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YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY  

DEVELOPMENT MEETING MINUTES  

APRIL 22, 2024  

Team members present included: Lou Tortora, Reese Freeman, Michael Ann LaMotte, Patrick Phillips, Kathi 
Meyer, Jason Peasley, Emily Katzman, Elliot Lawrence, Robin Schepper, Brad Calvert (City of Steamboat 
Springs) and Bob Schneider. Minutes prepared via AI with formatting edits by Kristy Marshall with formatting edits 
for ADA compliance by Sarah Newman.  

Key Topics Discussed: 

1. USFS HILLTOP 

• Emily began the meeting with a Hilltop update. She noted project is moving quickly now that we’ve received the 

green light after the City Council voted unanimously to direct the city manager to sign the right of first refusal. We 

have until September 30th to get a lease on the land from the Forest Service. Emily said as of right now that is 

where the project currently stands in the process. The Development Team received a draft MOU in their packet 

that outlines the partnership between the City and YVHA, as well as a development partner. Emily stated the first 

task at hand today is to review the draft MOU. 

• The USFS parcel is 8.7 acres of land, the upper limit of units that parcel of land can accommodate is 100 units due 

to there only being one access point from Hilltop, 80-100 units is the range both parties are considering for this 

parcel. This development will be directly adjacent to the Longview Highlands neighborhood. Jason highlighted that 

there will be extensive outreach conducted with the residents of the Longview Highlands neighborhood prior to 

site planning and development.  

• Emily outlined the responsibilities included in the MOU. On the YVHA side, YVHA will issue the development 

partner RFP with input from the City, select the development partner, manage the development partner 

relationship, lead unit mix and product type decision making, work with the USFS, City and development partner to 

lead the land lease process, lead community engagement, function as a special limited partner in the 

development partnership for tax abatement, lead project proforma development iterations with the development 

partner, identify gap financing needs for the project and apply for grants to support gap financing, invest YVHA 

and/or short term tax revenue to support gap financing, lead project entitlements, facilitate the financial closing 

project funding, provide construction oversight and provide asset management for the general partnership. On the 

City’s side, first is to exercise the right of first refusal (currently underway), transfer the leasing authority to YVHA 

or enter into a development services agreement, support community engagement, provide input on the unit mix 
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and product type, provide STR tax revenue funds as needed, participate in regular project design meetings, and if 

the City is a project investor, to provide administrative support for the financial closing. 

• Reese had a question on section 3(a) – it says YVHA and development partner shall be responsible for the 

development of the project proforma. Reese said that is something YVHA always does, is there opportunity here to 

share some responsibility with the City to collaborate on the proforma to assist with the transparency we’re trying 

to build with the City. Jason and Brad summarized the plans in place for the City to have input on the proforma in 

relation to rent pricing and unit mix for the USFS and city allocated units. Brad noted that the goal is to end up with 

an in-kind lease and essentially have no cash payment for the lease, to get the lease based on the value of the 

units being provided for the Forest Service, that suggests that all of this will be out in the public domain in some 

form or fashion. In section 3(b), Reese asked if we could get “architectural input” included, with reference to 

mechanical systems so we could have performance scores be included. Emily said that element change could be 

included in the RFP. The team discussed a few elements of the Dillon USFS project and how it could potentially 

relate to this USFS project.  

• This development could be similar to Alpenglow, where some of the units are LIHTC, which would allow for 

workforce requirements to be implemented across some of the units and the other units are then restricted 

differently. Emily said she needed input on multiple fronts. First and foremost, she currently has the RFP listed as 

targeting income ranges from 30-130% with the goal of averaging about 90%AMI. This comes with the expectation 

that once we get the updated demand study, YVHA will be able to work with the developer to refine the AMI range. 

We also need to hear back from the USFS on what specific income ranges their units will be catered towards. The 

city has designated an AMI range of 80-120% AMI for their 10 units.  

• Emily stressed the need of bringing on a private partner as soon as possible with the condensed timeline required 

for procuring the lease by the September 30th deadline. Due to the condensed timeline of this project, bringing on 

a development partner will need to be dual tracked as the AMI refinement is still underway for this project. The 

USFS needs to be able to hand this project over to an appraiser who can say the value of the dirt is x and then 

determine if the units being created for the USFS are greater or lesser than x. The USFS unit request is 15 units and 

12 seasonal beds which could be accommodated in 2 to 3 units. 

• Kathi had a lease question- Brad do you imagine the lease negotiation representative to be city staff, YVHA staff or 

the city council? Brad said it would be staff and final approval would be voted on by City Council. Brad noted that 

we do not yet know that the lease is assignable so we should be prepared for both outcomes. Patrick asked what 

the entitlement situation looks like. Jason said it does not need to be rezoned but multifamily is conditional use. 
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This will be a similar entitlement process to many of our past projects. Community outreach will be a main priority 

prior to the entitlement process.  

• Discussion of AMI range and narrowing that 30-130% prior to the selection of a development partner could really 

impact what types of development partners choose to apply to this RFP. Emily noted that this could be our last 

project to deliver housing for many years. Mid Valley is already geared towards middle income so utilizing this 

development to deliver more low-income housing might go a long way for our community. Also showing a different 

housing type like townhomes might appeal more to the surrounding developments. The team discussed various 

pros and cons of focusing on low- and/or middle-income housing for this development in relation to the local need 

within various AMI’s as well as the political reality of what is possible for this site.  

• Jason displayed the site footprint and showed the team what the site layout would look like with 3 Reserves style 

buildings laid out on the site. The USFS and City units would be ineligible for LIHTC, however the rest of the units 

could be LIHTC. After leasing up Anglers, we know the community need for LIHTC units is still significant. Jason 

said for this site a 9% tax credit deal could be utilized for the remaining units that are not dedicated to the USFS 

and City. 

• Lou agreed with Emily on the current AMI range, proceeding with the 30-130% range is best until more data is 

finalized and gathered from all parties involved. Lou asked if there was anything else that needed to be wrapped 

up. Emily said unless there are new comments on the MOU draft from today’s meeting, she would get the 

comment suggestions submitted thus far from the staff and board over to the City to work on the next or final draft 

of the MOU. The RFP also needs to have final feedback from YVHA board and staff so Emily can make final 

adjustments to that document as well. 

• Reese asked if in section 3(c) in the MOU, if that was normal language in the deals YVHA does, if YVHA is normally 

responsible for selecting project design consultants? Emily said YVHA is normally responsible for selecting the 

project design consultant but YVHA doesn’t normally pay for that fee, we just play a role in the selection of the 

party that creates the final design and the developer pays that design fee. Patrick asked Emily what level of design 

she anticipates applicants providing in their RFP submissions. To meet the conceptual level requirement in the 

RFP, applicants are going to need to come to the table with a significant portion of the design conceptualized. The 

team agreed to edit section 3(c) of the MOU to adjust to the varied time constraints present in this project. Emily 

and Jason are going to edit that section. 

• Reese’s other question was in reference to 4(d) where it states YVHA oversees all construction activities, and 

wondered if that was divergent from what we’ve done in the past or if that is a pretty normal practice for us? Kathi 
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suggested adding ‘YVHA or its consultants’ be added since this development with have multiple more partners 

than our past projects. The last question Reese had was the paragraph just before section 6, right before the lease 

assignment. Jason clarified that section for the group, this development is being built under the concept that the 

lease with the USFS can be assigned to YVHA. If it can’t, the city would be the leaseholder and then they would 

execute with YVHA and our development partner a developer services agreement to the do the actual work to 

build out this development. 

• Emily summarized that in addition to the staff comments already added to the MOU prior to the development team 

meeting, revisions are also going to be made to sections 3(c) and 4(d). Brad noted that the city was fine with 

everything, however, each group’s legal departments flagged sections 6 and 7 for further review and finer detail to 

be added prior to final approval. Lou asked what we thought the timing on the RFP would be. Jason said once the 

MOU is finalized it would then need to go through the Council process. 

• Brad said this MOU approval probably only needs to go through one City Council approval but he would check with 

City staff to confirm. Due to the timeline of this project, this MOU might need to go into the RFP unsigned as a draft 

document. Kathi pointed out a date in the MOU that still needed to be adjust, Emily said that was noted by staff 

and will be adjusted prior to the YVHA draft being submitted back to the city. Kathi also noted for Elliot that she 

thought the amount of liability insurance was quite low, Emily said that is one of the items that has been flagged to 

be updated as well. 

• The team discussed that prior to the RFP being released the AMI range needs to be narrowed down or determined 

by each user group. Patrick highlighted that the more clearly we specify the income characteristics, the better the 

proposals we're going to get. On the other hand, the more clearly we specify AMI ranges, the greater need for the 

demand study and the timing of the RFP and demand study are not quite in sync. The group discussed what 

performance characteristics should be included in the RFP. The team agreed that being complimentary to the 

character of the preexisting neighborhood, specifically view preservation, is an aspect that should be included in 

the RFP.  

• Emily noted that she intentionally suggested in the RFP to blend to an average AMI of 90% as that could then leave 

the community eligible for some of the Prop 123 funding our community committed to for rental product. Brad and 

Emily noted that for Prop 123, without Brown Ranch now being built in a timely fashion, the City of Steamboat 

Springs committed to building 42 60%AMI units in 3 years which culminates in 2027. The city now needs to find 

another location outside of Brown Ranch to deliver those 42 60% AMI units. The consequence of not meeting that 

42 60% AMI unit delivery by 2027 would mean that no one in the city would be eligible for Prop 123 grants for a 
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year. Jason summarized how we can update Section E on unit mix, he and Emily will update that language for the 

final RFP. 

• Reese asked if in Section F, we want to be compensated for our asset management and construction oversight 

services. Jason said that could be added to Section F3, where asset management is referenced. Emily also noted 

that she had flagged section F to go over with the team in reference to a different item than Reese had mentioned. 

She highlighted that it’s been several years since we’ve issued an RFP, and asked the team if the items listed are 

still our main priorities and if the order of those priorities was still correct: 

o Unit mix 

o Limiting risk 

o Asset Management guarantee 

o ROI 

• She highlighted that with Brown Ranch, health equity and sustainability were two key drivers that informed the 

development plan at Brown Ranch. Since it’s been a few years since we issued a development RFP, do we want to 

now include those in the goals listed in our RFP’s moving forward? Jason agreed that those are priorities that 

should be added and that the team should decide where. Jason also mentioned that he and Elliot have begun 

speaking in depth on how to create quality standards for all future development and how those standards can be 

met and verified by Elliot or whomever conducts construction oversight. Until an official list or policy of quality 

standards is finalized, communicating that sustainability, health equity and key quality of life standards are met 

will be necessary in this RFP. Patrick noted that health equity, quality of life and sustainability could be included in 

the narrative or introductory preamble that sets forth the vision of the project instead of being listed with the 4 

development goals.  

• The team discussed key items to include in the RFP as requirements that would improve health and quality of life 

including sound proofing, a good blower door rating, a water management plan and a quality kitchen. Emily asked 

Reese if he was aware of any green building standards that encompassed all the requirements we are looking for. 

Reese said LEED isn’t great but that Pretty Good House, which is a step just below Passive House, is a good one. 

Reese said just requiring the lower blower door score and a water management plan are going to cover so many 

things that we don’t necessarily need to prescribe to something like an Enterprise Green Community Standard. 

The team agreed they were fine with the current order of the 4 development goals.  
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• Lou asked Emily how we plan on distributing our RFP, Emily said she’s been working with ULI, we will also 

distribute it directly to our internal vendor database, YVHA and the City can also distribute press releases to 

connect with local contractors that might not already be on YVHA’s vendor list or ULI’s network.  

• The team discussed the tight timeline that is a byproduct of the September 30th lease signing requirement date, 

which in turn creates a challenging timeline for the RFP process. The federal approval process requires elements 

that would normally be included in a proposal provided by a developer such as a site plan, number of buildings, 

AMI mix and infrastructure required. Those are the key points that will help influence the special appraisal that 

then determines the value of the in-kind donation to make sure we have a zero-cost land lease. 

• With this challenging timeline Jason said YVHA and the City could dual-track this process by investing a small 

amount of funds to pay for the NEPA study and get the process started with the USFS. Doing that would allow us 

more time in selecting a development partner, we could then wait to release RFP later, once the demand study has 

been finalized. Kathi asked if Jason could put an itemized list of some of the out-of-pocket fast track costs; 

members of the team agreed that a site plan, rough artistic rendering of the elevation, and a soils report, would 

probably run $50-75k. The team agreed that on the front end, footing some of the development planning costs 

would allow more time for community outreach that could then be included in the RFP and could further influence 

the unit mix delivery and therefore make this a less risky project in the long run and one that has more community 

support.  

• With those changes in mind Emily confirmed the next steps with the team. Jason suggested creating two timelines, 

the one originally proposed and the second timeline the team created where we do the initial lease requirements, 

laying those out might right away eliminate the first timeline. Due to the unique nature and limiting timeline that 

requires a September 30th lease signing, that might require the City and YVHA to foot more of the predevelopment 

costs than any projects we’ve done in the past. The team will also need to review the MOU to make sure it aligns 

with the second timeline of events that was brainstormed during this development team meeting. Brad said if we 

do go the option two route and a commitment of STR tax funds are needed, the earliest this could go to City 

Council would be on May 21st, with a reading for a supplemental budget appropriation on May 7th and the second 

reading occurring May 21st.  

2. BROWN RANCH 

• Demand Study – Lou asked at what date do we need this study completed? Emily said as soon as possible, the 

team agreed. If we truly have the option of opening up phase 2 of Mid Valley this demand study could inform that. 

The team discussed receiving a demand study from another consultant aside from RCLCO. Getting a county wide 
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assessment of the need for affordable housing at different AMI levels could then be used as the foundation for unit 

and AMI mix at specific sites. 

• From a communications perspective, having a clear methodology would help public consumption of the housing 

demand study. Also touching on workforce buying power in the community, what people can afford, will also 

assist with public comprehension. The team also noted the need for a detailed methodology included in any future 

housing demand study. If we are using this as a foundational document, having a user friendly and therefore 

defendable methodology that is comprehendible for individuals who are not economists will go a long way.  

• We will need this document for Hilltop, phase 2 at Mid Valley and next steps for Brown Ranch. The team agreed 

this demand study needs to fill a lot of different needs, so giving it the proper timeline is important, even though 

ideally we would have like to have it already. Taking this into account, the team agreed that two different scopes 

are needed, the first is a refresh/update of our current demand study that can inform what is needed for Hilltop 

and Mid Valley this summer, and the second is an RFP process for a new demand study that includes a scope of 

work that produces a community friendly breakdown of that demand study.  

• For the new demand study, the team agreed on a 5-year timeline instead of 20 years. Regardless of the timeline, 

these demand studies will be refreshed on an annual or biannual basis. The demand study refresh is likely about a 

$30k scope of work and the new demand study will be a much larger scope of work. 


