship of the process, with 

a focus on providing accountability of the community outreach and 

engagement. 

10

Deliberation and Stewardship Team (DST)
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Deliberation and Stewardship Team (DST)

• 20-30 community members, with different 

perspectives and interests.

• Space for learning, deliberation, problem solving.

• Engage opponents and proponents to the previous 

Brown Ranch proposal.

• No intent to find agreement across all topics, but 

rather to:

o Better understand different perspectives

o Identify shared goals, identities, values, etc.

o Optimize community-identified priorities that 

acknowledge inherent trade-offs
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DST Formation (Feb 2025)

• Community-wide solicitation for statements of interest 

(akin to Ad Hoc Housing Advisory Committee) –

application and evaluation to include:

o Background, experience

o Openness to exploring ideas and solutions

o Capacity to make necessary commitments:

▪ Meeting prep, in addition to 4 hours of meeting time per 

month

▪ Sharing own perspective and considering other 

perspectives

▪ Need to financial compensation/stipend?



Foundational Learning and Deliberation: 

• Key trends, issues, needs, opportunities

• Role of Brown Ranch/West Steamboat in meeting community 

needs

• Review case studies (model projects, best practices, etc.)

Defining Success:

• Shared principles, goals, and priorities

Key Activities:

• Review illustrative housing types and identify trade-offs

• Shape the design and desired outcomes from community-

wide engagement

13

DST Project 1 Activities

Define 
Success for 
Key Issues

Explore 
Solutions and 

Trade-offs

Evaluate 
Needs, 

Opportunities,
Realities
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Community-wide Engagement + Involvement

• Accessible and inclusive engagement 

• Opportunities to engage at different stages in the 

process

• Space for learning, deliberation, problem solving 

• Build shared understanding

• Inform principles, goals, and priorities, 

• Individual and community storytelling 

• Clear and consistent communication and 

outreach (such that active participation is not 

required to track the project) 



Build supportive systems and tools: 

• Communication and outreach systems

• Approaches to collect and synthesize engagement data

• Methods (large event + small group) and learning content 

(i.e., growth & change, housing affordability and choice, 

etc) 

Key Activities:

• In-person engagement: three multi-day visits with mix of 

engagement methods

• Virtual engagement: monthly community learning sessions

• March 2025 Community Kick-off (ideally in conjunction with 

City/YVHA Joint Meeting )

15

Project 1 Activities: Community-wide Engagement

Define 
Success for 
Key Issues

Explore 
Solutions and 

Trade-offs

Evaluate 
Needs, 

Opportunities,
Realities
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City Council/YVHA Board Joint Meeting 

• Process/project expectations and/or 

concerns – what does success look like?

• Methods for Board-level collaboration

• Initial steps to identify and build common 

ground

• Key priorities, must haves (while avoiding 

organizational “positioning”)

• Schedule in Q1 2025?



• Tonight’s presentation will focus on Q1 and Q2 project activities –

does Council have any concerns or clarifying questions on activities 

that will be pursued in the coming months? 

• Feedback or suggestions on the formation of Deliberation and 

Stewardship Team (DST) and the proposed joint meeting of City 

Council and YVHA Board would be particularly helpful.

• Does Council have any initial questions related to subsequent 

phases of the larger project, including project timeline?

17

Questions for Council
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1.​Purpose And Background 

In early 2023, the Yampa Valley Housing Authority (YVHA) petitioned the City of Steamboat Springs for 

the annexation of approximately 420 acres of land on the western border of the city limits. This parcel of 

land was acquired by YVHA through a donation from an anonymous benefactor, and the authority used a 

variety of methods and tools to capture community feedback to inform the development approach for 

Brown Ranch. The Brown Ranch property is within a designated growth area for the City of Steamboat 

Springs and existing City plans establish the expectation that development in West Steamboat will create 

affordable housing accessible to the working people of Steamboat Springs and Routt County. 

The Brown Ranch Annexation Committee (BRAC) was formed in 2023 to negotiate the Annexation 

Agreement outlining the terms and conditions of the City and YHVA in connection with the annexation of 

Brown Ranch. The BRAC was composed of two members of the YVHA Board, the City Manager, the YVHA 

Executive Director, and two City Council members. On October 18, 2023, City Council adopted Ordinance 

No. 2933 for the purpose of annexing Brown Ranch on the terms and conditions set forth in the 

Annexation Agreement between the City and the YVHA. After receiving a valid referendum petition on 

November 17, 2023, City Council referred the petition to the voters. On March 26, 2024, voters rejected 

Ordinance No. 2933 by a vote of 58% against and 42% in favor. 

Finding a pathway forward: A deliberative problem-solving process 

In the early 2024, the Steamboat City Council directed staff to seek assistance with a new process for 

Brown Ranch. In May 2024, the City of Steamboat Springs released an RFQ seeking consultant support to 

guide a process that engages community members, the City, and YVHA in learning and collaborative 

problem solving to find a path forward for Brown Ranch. The election had deeply fractioned the 

community, creating intense disagreement about how to address affordable housing and the future of 

Brown Ranch. Rather than begin working on a new plan, the City agreed that it needed to take a step 

back, understand the conflict, and try to build a more collaborative path forward.  

In August 2024, the City of Steamboat Springs contracted with the Community Builders team, which 

includes Cascadia Partners and Del Corazon Consulting, to: 

●​ Co-design a community engagement and public deliberation strategy for the purpose of 

engaging a wide variety of stakeholders and community members regarding the rejection of the 

proposed Brown Ranch annexation. 

●​ Execute a transparent and productive public deliberation process to move affordable housing 

solutions and Brown Ranch forward. 

Situation Assessment: Purpose and Approach 
The purpose of this assessment. This Situation Assessment is intended to build a shared understanding 

of what led to the failure of the Brown Ranch annexation proposal, and what potential exists for the site 

to provide much needed affordable community housing in the future.  
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In addition to looking at the annexation process, we explore how and why perspectives of the proposal 

diverged in order to understand the most salient concerns of those for and against the project. Here, the 

intent is to create greater understanding of the different positions and perspectives that emerged during 

the process. Doing so will help reduce confusion and mistrust, as well as identify key needs and issues to 

address while moving forward with a new vision and approach to Brown Ranch.  

The intent of this assessment is not to cast blame or to investigate who was right or wrong at different 

stages of the process. Mistakes were made on all sides. Rather than focus on who was right or wrong, we 

focus on where the process went wrong, what the impacts were, and how the process can be improved 

in the future. This does, in some cases, require pointing to decisions made by specific actors, but it does 

so with the benefit of hindsight. Additionally, it is important to understand that the behavior of 

individual actors was influenced by the high stakes and high pressure nature of the process. Our 

conversations revealed that all of the players involved in the process and subsequent campaign engaged 

with an interest in doing what they thought was best for the community. Ultimately, this assessment 

demonstrates how complex the annexation process was and how many factors contributed to its failure 

over the entire course of the process, like a snowball rolling down a hill.  

Approach and activities. To conduct the Situation Assessment, the Community Builders team conducted 

approximately 30 one-on-one interviews and six small group meetings. These conversations focused on 

people directly involved in or proximate to the annexation process and/or subsequent voter engagement 

campaigns, including current and former City Council members, City staff and department heads, YVHA 

staff and board members, members of Citizens for a Better Plan, staff and members of the Chamber of 

Commerce, County staff, news media, business owners, and leaders from local nonprofit organizations 

(Yampa Valley Community Foundation, Integrated Community).  

The conversations examined perspectives on: (1) the annexation proposal and process and what could 

be learned from them; (2) desired outcomes from this work; and (3) suggestions for what a more 

successful process could look like. Nearly all of the conversations also explored broader challenges 

related to housing, managing growth, the economy, and why these issues have been difficult to address. 

For greater context, our team reviewed existing planning documents and studies, presentations, media 

coverage, social media commentary, and information pieces from the campaigns.    

Following the interviews and background research, our team held a series of meetings with staff from 

the City and the YVHA. As part of the Community Builders’ approach to the Situation Assessment, these 

staff were organized as a Project Management Team. Meetings have focused on how to create a 

deliberative structure that will support productive collaboration, guiding the consultant team on 

situation assessment activities, and identifying key needs and opportunities for moving forward.  

Recognizing and responding to the opportunity of Brown Ranch. The fact the City of Steamboat Springs 

is investing in this work underscores the unique potential embedded in the Brown Ranch property. This 

does not presuppose that Brown Ranch is a perfect or singular solution. Rather, it recognizes that Brown 

Ranch presents an incredible opportunity to provide substantial levels of affordable housing for 
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Steamboat Springs, a town with significant housing needs. This assessment, as well as suggestions for 

subsequent phases of work, builds on this understanding.  

 

2.​Situation Assessment  
 

A.​ Process Challenges: Learning from the Brown Ranch Annexation Process 
This section explores several challenges with the process, including how it was structured, dynamics that 

encouraged conflict instead of collaboration, and the high stakes nature of the work at hand.  ​
 

This was a high stakes, pressure-filled process. And that made it harder. Brown Ranch, due to its unique 

scale and potential, is a high stakes undertaking. Add in time and resource constraints, national media 

attention, and the controversial nature of housing and growth in Colorado’s mountain towns, and the 

stakes go up. Any process seeking to navigate such complex and intertwined issues, no matter how well 

designed and executed, would take place under significant pressure. 

Adding to this complexity, the City Council that was seated at the time was not aligned on Brown Ranch. 

While some council members were supportive, others were not. One council member said that an 

opinion piece they wrote for the local paper helped raise questions about the project and galvanize 

opposition to Brown Ranch. Another spoke of being pressured by the Governor to vote in favor.  

Not surprisingly, given these circumstances, the council was split on a key vote of whether to move 

forward with annexation of Brown Ranch. With the stakes already high, the split City Council vote and 

subsequent ballot referendum that placed Brown Ranch on the ballot increased the stakes and urgency, 

with diverging sides becoming more entrenched, and many people feeling rushed, confused, or 

frustrated at not having enough time to talk about and work through key questions and concerns.  

The high stakes nature of the project shaped the process, and also impacted how it unfolded. In 

hindsight, given these pressures, the City and YVHA would have benefited from closer coordination at 

the earliest stages of planning and design. This would have allowed both entities to work through 

fundamental questions and expectations early on, as well as begin the more formal annexation process 

with a clearer vision of success.  

Hashing key issues out in the BRAC or open public meetings, while well intentioned, did not actually 

create the intended transparency or space for community involvement. In some ways, such practices 

made it more difficult for people to participate because the tension and gravity of the dialogue 

prevented an open back and forth to address questions and explore opportunities.   

 

The process encouraged two-sided negotiation instead of a collaborative partnership. As a 

multijurisdictional housing authority, YVHA and the City should, and often do, work collaboratively on 

affordable housing. Yet from the beginning, the annexation process felt like a push-pull negotiation, with 
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both sides feeling the need to push against the other to gain or protect their interests, rather than a 

partnership with both sides aligned around shared goals and common interests.  

This wasn’t the intention. Though BRAC was created in 2023 to foster collaboration on the proposal, 

several factors prevented this from happening. The committee quickly became mired in an oppositional 

us vs. them dynamic. Similarly, some council members felt the space for creativity and compromise was 

limited. To paraphrase, they said it felt like a binary choice, you’re either in or you're out, despite the scale 

and complexity of the project.  

In addition to preventing collaboration, these dynamics created confusion and exacerbated tensions as 

individuals often found themselves unexpectedly needing to defend their positions or interests, at times 

resulting in exchanges that felt like personal attacks. Unfortunately, these interactions spilled over into 

public view, creating more tension and exacerbating confusion and concern in the community.  

There was a lack of clear direction, alignment, and coordination from the Steamboat Springs City 

Council. The process was structured in a way that implied that the City Council was acting as a unified 

body with a general level of alignment on Brown Ranch. However, the council seated at the time was not 

aligned on whether the proposed scale and phasing of Brown Ranch made sense, much less how 

decisions should be made in the annexation process. 

Two council members were appointed to the BRAC to represent the council in negotiations, but 

struggled to do so given the lack of shared direction. These dynamics were perceived in different ways. 

Some people felt that the negotiators worked too closely with YVHA while others suggested that the 

negotiators were actually opposed to Brown Ranch and actively worked against it.  

These dynamics politicized the process and led to more positional engagement by individual council 

members, who often worried whether their input was making it into BRAC negotiations. Council 

members placed both internal and external pressure on the negotiators, as well as on other council 

members.  

Relatedly, council members described not having sufficient opportunities to openly discuss the process 

and different proposals or ideas, which made it hard for those not on BRAC to effectively engage on the 

topic. This resulted in more work taking place within executive sessions which, for some people, made 

the process look less transparent and impacted trust in the process.  

As noted previously, the council was split on a critical vote for the approval of the Brown Ranch 

annexation proposal.   

There was insufficient coordination and alignment between council and City staff. The dynamics above 

complicated the role and involvement of City staff, particularly their ability to provide timely feedback 

and work through important issues. Some staff reported spending time on recommendations and 

briefings so that the negotiators could effectively represent the City’s position, only to find that this input 

was not adequately represented in BRAC discussions.  
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The process would advance but without addressing important issues or requirements from adopted 

plans and policies interpreted by staff. This created confusion, mistrust, and contributed to an 

increasingly antagonistic dynamic between City staff and YVHA. Unfortunately, those dynamics spilled 

over into public view at times, which only increased tensions and made the process – and thus the 

Brown Ranch proposal – appear conflicted and haphazard.  

Similarly, some council members worried that their perspectives were not being adequately considered 

by staff or effectively represented in the BRAC. Feeling limited ability to engage, some voiced their 

opinions in council meetings, at times resulting in very public disagreements, while others became mired 

in technical details that would have been better suited to the technical expertise of staff.   

Complicating matters, the use of executive sessions, which provide a way for a council to discuss issues 

within the limits of state statute, frustrated some community members – particularly those opposed to 

Brown Ranch – who felt they lacked transparency. While such concerns are fair, they further limited the 

ability for council to engage productively and highlights continued politicization of the process.  

The process limited opportunities for feedback and productive coordination between City/YVHA staff. 

Both City and YHVA staff stated that they expected and hoped for greater levels of productive dialogue 

and coordination so they could collaboratively address issues, as opposed to working through the 

negotiating structure of the BRAC process.  

Some City staff lamented that they weren’t engaged in the project’s visioning and planning phases at an 

earlier date. This would have allowed staff to offer ideas and help solve problems, rather than be 

restricted to a reactionary position of pointing out problems. Some staff/departments felt that by the 

time they were engaged, key fundamentals of the project were solidified, making it difficult to explore 

options. At times, this resulted in public disagreement and put both sides in a defensive position.  

YVHA staff struggled with related dynamics, including feeling that City staff were constantly creating new 

barriers or were not engaging in ways that felt productive. At times, they felt caught off guard when an 

issue was raised by staff after thinking that they had garnered City support at earlier stages in the 

planning process. This may reflect a unique dynamic in the role that local government staff play in these 

types of planning processes. At earlier stages, while they may be listening in, local staff are often 

reluctant to weigh in as they want to make sure they are not getting out in front of more formal stages of 

the process, or out in front of the elected or appointed officials who are changed with making final 

decisions. For an applicant, this can be difficult; a lack of response or push back in early stages suggests 

they have tacit support, when actually they do not. These dynamics may also underlie a perceived lack of 

coordination and alignment between the BRAC negotiating team, the rest of council, and City staff. 

Nonetheless, multiple interviewees wondered why City staff that had been involved in earlier planning 

and visioning sessions had not voiced concerns or provided clearer direction at that stage. Being clear 

about the role staff can and should play at different stages of a process, and what real agency they have 

to provide direction, feedback, or even support, can be helpful and avoid confusion and issues later on.  
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Taken together, these dynamics fueled distrust and antagonism. Multiple people shared concerns that 

some City staff were opposed to Brown Ranch and actively working to undermine the process. There was 

also a perception within and beyond City staff that if staff or community members raised questions or 

brought up City requirements, they were labeled as anti-housing. Clearly, the process was getting more 

personal with people on both sides feeling unfairly attacked for doing their jobs.  

Tensions between the City and YVHA impacted how the public viewed the process and Brown Ranch, 

which contributed to a perception that the project had too many unresolved issues.  

Ultimately, it is important to recognize that many factors contributed to the failure of the process, and 

strained the working relationship between staff from the City and YVHA. In short, these were process 

problems, not people problems. This does not mean that there were not instances of individuals making 

mistakes or behaving badly – that happened. But for the most part, even those dynamics were 

symptoms that stemmed from larger process problems.  

  

B.​ Us vs. Them  
This section examines how trust in the process became increasingly tenuous and divisive. We explore 

how opposing positions influenced and related to the formal annexation process; and how the 

community became increasingly divided, distrustful, and combative as the process gave way to public 

campaigns for and against Brown Ranch.  

Perspectives in the community are wide-ranging and reflect the scale and complexity of Brown Ranch. 

In completing this Situation Assessment, our team heard from a wide range of perspectives, including 

people at the center of the campaigns for and against Brown Ranch, people directly involved in the 

BRAC, and people in key decision making roles at the City and the YVHA.   

What we found was not a simple divide between those for and against Brown Ranch but a range of 

perspectives reflecting the complexity of the issue and an appreciation for the unique nature of a project 

like Brown Ranch. Diverse perspectives and interests exist even within what might be characterized as 

the proponents or the opponents of the Brown Ranch proposal. 

For example, we talked with people who opposed the project – and actively organized against it – but 

spoke earnestly about the need for bold solutions to local housing needs, their hope to see a modified 

version of Brown Ranch move forward, and their desire to help. Similarly, we heard from people who 

supported and advocated for Brown Ranch, but harbored real questions and concerns about 

construction feasibility and characteristics of housing types.  

In short, people’s opinions and understanding of Brown Ranch were and are complex and often reflect 

more understanding of “the other side” than people might expect. Unfortunately, it is hard for this type 

of nuance to come out in such a high stakes public debate. Instead, people tend to simplify and group 

people in a binary ”us vs. them” context, which tends to spur greater division and result in more 

combative and even personal positioning.   
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Moving forward, it will be important for people to be able to share and discuss their perspectives – 

without fear of judgment – to allow for more constructive dialogue and opportunities to explore 

common ground. This is only possible if people are truly interested in understanding other perspectives, 

learning to inform and refine their own opinions and work collaboratively on solutions.   

Community engagement efforts did not sufficiently involve existing residents in Steamboat Springs. 

YVHA conducted a substantial community engagement process to inform the plan for Brown Ranch, with 

a focus on those people who are most affected by the region’s housing challenges. This included a strong 

emphasis on lower and middle income families and individuals with significant housing needs. This is 

commendable as these community members are often marginalized and face a variety of barriers to 

participating in planning and decision making that impacts their lives.  

At the same time, this focus left other parts of the community feeling left out and under informed. This 

frustration grew during the annexation process with the added feeling that YVHA was not open to 

constructive criticism. The structure of the project’s engagement opportunities too often focused on 

information sharing rather than opportunities to address concerns or questions. This further reinforced 

perceptions that there was not room to offer criticism and made those questioning the project feel that 

their concerns were dismissed. As tensions grew, people felt they were being wrongly accused of being 

“anti-housing” when they offered a critique or brought forward concerns.  

In our interviews, YVHA staff were among those who identified some of these challenges and openly 

acknowledged that they should have done more to engage the wider community earlier in the process.  

Personal attacks and a positional us vs. them orientation shut down learning and productive debate. 

As the Brown Ranch annexation proposal and campaign proceeded, the process and public debate 

became increasingly positional (us vs. them) and personal. Name calling, labeling (e.g., as pro-growth or 

anti-housing or anti-worker), and personal attacks diminished trust and increased animosity, further 

reducing the potential for productive collaboration and problem solving.  

Once the annexation proposal went to a ballot measure, the tone shifted from the issues to even more 

personal attacks on the character of leaders and individuals. While these dynamics were widespread and 

impacted people on both sides of the debate, YVHA and its staff were hit particularly hard with personal 

attacks and even threats. YVHA’s Executive Director, according to people on both sides of the debate, 

was likely hit hardest. For some who oppose Brown Ranch, the ED is still viewed with consternation.   

As a practical matter, these dynamics shifted people’s focus and attention away from the issues and onto 

demonizing “the other side” with comments such as “you’re anti housing” and “you’re destroying our 

community.” In any debate, once people feel they are under attack, they are not willing or able to engage 

productively in a collaborative, data-informed decision making process.  

These dynamics greatly contributed to division and polarization within the community. The impacts are 

far-reaching and still present. People that were friends prior to the process are no longer talking to each 

other. Personal attacks, particularly focused on the leadership of the YVHA, are still occurring. Shifting 
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away from this type of behavior is essential for building healthy public discourse and a broadly shared 

sense of belonging within the community.   

Whose facts are real facts? Confusion, distrust, and misinformation. As the formal annexation process 

gave way to opposing public campaigns, both camps became distrustful and accused the other side of 

misleading or lying to the public, hiding information, working in secret, and generally acting in bad faith 

to gain support for their position. Unpacking and fact checking all of these accusations is beyond the 

scope or intent of this assessment. However, it is clear that campaign messaging included misleading or 

incomplete information, or failed to provide important context, in trying to sway public opinion.  

Relatedly, there was campaign messaging that racialized the public discourse around Brown Ranch, 

which added a new layer of division and distrust, particularly impacting a portion of the community that 

is already marginalized and struggles with a sense of belonging and inclusion in the community.  

The topics at the center of debate over what was factual and what was exaggerated or misrepresented 

will be key topics of dialogue in the next phases of this work. This provides an opportunity to establish 

clarity and shared understanding of the facts underlying key issues and realities.  

Social media platforms commonly escalate the most problematic aspects of these issues. They are 

particularly problematic in their capacity to enable the spread of misinformation, and for creating an 

environment that tends to allow personal attacks with a degree and frequency beyond what would 

typically happen in other contexts, such as face to face or phone calls.  

Changing the game: focusing on the issues instead of each other. Community debate on issues related 

to growth and housing affordability is often viewed as a simple divide, with those for affordable housing 

on one side and those against on the other. This binary understanding oversimplifies the issues and how 

most people think about them, limiting the scope of productive dialogue. When people lean into 

simplistic caricatures of those they disagree with, they often characterize the malintent of those they 

oppose instead of understanding and working on the issues themselves.   

Rebuilding trust is a responsibility shared by all the community. Failed planning processes, like this one, 

can harm a community's sense of identity and social fabric, diminishing the community’s ability to tackle 

complex challenges. This does not need to be the outcome for Steamboat. However, repairing division 

and moving to a more productive brand of public discourse will require that people – on all sides – show 

up differently. Each person in the community has a role to play in trying to understand the different 

perspectives that were held during the annexation process, in letting go of perceptions and positions, 

and in being open minded enough to learn going forward. It is in moments like this, when faced with 

what seem like insurmountable challenges, that the sense of community so treasured in Steamboat 

Springs can both be revived and strengthened.   

 

C.​ Key community concerns and issues to address in moving forward 
This section shifts away from the challenges with process and subsequent stages of community division, 

and focuses on important questions and concerns that were raised in the process, as well as in our 
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interviews. While many of these issues were the subject of significant debate and misunderstanding in 

the previous process, we do not see the need to unpack all of that here. Instead, we simply identify the 

issues, knowing that any process moving forward must focus the community’s energy and attention on 

understanding and addressing such challenges. In a tangible way, they represent the doors that must be 

unlocked for any pathway to a successful Brown Ranch project. 

What is the appropriate scale and phasing of the project? The size of the proposed project was one of 

the chief concerns raised during the process as well as in our interviews. Relatedly, many people felt it 

would be better to break the project into smaller phases. Several factors will need to be considered in 

discussions of scale and phasing, including development financing and feasibility, public infrastructure 

and services, neighborhood design, how the project fits into the larger context of West Steamboat, and 

realizing the unique potential Brown Ranch presents for addressing local housing needs, among others.   

  

How much housing is needed? This was an animating 

question during the previous process and particularly the 

campaign. Many people questioned the validity of the 

demand numbers presented. This is common. The question 

of how much housing is needed relates to questions about 

project phasing, design and density, and housing types.  

 

A related question was whether Brown Ranch would 

respond to demand that is present in the region, or if new 

housing would simply create opportunities - and even an 

incentive - for more people to move to the area.   is particularly salient for those who are concerned 

about growth. ​
 

Moving forward, the question of how much housing is needed to meet demand, as well as what 

proportion of that need can and should be met in Brown Ranch versus by infill throughout the city, will 

serve as important areas of learning, dialogue, and collaborative problem solving.  

 

Realities of growth and change. Like many mountain communities, Steamboat Springs has grown rapidly 

since the pandemic. A significant part of the community is concerned about growth and the potential 

impacts it could bring. The sentiment of those wanting to stop or significantly reduce future growth and 

development extends beyond Brown Ranch, but played significantly into opposition to the project. In  

particular, the sense that some part of the community’s character would be lost with growth expanding 

into the west side of Steamboat Springs.  

 

At the same time, there is a related but in some ways very distinct perception that the greater threats to 

Steamboat relate to a sense that the local economy is leaving too many people behind. This viewpoint 

emphasizes the negative impacts of rapidly increasing wealth and economic inequality. This view 
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typically sees the community’s problems related to growth are that it is not building enough housing that 

people can afford, and that too much higher end development is escalating land and housing costs, and 

creating greater need for service sector jobs that demand still more workforce housing.  

 

Concerns about growth are not new in Steamboat, but they are perhaps more widespread and the issue 

is also increasingly tense. The concerns, on both sides, are understandable. Interestingly, like many other 

mountain towns, Steamboat Springs actually grew substantially slower in recent years (2010 - 2023) than 

in each of the previous four decades. [ACS Data - Headwaters Economics]   

 

 

What types of housing are needed and best fit the surrounding context? There was significant interest 

and debate related to housing types in the previous process. It is clear, from our assessment, that there 

were significant misconceptions about what types of housing would be provided, how affordable 

housing would be managed and operated, and how different housing options fit into the design and 

feasibility of the development. Exploring the pros and cons of different design typologies, price points, 

and tenures (rental vs. ownership) will be a critical part of the dialogue moving forward.  

 

How to provide and pay for services, infrastructure, and amenities. This heading captures and 

combines several issues that were challenging – and often contentious – in the process. These will be 

critical areas for dialogue and collaborative problem solving moving forward. Future conversations will 

need to examine the needs and opportunities specific to the Brown Ranch property, as well as its 

relationship to the larger West Steamboat area. In addition to streets, water, sewer, and other 

infrastructure, the community will need to discuss the provision and maintenance of parks, trails, and 

open space. Ultimately, all of these issues are related to how to pay for construction, maintenance, 

operations, and services.  

 

Financing and Feasibility. Ensuring that whatever is proposed is feasible, in terms of upfront 

development financing and public investment, as well as ongoing operating costs, will be a critical area 

of problem solving. This was a challenging and at times divisive issue in the annexation process. Many 

people felt that there were unanswered questions about how the project would initially be funded, 

maintained in the long-term, and what the actual costs would be to the community. Providing 

opportunities for people to learn about funding and financing, and then evaluating the financial 

implications of different development options, will hopefully create a more collaborative and productive 

space for addressing these issues.   

 

Transportation, mobility, and traffic. The impact of Brown Ranch on local and regional traffic patterns 

served as a significant area of concern and debate throughout the annexation process, and will 

undoubtedly be a problem solving area moving forward. How to design a project that is well-connected 

internally and with the larger transportation system, ideally providing a mix of mobility options for 

different needs, will be a key area of work.  
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Neighborhood design and placemaking. Many people – on both sides of the issue – spoke about the 

importance of building affordable and walkable neighborhoods, not just units of affordable housing. 

There are differing views on what that looks like, as well as how building form and neighborhood design 

relate to the other topics outlined here. The next stages of the process will need to provide space for 

exploring and testing different design options; to evaluate their impact on affordability and feasibility; as 

well as how they actually perform on the unique characteristics of the site.  

3.​How We Move Forward  
 

A. Understanding the Current Landscape  

In addition to diagnosing key challenges and lessons of the Brown Ranch Annexation Process, this 

situation assessment is intended to inform whether there is a pathway to annexation and development 

of the Brown Ranch property in the next few years, and if so, what it looks like. Our assessment suggests 

that, despite the significant division of the previous process, there is a solid contingent of the community 

that wants to find meaningful solutions to local housing needs and is open to the potential of Brown 

Ranch in addressing those needs. However, any pathway forward requires a clear-eyed assessment of 

where the community is now, eight months after voters rejected the previous proposal. Three important 

dynamics stand out.  

●​ There is diminished public trust and confidence in the City of Steamboat Springs and YVHA. 

Rebuilding trust will require an intentional approach and transparent process that addresses key 

community questions and concerns.  

●​ Trust and the working relationship between the City and YVHA also needs repair. Building a 

strong, collaborative partnership will be essential.  

●​ The community is still divided. The lines of division that emerged in the process remain. Many 

people still feel angry, hurt, and are hesitant to engage with people on the other side.   

 

B. Building Civic Capacity  
Moving forward, on Brown Ranch or other issues, will require an investment of time and energy into 

building the communities capacity to come together and solve challenging issues facing the community. 

The reality is that the community’s challenges related to growth, affordability, and livability, are not going 

away. Indeed, based on the experience of similar communities, they are more likely to get worse and 

become more difficult to manage. Effectively responding to these challenges, even if they don’t get 

worse, will require a more productive brand of planning, collaboration, and decision making. People can 

and will disagree, but the debates on important issues must be productive and solution-seeking, not 

reductive and attacking, which only serves to take energy away from solving problems while hurting the 

social fabric. Civic Capacity is a community’s ability to work through tough questions and issues. 

Communities with low civic capacity struggle to do this and tend to find themselves lost and constantly 
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at odds with one another. Communities with strong civic capacity are able to build general consensus 

around an overarching vision, and then keep focused on moving in that direction.  

Building Civic Capacity is an intentional act. It takes time and commitment. This work, helping the 

community come together to learn, debate, solve problems, and explore solutions, can be used to build 

stronger civic capacity, which can then be leveraged beyond the immediate problem at hand. As such, 

regardless of the ultimate outcome of this work - whether it provides a clear path to a shared vision for 

Brown Ranch or not - the investment in building civic capacity, which includes bridging divides, is 

worthwhile and will help the community in solving the issues it confronts.    

C. Key Strategies for Moving Forward Together 

The Community Builders team has been working with staff from the City and YVHA to co-create a 

process that brings the community together in a deliberative learning and problem-solving process 

seeking opportunities to move Brown Ranch forward. We recommend a process design that advances 

the following strategies.  

1.​ Strengthen collaboration and partnership between the City and YVHA.   

2.​ Create a shared vision with the community for Brown Ranch.  

3.​ Work to bridge divisions and rebuild community trust.  

4.​ Meaningfully engage the community in learning, dialogue, and problem solving. 

5.​ Provide effective community outreach to provide a variety of opportunities to get involved. 

D. Project Teams and Collaboration Structures  

Below are proposed structures for collaboration and community engagement that would be used 

throughout the entire process.  

YVHA + City Collaboration Team. The Project Collaboration Team brings together the City of Steamboat 

Springs and the YVHAy to enable effective collaboration and co-management of the project. This team 

will manage the project and work together to incorporate the information, feedback, and guidance from 

the community process into a strategic framework to guide next steps.  

Community Deliberation and Problem Solving Team. This team creates a collaborative structure for 

shared learning, productive dialogue, and group problem solving over the course of the project. The 

team will work toward shared principles, goals, priorities, and strategies. This group must include a 

variety of community members, including supporters and opponents of the annexation agreement. 

Public Engagement. Public engagement will occur throughout the process, providing opportunities to 

learn, discuss, and provide feedback on the opportunities in West Steamboat and Brown Ranch. We 

propose a variety of engagement methods that will provide different parts of the community with 

meaningful opportunities to build understanding and influence the direction of the process. Our 

proposed approach will include larger events and meetings as well as smaller and more targeted 

methods to address barriers to participation making it easier for people of all walks of life to engage. 
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Agenda Item #7 
--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
FROM: 
DATE:  
ITEM:  

Jason Peasley, Executive Director
February 13, 2025 
Lottery Implementation Plan Update 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
BOARD ACTION:  _____ ACTION ITEM 

____ DIRECTION REQUESTED 
__X__ INFORMATION 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

REQUEST OR ISSUE: 

Provide feedback around the lottery process after staff have walked the YVHA board 
through a mock lottery. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Have the YVHA Board finalize the weighted lottery preferences for The Cottonwoods 
at Mid Valley.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

To have a fair and equitable process for selling the condos at The Cottonwoods at 
Mid Valley, YVHA board and staff have discussed implementing some type of lottery 
system to ensure that the Routt County workforce and local retirees have the 
opportunity to buy a deed restricted condo if they are eligible. YVHA staff 
researched the lottery processes of other housing authorities to learn from them, 
and last summer YVHA conducted a community survey to gauge community input 
about implementing a weighted lottery.   



Document and Implementation Adoption Timeline 
 

• February: 
o Action Item: The YVHA Board approves the weighted preferences  

• March: 
o Action Item: Board adoption of the Deed Restriction Implementation Plan 

(D.R.I.P.) 
• April:  

o Action Item: Board adoption of the Lottery Implementation Plan (L.I.P.) 
• May: 

o Strategic Topic: Cottonwoods at Mid Valley pricing strategy 
 

What have we heard from the community 
 

• YVHA conducted a community survey last summer and asked what the community 
thought about a weighted lottery, with a focus on the following areas:  

o 1. Employment with a local employer,  
o 2. Length of residency, and 
o  3. The nature of employment. 

 
• Length of residency and local employer were the top options. 

 

YVHA Staff Recommendation: Weighted Preferences 
 
1. Each Qualified Applicant is awarded a single entry into the lottery 
2.Additional entries will be allocated based on the following criteria: 
 

• Length of residency or employment in Routt County: Individuals who 
have been residents of Routt County or employed in Routt County for 
certain periods of time will be given additional entries in the lottery 
system.  

1. 5+ years (1 additional entry, for a total of 2) 

• Proof of residency or employment is required.  Items from the following 
list will be accepted as supporting documentation:  

1. Prior lease(s) 

2. Signed affidavit by landlord and applicant attesting to 
residency length, (proof of payment to landlord may be 
requested) 

3. Utility bills 



4. Other potential documentation: Voter Registration 
information or automobile registration. 

5. W-2(s), and/or tax returns 

6. Signed Affidavit by employers and applicant attesting to 
employment length 

7. School records 

• Household size: The individual(s) purchasing the unit and any 
dependents living together who are related by blood, marriage, adoption 
or guardianship. 

1. A household of 4+ individuals (1 additional entry, for a total of 2 
or 3) 
 

2. A household can only purchase one bedroom more than their 
household size.  

 
• The maximum number of entries a household can have is three (3). 
• A household may only submit one (1) application. 

Examples 
 

• Joe and Maria, a household of 2, meet the deed restriction requirements and have 
worked in Routt County for the past 7 years.  They would earn 2 entries to the lottery. 
(1 for DR qualification and 1 for working 5+ years in RC) 

• Gretchen and her 3 children meet the deed restriction requirements, and she has 
worked for in Routt County for the past 2 years.  Her household would earn 2 entries 
for the lottery. (1 for DR qualification and 1 for Household Size) 

• Greg, his wife and 3 children meet the deed restriction requirements, and have 
worked in Routt County for 14 years.  Greg’s household would earn 3 lottery entries 
(1 for DR qualification, 1 for working 5+ years in RC, 1 for Household Size) 

 
 Prospective Buyer Information (as of 2/7/25) 
 
In December 2024, staff published a prospective buyer form to collect data on 
households interested in purchasing at The Cottonwoods at Mid Valley.   As of 
today, we have received 128 responses.   The form has been shared through the 
following avenues: 

• The Chamber Monday Minutes (x2) • Steamboat Springs School District 
• Steamboat Ski Corporation • Routt County Newsletter 
• OPG Tenant Newsletter • Winter Sports Club Staff 

  



 
 

Household Size 
# of 

Respondents % of Total 
1 59 46% 
2 41 32% 
3 17 13% 
4 9 7% 
5 2 2% 
6 0 0% 

 

 

AMI # of Respondents % of Total 
Phase I Units by 

AMI 
Concept: Phase 
II Units by AMI 

under 100 58 45% 7 40 
101-120 46 36% 18 4 
121-130 11 9% 9 5 
131-140 9 7% 52 8 
over 140 4 3% 0 6 

 



 

Bedroom First Choice 
# of 
Respondents % of Total 

Phase I-unit 
Count 

Concept: Phase II 
Unit Count 

Studio  14 11% 0 9 
One bedroom 25 20% 22 33 
Two bedroom 59 46% 50 21 
Three bedroom 30 23% 14 0 

 
 
Lottery Conduct:   
 
To avoid confusion and to give those at the lowest AMIs the opportunity to buy, the 
lottery will be done by AMI and unit type.  Meaning there will be a total of 9 lottery 
drawings broken out as follows: 

• a lottery for the five 2-bedroom 100% AMI condos 
•  a lottery for the two 3-bedroom 100% AMI Condos  
• a lottery for the two 1-bedroom 120% AMI condos  
• a lottery for the ten 2-bedroom 120% AMI condos 
•  a lottery for the six 3-bedroom 120% AMI condos 
•  a lottery for the nine 2-bedroom 130% condos 
•  a lottery for the twenty 1-bedroom 140% AMI condos  
• a lottery for the twenty-four 2-bedroom 140% condos 
• a lottery for the six 3-bedroom 140% condos   

 
A household from a lower AMI will be able to enter a lottery for a higher AMI tier, with 
proof of funds.  This means if a household at the 120% AMI does not get selected in 
the lottery process, they can enter the lottery for a 130% unit if they can prove they 
can afford it.  
 



YVHA Staff and the Real Estate work team ran several different mock lotteries to 
understand potential scenarios.   We ran them by pulling names one at a time as 
well as randomizing the entire list of qualified applicants.  
 
Lessons learned:  
 

• It is extremely time consuming to conduct a lottery by pulling each name 
individually.   

• Instead of using names, it would be best to assign unique identifying 
numbers to each name and entry for the drawing.    

• Due to the sensitive nature of the lottery, staff recommend not having the 
drawing be a ceremonious event or a live draw. 
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--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
FROM: 
DATE:  
ITEM:  

Jason Peasley, Executive Director
 February 13, 2025 
Approval of weighted lottery preferences 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
BOARD ACTION:  __X ACTION ITEM 

____ DIRECTION REQUESTED 
____ INFORMATION 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

REQUEST OR ISSUE:  
Approval of the Weighted Lottery preferences 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  
Approval of the Weighted Lottery preferences. 

• Each Qualified Applicant is awarded a single entry into the lottery
• Length of Residency or Employment in Routt County: Individuals who have

been residents of Routt County or employed in Routt County for certain
periods of time will be given additional entries in the lottery system.

 5+ years (1 additional entry, for a total of 2)

• Household size: The individual(s) purchasing the unit and any dependents
living together who are related by blood, marriage, adoption or guardianship.

 A household of 4+ individuals (1 additional entry, for a total of 2 or
3)

• Maximum number of entries is three (3)
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Finance & Capital Planning Team Meeting 

January 23, 2025 
 
Team members present included: Kathi Meyer, Sandy Jacobs, Elliot Lawrence and Emily Katzman. 
Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Mandy Tomassetti.  
 
Key Topics Discussed: 
 

1. Financial Reports Status & Audit Timeline 

• December financials are still in draft form with ongoing changes 

• Auditors will conduct remote field work week of February 17th 

• Discussion about whether to present December financials to board: 

− Historically not shared until audited 

− Agreement reached to share draft December financials with clear "unaudited" marking 

− Final audit presentation scheduled for March 

− Audit due by March 30th (USDA requirement) 
 

2. Significant Financial Updates 

• TAHG Grant: Received $1.28M in December (booked as receivable) 

• Property Tax Revenue: 

− Exceeded budget by $45,000 due to SB 22-238 Section 5 reimbursement ($65,000) 

− Specific ownership taxes came in $35,000 higher than anticipated 

• Interest income exceeded budget by $180,000 across YVHA 

• Down payment assistance: Four families were helped with $20,000 loans each 

• Sunlight Q4 distribution: Received $7,300 from Gorman (no Q3 distribution due to 
vacancies) 

• Miscellaneous income: $2,900 from UC Health housing consultation 
 

3. Infrastructure & Capital Planning 

• Developing comprehensive reserve study for capital items including: 

− Water/sewer infrastructure 

− Electrical systems 

− Paving (9 years into 20-year lifespan) 

• Working with various contractors to establish maintenance schedules and costs 

• Whitehaven infrastructure project: 

− Four companies bidding 

− Working through environmental analysis for $1M congressional funding 

− Currently facing $2M funding gap 

− Active water leak requiring attention 
 

4. Tenant Support Initiatives 

• Rent increase implementation: 

− Limited feedback from tenants (only two inquiries) 

− Some tenants proactively overpaying in anticipation of seasonal work changes 

• Working on various support programs: 

− Exploring Comcast discounts for qualifying residents 
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− Investigating city water bill assistance 

− Creating property expense breakdown flyer for residents 
 

Follow-up Items: 
1. Elliot to contact Lala regarding potential USDA vouchers 
2. Complete rental assistance policy pending Leah's feedback 
3. Finalize infrastructure cost estimates for Whitehaven 
4. Continue development of reserve study and maintenance schedules 
5. Create and distribute property expense breakdown flyer (target: February) 

 
The meeting demonstrated strong collaboration and proactive planning for both immediate financial 
management and long-term infrastructure needs. There was particular emphasis on balancing fiscal 
responsibility with resident support during rent increases. 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Property Management Team Meeting 

January 15, 2025 
 
Team members present included: Alison Brodie, Leah Wood, Elliot Lawrence, and Alyssa Cartmill. 
Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Mandy Tomassetti. 
 
Key Topics Discussed: 
 

1. Rental Assistance Policy Review 

• Discussion of policy implementation and approval process 

• Agreement to have staff review straightforward applications, with board involvement for 
unique cases 

• Established 10-business day turnaround time for applications 

• Policy will primarily focus on Hillside property, with provisions for other properties 

• Decision to specify eligible properties in policy documentation 

• Kate (Property Manager) monitoring payment plans and resident situations 
 

2. Property Infrastructure Projects & Funding 

• Price Grant Status: 

− Not awarded; only one recipient in Colorado (Elevation Land Trust) 

− Impact on electrical infrastructure at Fish Creek and water/sewer at White Haven 

• White Haven Infrastructure: 

− Estimated cost: $3.2-3.4 million 

− Current challenges: 

• Congressionally directed funding ($1 million) at risk 

• Well system issues with multiple repairs needed 

• Currently exploring state funding options 

• Working with city on Bear River Park project coordination 

• Project Timeline Updates: 

− RFP issued for White Haven project 

− Four contractors scheduled for site walk-through 

− Bids expected by early February 
 

3. OPG Property Walks 

• Discussion of scheduling property walks for February/March 

• Agreed to sequence: 

− * Reserves (February) 

− * Alpenglow (March) 

− * Anglers (April, pending completion of repairs) 
 

4. Board Restructuring Discussion 

• Need for new board member recruitment for property management team 

• Potential candidates discussed: Jessica, Dakota, Maddie 

• Discussion of reorganizing current board member roles 
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Follow-up Items: 

1. Elliot to prepare draft agenda for Gorman meeting 
2. Emily to pursue state funding applications 
3. Property walk-through scheduling for Q1 
4. HOA communication for Cottonwoods to be drafted by mid-February 

 
Future Topics: 

1. Property recapitalization strategy 
2. Team structure evolution for 2025-2026 
3. Integration of property management and real estate teams by 2026-2027 
4. Infrastructure funding alternatives 

 
This summary captures the essential discussions and decisions while maintaining the context and 
strategic importance of each topic. It organizes the information in a way that highlights both 
immediate action items and longer-term strategic considerations. 



 

Page 2025- 1 
January 27, 2025 
Yampa Valley Housing Authority – Development Team 

YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Development Team Meeting Minutes 

Monday, January 27, 2025 
3:00pm 

 
Team members present included: Lou Tortora, Kathi Meyer, Patrick Philips, Reese Freeman, 
Bob Schneider, Jason Peasley, Elliot Lawrence, Emily Katzman, Sarah Newman 
 
Key Topics Discussed: 
 
1. Housing Demand and Market Study  

• Study is underway. Current focus is on improving community awareness of the effort and 
collaborating with community partners and other local governments 

• Survey finalization in progress (working to shorten the survey so it is 
accessible/approachable) 

• Two-phase survey approach planned: 
- Initial mail survey to 4,000 households in Routt County 
- Follow-up open link survey for broader community input and distribution in 

Routt, Moffat, and Grand counties.  
• Communications strategy development: 

- Need identified to better inform City Council about study scope and objectives 
- Creating explanatory documents for community leaders 
- Planning press releases and outreach campaigns using all YVHA 

communications assets 
- Coordinating with government partners on co-branding 

• Timeline: Mail survey to launch second week of February 
 
2. Development Pipeline & Property Analysis 
• Team is cataloging all future development opportunities within city limits 
• Four categories of potential properties identified: 

  - Development-ready, entitled sites 
  - Partnership opportunities: partners with land assets and housing needs 
  - Vacant parcels 
  - Redevelopment opportunities 

• Documentation strategy being developed at multiple levels: 
  - Internal detailed analysis 
  - Public-facing general capacity studies 
  - Prioritized acquisition lists 
  - Goal is to create comprehensive picture of future development potential 

 
3. USFS Project & Servitas Contract Discussion 
• Extensive discussion of Servitas' proposed Pre-Development Agreement, particularly 

around their proposed fee structure relative to the amount of risk they are proposing to 
take in the project.  
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- Developer fee proposed to be 9% of program costs ~$3M. Concern about fee 
structure and timing of payments 

  - Construction admin fee proposed to be 2.5% of hard costs 
  - Limited risk assumption by Servitas 
  - Front-loaded payment schedule 

• Team consensus that fee structure/risk share needs significant revision 
• Discussion of alternative approaches: 

  - Direct program management 
  - Modified fee structure based on actual costs plus reasonable multiplier 
  - Performance-based payments tied to milestones 
- Servitas takes on more pre-development risk 

 
4. Cottonwoods Project Update 
• Financial challenges identified: 

  - Cost control and change orders 
  - Mortgage interest rates staying higher than anticipated, which impacts anticipated 
sales prices and prospective buyers’ buying power 
  - Construction timeline delays 

• Construction oversight needs discussed: 
  - Potential for additional third-party oversight 
  - Current oversight structure review 
  - Timing considerations for bringing in additional oversight 

 
5. Brown Ranch Project 

• Update on Community Builders engagement 
• Ways YVHA can support phase 1 of Community Builders scope: 

  - Defining success metrics 
- Building common understanding 

• Housing needs assessment 
• Infill analysis 

• Timeline concerns raised regarding: 
  - Potential voter approval requirements 
  - Project delivery timeline shifting to 2030 

 
Action Items: 
1. Negotiate revised fee structure proposal for Servitas 
2. Create comprehensive pipeline documentation 
3. Review construction oversight options for Cottonwoods 
4. Schedule follow-up meeting on Cottonwoods proforma (Feb 10) 
5. Prepare for joint City Council/County Commissioner meeting (Feb 3) 
 
Next Meeting:  
February 10, 2025 - Focus on Cottonwoods proforma review 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Policy Team Meeting 

January 8, 2025 
 
Team members present included: Catherine Carson, Kate Nowak, Tim Corrigan, Dakotah McGinlay, 
Kathi Meyer, Angelica Salinas, Emily Katzman, Elizabeth Hinchman, Araceli Googins. Special 
guests: State Representative Meghan Lukens, State Senator Dylan Roberts, Minutes prepared via 
AI with formatting edits by Mandy Tomassetti and fact check by Emily Katzman. 

Key Topics Discussed: 
 

1. Legislative session opened January 8, 2025. Legislative updates so far:  

• a) HB25-1006  (Rep. Lukens) 

− Enables school districts to build solar gardens and affordable housing 
on their properties 

− Removes outdated leasing restrictions for school districts  

• b) SB25-006 (Sen. Roberts) 

− Allocates $50M from Treasury’s reserve funds for affordable 
homeownership programs 

− Targets income-restricted home ownership units 

− AMI limits: up to 170% rural resort, 140% rural, 120% statewide 

− Discussion on need for affordability requirements/deed restrictions 
while maintaining local flexibility 

2. Insurance Legislation 

• Two upcoming bills focusing on: 

− Insurance transparency to reduce consumer costs 

− Addressing hail and wildfire impacts on insurance costs 

• Noted significant challenges with property insurance costs affecting housing 
development 

• Fair Plan implementation started January 1, 2025 
3. Mobile Home Park Issues 

• Discussion of Prop 123 funding restrictions 

• Challenge: Cannot access funds without deed restrictions on mobile homes 

• Proposed solution: Explore possibility of having affordability requirements on 
land/lot rents instead 

• Need to address infrastructure upgrades at Fish Creek and Whitehaven Mobile 
Home Parks 

4. Area Median Income (AMI) Concerns 

• Growing disconnects between AMI and actual wages 

• Impact on affordable housing rent calculations 

• Suggestion to conduct state study comparing AMI vs local wages 
5. Regional Development & Infrastructure 

• Hayden planning 900 new homes 

• Stagecoach development (130 units) 

• Growing concerns about Highway 40 capacity and safety 

• Discussion of resort growth impacts on transit needs 
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Follow-Up Items: 
1. Emily to draft email regarding: 

• Mobile home situation and Prop 123 requirements 

• Homeownership program modifications 
2. YVHA to review Senate Bill 2 regarding modular housing 
3. Need to develop process for tracking legislation affecting operations and governmental 

requirements 
4. Review construction defects legislation draft when available 

 
Future Topics: 

1. Development of legislative review process 
2. Discussion of organizational membership in CML/CCI 
3. February meeting to address policy tracking procedures 
4. Review of administrative structure as organization grows 

 
The meeting concluded at normal time with all agenda items covered. 
 
Next Meeting: Wednesday, January 29, 2025 at 11 am  
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Policy Team Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, January 29, 2025 

11:00am 
 
Team members present included: Catherine Carson, Jessica Valand, Angelica Salinas, Jason 
Peasley, Emily Katzman, Sarah Newman. Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Sarah 
Newman.  
 
Key Topics Discussed: 
 
1. Housing Needs Assessment Survey 

• Survey in final draft stage, estimated completion time 12-18 minutes 
• Offering drawing for five $100 gift card incentives for participation  
• Two data collection periods planned: 

- Phase 1: Mail survey to 4,000 selected households 
- Phase 2: Open links distributed through housing authority and community partners 

• Questions incorporate input from multiple stakeholders including Steamboat Springs, 
Routt County, and Craig.  

• Survey aims to gather data on housing preferences across different locations and AMI 
tiers 

 
2. City-YVHA Partnership Discussion 

• Context: City was historically hands-off on affordable housing for 15+ years until STR tax 
implementation and Brown Ranch 

• Current Situation: Need for improved collaboration between city and YVHA 
• Strategy Discussion: 

- Housing Authority has expertise and land resources; city has funding 
- Need to develop seamless partnership rather than operating in parallel 
- Focus on combining resources for maximum impact 
- Potential areas for collaboration: infill development, Brown Ranch  

 
3. Legislative Updates 
a) Modular Housing Bill 

• Concerns raised about: 
- Regional code variations and climate feasibility 
- Safety standards and inspection authority 
- Building department oversight  

• Counties seeking amendments rather than opposing entirely 
 
b) “YIGBY” Bill (Housing Development on Faith and Educational Land) 

• Would allow development on faith-based and educational institution land 
• Key Concerns: 

- Definition of qualifying properties 
- Tax impacts 
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- Local zoning control 
- Infrastructure burden 
- Fair housing practices 

• Mixed reactions from counties 
• Group generally supportive but sees need for amendments regarding: 

- Environmental protections 
- Affordability guarantees 
- Quality standards 
- Fair housing requirements 

 
4. Federal Funding Updates 

• Federal funding “freeze” could have impact on YVHA’s work. Concerns about potential 
impacts on: 
- Whitehaven Mobile Home Park water/sewer infrastructure grant ($1M) 
- HUD Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers 
- Hillside Village rental assistance 

 
Action Items: 
1. Emily to distribute final draft of housing survey 
2. Staff to review factory building legislation 
3. Team to develop recommended amendments for YIGBY bill 
4. Continue monitoring federal funding situation 
 
Next Meeting:  
February 26, 2025 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Comms Team Meeting 

Thursday, January 28, 2025 
 
Team members present included: Jim Beers, Maddie Ward, Kate Nowak, Robin Schepper, Jason 
Peasley, Araceli Googins, Alyssa Cartmill, and Emily Katzman. Minutes prepared via AI with formatting 
edits by Mandy Tomassetti and Robin Schepper. 
 

Key Topics Discussed: 
 

1. Website & Marketing Updates 
• New drone shots obtained from Norris Design for The Cottonwoods development 
• Website carousel created featuring labeled images of The Cottonwoods 
• Newsletter distribution system switched from Constant Contact to Mailchimp 

- Current subscriber base: ~3,005 with 60% open rate 
• Digital Home Buyer Guide development in progress 

- Team reviewing example from Aspen 
- Guide will include deed restriction information and lottery process details 
- Discussion of design options with focus on branding consistency 
- Decision to use colored version for online PDF and simpler version for print 

 
2. Housing Needs Assessment Initiative 

• Survey to be distributed to 4,000 randomly selected households 
• Multiple distribution phases planned: 

- Initial mail-out survey 
- Online survey links for broader community participation 
- Final assessment publication 

• Data collection methodology includes: 
- Credit bureau information 
- USPS change of address forms 
- Voter registration 
- Assessor data 

• Technical advisory committee established to review process and ensure credibility 
 
3. AMI (Area Median Income) & Housing Strategy Discussion 

• Clarification on target demographics for The Cottonwoods: 
- For-sale units aimed at "missing middle" income range 
- Rental units planned for 60-90% AMI range  
- Phase 1 condos are 100-140% AMI 

• Current development pipeline: 
- Phase 1 will be 86 one-, two-, and three-bedroom condos available early 2026. 
- Building 3 from Phase 2 - 63 units – studio, one- and two-bedroom condos available early 

2027. 
- 87 rental units planned at Building 4 at The Cottonwoods 
- 84 rental units planned at Hilltop/USFS development 



Page 2025- 2 
January 28, 2025 
Yampa Valley Housing Authority – Communications Team 

 

• Discussion of ALICE (Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed) households 
- 37% of Routt County population falls in this category 
- Potential to align future communications with ALICE terminology 

 
Action Items: 
1. Robin & Kate to develop one-page communication brief for board members 
2. Communications team to establish monthly focus topics for board member outreach 
3. Robin to update calendar with upcoming milestones and events 
4. Emily to share revised Hilltop project schedule 
5. Comms team needs to brainstorm new name for Hilltop 
 
Next Meeting: 
February 18, 2025, at 2:00 PM 
 
Follow-up Required: 
• Board packet completion by next Friday 
• Development of board member outreach strategy 
• Regular updates to communication calendar 

 
The meeting demonstrated strong alignment on communication strategies while highlighting the 
complexity of explaining housing programs to various stakeholders. Particular emphasis was placed 
on the need for clear, consistent messaging about deed restrictions and income qualifications. 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Real Estate Team Meeting 

January 16, 2025 
 

Team members present included: Kathi Meyer, Michael Ann LaMotte, Alyssa Cartmill, Araceli 
Googins, Jason Peasley, Elliot Lawrence, and Robin Schepper. Minutes prepared via AI with 
formatting edits by Mandy Tomassetti. 
 
 
Key Topics Discussed: 
 

1. Partnership Update  

• Discussion of commission structure and need for written confirmation from corporate 
regarding 1% commission exception 

• Need for clarity on MLS listing processes and relationship structure 

• Concerns raised about ensuring proper documentation and contingencies in agreements 

• Which contract will be utilized:  Developer or general Colorado Commission Forms 

• Key concern: Need written confirmation from agency about commission exception to 
avoid future complications 
 

2. MLS Strategy Discussion 

• Debate over whether to utilize MLS for listings 

• Benefits discussed: Automatic syndication to other platforms (Zillow, etc.) 

• Concerns about maintaining control over buyer qualification process 

• Agreement to include detailed notes in MLS listings about deed restrictions and lottery 
requirements 

• Discussion of impact on future real estate operations and broker credits 
 

3. Lottery Implementation Plan 

• Major components discussed: 
- a) Application Process Changes: 

1. Moving from "Pre-screen form" to "Prospective Buyer Form" 
2. Current completion rate: ~70 respondents 
3. Goal set for 500 prospective buyers 
4. Integration with existing housing survey data 

- b) Unit Selection Process: 
1. Agreement to run separate lotteries by AMI level and unit type 
2. Implementation of 48-hour acceptance window for selected buyers 
3. Earnest money requirements set at 3% of purchase price 
4. Additional $5,000 requirement for closing costs 

- c) Appeals Process Structure: 
1. Decision to involve board members in appeals committee 
2. Discussion of staff roles vs. board oversight 
3. Agreement to require written appeals process 
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4. Marketing Strategy 

• Need identified for more comprehensive marketing materials 

• Discussion of pending architectural renders and floor plans 

• Agreement to develop both process-focused and lifestyle-focused content 

• Plan to create video content showcasing location benefits 

• Timeline for marketing materials: Major components expected by March 2025 
 

Action Items 
1. **Documentation Updates:** 

• Change pre-screen form to prospective buyer form 

• Update website language regarding AMI requirements 

• Develop clear documentation about earnest money requirements 
2. **Partnership Tasks:** 

• Obtain written confirmation from corporate regarding 1% commission 

• Schedule meeting with Jason, Chris, Amy and Alyssa to discuss MLS strategy 
3. **Marketing Development:** 

• Wait for architect's final renders (expected March) 

• Begin developing lifestyle content with existing materials 

• Create comprehensive buyer information packet 
4. **Administrative:** 

• Schedule next meetings through February 

• Reassess meeting schedule after mid-February 
 

Notable Concerns 
1. Timeline delays due to construction decisions 
2. Need for balance between marketing process and actual unit features 
3. Concerns about maintaining proper distance in appeals process 
4. Need to protect privacy in lottery process 

 
Next Meetings 

• January 30, 2025 (same time) 

• February 13, 2025 (time to be adjusted for board meeting) 

• Schedule to be revised after mid-February  
 

Additional Notes 

• Currently dealing with some delays in finalization of unit details and construction decisions, 
which impacts marketing timeline. Group showed strong alignment on need to balance 
process information with lifestyle marketing. 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Real Estate Team Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, January 30, 2025 
10:00am 

 
Team members present included: Kathi Meyer, Maddie Ward, Alyssa Cartmill, Araceli Googins, 
Jason Peasley, Elliot Lawrence, Robin Schepper, and Sarah Newman.  Minutes prepared via AI 
with formatting edits by Sarah Newman. 
 
Key Topics Discussed 

1. Prospective Buyer Update 

• Current Status:  
o 89 completed surveys 
o Demographics: 5 households of four, 1 household of five 
o 13 households qualify for three-bedroom units 
o 6 households eligible for extra entry 
o Most AMIs fall within low 100% 
o Primary interest in two-bedroom units, followed by one-bedrooms 
o 93% employed in Route County 
o 93% don't own other real estate 
o 78% first-time homebuyers 
o 88% have reviewed budget/credit scores 
o 33% have talked with mortgage lenders 
o 31% requesting home buying resources 

2. Lottery Implementation Strategy 

• Decision to use randomization rather than "spin the wheel" method for efficiency 
• Agreement to avoid public lottery events based on previous experiences 
• Lottery Structure:  

o Separate lotteries by AMI levels and unit types 
o Entry System:  

▪ Base entry: 1 entry 
▪ Work in county >5 years: +1 entry 
▪ Household qualification: +1 entry 
▪ Maximum 3 entries per household 

• Timeline Adjustments:  
o Deed restriction qualifications: June-September 2025 
o Lottery drawings: September-October 2025 
o Results announcement: October-November 2025 
o Move-in: First quarter 2026 

3. Real Estate Partnership Update 
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• Pending conversation with Kim Bell Williams regarding real estate license arrangement 
• Discussion about The Agency agreement 
• Multiple lenders confirmed for financing:  

o Alpine Bank (DE restriction approved) 
o Mountain Valley Bank 

• Confirmed no FHA loans, focusing on Fannie/Freddie approval 

Action Items 

1. Update public-facing timeline on website 
2. Create visuals for board presentation of buyer statistics 
3. Develop detailed calendar showing lottery sequence 
4. Finalize HOA management RFP 
5. Review developer contracts from Ken 

 
Next Meeting: 
Thursday, February 13, 2025, 9:00-11:00 AM Focus: Board presentation review and 
assignment of presentation leads 

Notable Decisions 

• Agreed to move away from public lottery events 
• Approved timeline adjustments pushing major milestones to later dates 
• Confirmed approach to multiple entries in lottery system 
• Decided to maintain AMI and unit type separation in lottery process 

 

Additional Notes 

Team expressed confidence in current trajectory while acknowledging the need for flexibility in 
timeline as construction progresses. Marketing efforts continue through multiple channels 
with expectation of increased interest once sales prices are published. 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Ad Hoc - Special Team Meeting 

January 21, 2025 
 

Team members present included: Leah Wood, Kathi Meyer, Catherine Carson, Reese Freeman, 
Jason Peasley, and Robin Schepper. Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Mandy 
Tomassetti. 

 
Key Topics Discussed: 

 
1. Communication and Meeting Structure 

• Discussion about improving communication between board members and with city council 

• Current constraints: Board members cannot email all members directly; communication 
must go through staff 

• Meeting frequency: Currently meeting every six weeks 

• Challenge identified: Need to balance frequent communication with board member 
availability 

• Agreement to maintain six-week meeting schedule with updates through Robin 
(Communications) 
 

2. Role Definition and City Council Relations 

• Extensive discussion about Housing Authority's role relative to city council 

• Current challenges: 

− Misalignment of expectations between council and Housing Authority 

− Lack of clear communication channels 

− Need for better definition of Housing Authority's advisory role 

• Proposed solutions: 

− Schedule regular presentations to council 

− Establish clearer communication protocols with city staff 

− Define Housing Authority's role as housing expert/advisor 
 

3. Development Projects and Funding 
Hilltop Project Discussion 

• Status: Ready to proceed with leasing authority secured 

• Timeline: Potential groundbreaking next year 

• Funding needs: Approximately $1 million needed for permitting and financial close 

• Current challenges: 

− High interest rates affecting affordability 

− Need for additional subsidies 

− Construction and development costs increasing 
 

Housing Affordability Concerns 

• Project costs: $12 million contributed but still facing affordability challenges 

• Price ranges: Units expected to be $400,000-$600,000 

• Potential solutions discussed: 

− Using STR (Short Term Rental) funds for interest rate buy-down program 

− Exploring additional funding sources 
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− Considering increased subsidies 
 

4. Buyer Interest and Marketing 

• Current status: Over 68 interested buyers registered 

• Marketing strategy: 

− Currently in "soft launch" phase 

− Full marketing campaign not yet implemented 

− Down payment assistance programs to be promoted 

• Need to manage expectations regarding number of interested buyers 
 
Action Items 

1. Jason to schedule meeting with city staff (Tom/Gary) to discuss roles and expectations 
2. Schedule presentation to council about: 

• Hilltop project updates 

• Pipeline projects 

• Housing needs assessment (when complete) 
3. Explore STR funding possibilities for interest rate buy-down program 
4. Continue gathering prospective buyer information 

 
Future Topics 

• Housing needs assessment presentation (March/May timeline) 

• Discussion of development strategy and role definition 

• Forest Service housing partnership updates 

• Comprehensive marketing strategy implementation 
 
Notes 
The meeting highlighted the complex relationship between the Housing Authority and city council, 
with a clear need for better defined roles and communication channels. There was strong agreement 
on the need to be proactive in addressing affordability challenges while maintaining realistic 
expectations about what can be achieved in the current economic environment. 
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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
Executive Team Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday, January 29, 2025 
 

Team members present include:  Jason Peasley, Leah Wood, Cole Hewitt, Lou Tortora, Kathi 
Meyer. Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Sarah Newman. 

KEY TOPICS DISCUSSED: 

1. STAFFING UPDATES 

• Sarah Newman joined recently with a new structured onboarding process 
• Communications position is currently advertised 
• Robin (current communications staff) will not apply for full-time position but 

may:  
- Help onboard/train the new hire 
- Support future ballot initiatives with Roger 

 
2. COMMUNICATIONS TEAM LEADERSHIP 

• Kate and Jim Beers appointed as co-chairs 
• Kate presented strategic communication objectives including:  

- Monthly board information sharing framework 
- Board member engagement expectations 
- Focus on specific topics (e.g., deed restrictions, lottery system) 

 
4. DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE & STR PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY 

• Strategy for presenting pipeline to city council, focus on demonstrating Housing 
Authority expertise and capability 

• Discussion of various entitled projects and opportunities 
• Discussion of existing projects including:  

- Bear River Village 
- Other entitled properties in town 

 
FOLLOW-UP ITEMS: 

1. Pipeline presentation strategy development 
2. Review of communication team structure 

 

The meeting concluded with agreement to switch the presentation order of upcoming topics, 
leading with pipeline discussion before housing needs assessment when meeting with city 
council. 
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