SNOWMASS VILLAGE TOWN COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
MAY 17, 2010

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL TIMES ARE APPROXIMATE - ITEMS COULD
START EARLIER OR LATER THAN THE STATED TIME

CALL TO ORDER AT 5:00 P.M.

Item No. 1:

ROLL CALL

Iltem No. 2:

PUBLIC NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Item No. 3:

(5-minute time limit)

COUNCIL UPDATES

Iltem No. 4:

FINANCIAL UPDATE

item No. 5:

(Time: 45 Minutes)
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Review Financial updte and

provide comments to staff.
—~Russ Forrest/Marianne Rakowski................... Page 1 (TABA)

SUMMARY OF LAND USE CODE AMENDMENTS TO

ltem No. 6:

IMPLEMENT THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

(Time: 90 Minutes)
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Review and comment on he

list of proposed Land Use Code Amendments.
-ChrisConrad...............c..cooiiii e, Page 7 (TABB)

DISCUSSION :SNOWMASS MOUNTAIN CONDOMINIUMS

Item No. 7:

(Time: 60 Minutes)
A MINOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT TO THE

2008 FINAL PUD FOR SNOWMASS MOUNTAIN CONDIMINIUMS
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Hear the initial presentation
of the proposal by the applicant. Review and consider applicant’s
proposed revisions to the previous approval in 2008. After
evaluation, direct scheduling of an ordinance action for a
subsequent meeting if desired.

-JimWahlstrom ... Page 10 (TABC)

FIRST READING - ORDINANCE NO. 9, SERIES OF 2010 —

TIMBERLINE SPA

(Time: 60 Minutes)

AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING A MINOR AMENDMENT TO THE
TIMBERLINE S.P.A. BY THE TIMBERLINE CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION INC. TO PERMIT A NEW ATHLETIC CLUB FACILITY
AND POOL AREA
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ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Approve, modify or deny
Ordinance No. 9, Series of 2010

~ChrisConrad.............cccoooiiiiiiiiiii Page 97 (TABD)
Item No. 8: FIRST READING — ORDINANCE NO, 12, SERIES OF 2010-
EXTENSION OF MORITORIUM
(Time: 15 Minutes)
AN ORDINANCE EXTENDING THE TEMPORARY MORITUM ON
THE ACCEPTANCE OF ANY NEW LAND USE APPLICATION
SEEKING DEVELOPMENT APPROCAL FOR REAL PROPERTY
LOCATED IN THE WEST VILLAGE COMPREHENSIVELY PLANNED
AREA AND FARAWAY RANCH NORTH
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Approve, modify or deny
Ordinance 12, Series of 2010.
~JORN Dresser .......c.ccovvviiiiiiiici e Page 136 (TAB E)
Item No. 9: FIRST READING - ORDINANCE NO. 11, SERIES OF 2010-
ORDINANCE REVIEW
(Time: 15 Minutes)
AN ORDINANCE CONDUCTING AN ORDINANCE REVIEW AS
PRESCRIBED BY THE HOME RULE CHARTER
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Approve, modify or deny
Ordinance No. 11, 2010.
~John Dresser..........cocvevvi i Page 140 (TAB F)
Item No. 10: MANAGER'S REPORT
(Time: 10 minutes)
--Russell Forrest..............cocoviviviinie e, Page 143 (TAB G)
Item No. 11: AGENDA FOR NEXT TOWN COUNCIL MEETING
e June?7, 2010
................................................................. Page 146 (TAB H)
item No. 12: APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FOR:
e April 19,2010
e May 3, 2010
................................................................ Page 148 (TABI)
ftem No. 13: COUNCIL COMMENTS/COMMITTEE REPORTS/CALENDARS
................................................................. Page 164 (TAB J)
Item No. 14. ADJOURNMENT
NOTE: Total time estimated for meeting: Approx 4 %2 _hours

(excluding items 1-3 and 10 —14)
ALL ITEMS AND TIMES ARE TENTATIVE AND SUBJECT TO
CHANGE WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE. PLEASE CALL THE
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OFFICE OF THE TOWN CLERK AT 923-3777 ON THE DAY OF
THE MEETING FOR ANY AGENDA CHANGES.

PLEASE JOIN TOWN COUNCIL FOR A SOCIAL AT TASTER’S AFTER
TONIGHT'S MEETING.
(If the Meeting ends before 9:00 p.m.)
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Russ Forrest, Town Manager
FROM: Marianne Rakowski, Finance Director
DATE: May 6, 2010

SUBJECT:  Financial Update for the General Fund and the RETT Fund

1. GENERAL FUND

Below is a brief summary of changes anticipated for the 2010 budget:

General Fund Revenues:
Revenues are anticipated to be revised to $11,844,469, which is $363,165 down from budget.

The largest decrease in revenues occurs in the Building Department lines of Building
Permits, Plan Check Fees, Contractors Licenses and Electrical Permits. These lines were
revised down by taking out Building 8, Building 6, Partial Building 7 and the Chapel. There
are also a number of accounts that are decreased based on 2009 actual numbers for those

accounts:

Building Revenues ($203,351) — reduced by Buildings 6,7 & 8 and the Chapel
RTA Service Contract ($ 22,214) - reduction in fuel prices & other line items
Specific Ownership ($ 62,697) — based on *09 actual

Trans/Parking Rev ($ 30,000) — decline in guest permits

Special Bus Runs ($ 22,500) — no X game service/no Labor Day Monday
Transfer in RETT (8 29,171) — decrease in subsidy for Rec Ctr

Pool/Rec Ctr membrsphip  $ 35,000 — due to new rate structure

Rec Ctr classes/trainer $ 30,000 —based on 09 actual

Rodeo Commissions (% 10,000) — new lease agreement

Other accounts ($ 48.232) — most are based on *09 actual

($363,165)

No adjustments are being made to sales tax revenues at this time since we are about even
with 2009 actual, which is 5% higher than the 2010 budget.

..-/..-



General Fund Expenditures:

Operating & capital expenditures are decreasing by $210,007 as compared to budget. The
two largest amounts are in Health Insurance and Retirement. The Town budgeted for a 14%
increase in Health insurance costs, but the renewal came in with a 1% increase. The
Retirement savings is due to the Town applying funds in its “forfeiture” account. The
forfeiture account is built up by employees leaving the Town prior to their vesting dates —
those funds then become the property of the Town and we are using them to offset our
current payments to the fund.

Health Insurance Savings ($150,000) - current estimate

Retirement Savings ($114,000) — current estimate
Other Accounts $ 30,556 —S. waste truck/Rec Ctr. cleaning/microfilm/veh
costs/TransPayroll O.T. savings
Furlough Days $ 23,437 —Give back days to employees as a Thank-you
$210,007

One-time Expenditures: (reserved funds in 2009 for these expenditures)
Consultant — Comp Plan $ 45,000 — to finish the Comp Plan
Arts Board $ 20,000 - to apply to Arts project

$ 65,000

General Fund Balance:

The Fund Balance in the 2010 revised budget is projected to increase by $436,736 to
$5,858,524, which exceeds the Towns goal of having a Fund Balance of $5,000,000. The
increase is made up by the following changes from the original budget:

2009 Year-end Carryover $654,894
2010 Revenue decrease ($363,165)
2010 Expenditure decrease ~ $210,007

2010 One-time exp increase ($ 65.000)
$436,736

General Fund Summary:

When staff presented the 2009 Year-end report, staff had recommended holding on to the
2009 Year-end carryover to apply to 2010 if needed. Based on the above information, we

will be using $218,158 of that carryover.

Staff anticipates presenting another update to Council in July as we may have better
indicators for the summer season and Building Department revenues.

O?o



2. RETT FUND

Below is a brief summary of changes anticipated for the 2010 budget:

RETT Fund Revenues:

This is more of a good news/bad news scenario. The good news is that RETT revenues for
resale’s is being revised up to $1,000,000 based on y-t-d information. The bad news is that
we recommend showing no revenues for Base Village for the Viceroy (a decrease of
$526,500) and the FTA grant for Transportation buses has been reduced by $140,122.

RETT Revenues $310,887 —based on Y-t-d revenues
FTA 5309 Grant ($140,122) — based on current Federal appropriations
Interest Income ($.12,500) — based on current rates
$158,265
Base Village Rev’s ($526,500) — too many unknowns at this time
RETT Fund Expenditures:

There are only minor changes in expenditures:

Transfer out-General Fund ~ $ 29,171 — Decrease in Rec Center subsidy

Buses & Equipment $_ 1,843 — Minor bus price adjustment
$31,014

CIP — Entryway ($10,000) — Final expenses for plat, etc

RETT Fund Balance:

Although the total Fund Balance increases by $506,872, all of this increase is from the 2009
Year-end carryover and also funds the reserve for the bus purchases that are coming in 2011,

The 2009 Year-end Carryover was $854,094 of which $820,317 is reserved for the buses.

2009 Year-end Carryover  $854,094
2010 Revenue increase $158,265
2010 Expenditure (net) Dec  $ 21,014

2010 Base Village revenue  ($526,500)
$506,873

-2-



RETT Fund Summary:

There are a couple of reserve accounts that decrease due the overall decrease in revenues.
The first one is the Funds Available account, which decreases by $218,445 and the second
one is the Capital Equipment Reserve (set aside for buses & equipment), which decreases by
$95,000 to $445,229. The Capital Equipment Reserve decreases because there is not enough
revenues to pay for the buses that have already been ordered.

If RETT resale revenues come in higher than anticipated or if Base Village property begins
to sell in 2010, the Capital Equipment Reserve will be replenished with the $95,000.

3. OVERALL SUMMARY:

Staff believes that the economic recovery is still slow and staff remains financially cautious
with the current budget. Staff would like to update this review of Town funds for the July 6™
Council meeting and provide further recommendations to the Council at that time. At this
time staff is providing an update for Council and would welcome any comments for staff,
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TO:
FROM:
DATE:

MEMORANDUM
Snowmass Village Town Council
Planning Department

May 17, 2010

SUBJECT:  DISCUSSION REGARDING LAND USE CODE AMENDMENTS TO

IMPLEMENT THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Planner: Chris Conrad, Planning Director

PURPOSE AND ACTIONS REQUESTED OF COUNCIL:

On February 22, 2010, Ordinance No. 1, Series of 2010, was approved revising and
restating certain portions of the Town of Snowmass Village Comprehensive Plan.

Chapte

r 10, Actions and Implementation, summarized the actions and implementations

intended to implement goals and policies found in the individual Comprehensive Plan
chapters.

Discussion on April 19 regarding the various action items within Chapter 10 identified

two (2)

high priority items and six (6) other items of importance for implementation. The

high priority items were:

1.

Chapter 7: Built Environment: “Modify development review criteria to require
applicants to address carrying capacity at the time of development or land use
submittal and require analysis of carrying capacity in staff review of the project.”

Carrying capacity analysis generally involves determining the impact of the
development proposal upon: 1) existing road infrastructure considering vehicle
trips and additional road degradation due to both passenger and construction
vehicle use; 2) the ability of the Snowmass Water & Sanitation District to
provide the level of water and sewer service required by the development; 3) the
ability of the Town Shuttles and RFTA to handle the anticipated ridership; 4) the
ability of other Town departments, including traffic and animal control as well as
police, to provide necessary services at the level currently enjoyed within the
community.

An analysis of the impacts of PUD development applications already occurs. Of
course, it could probably be improved. Staff will evaluate the current Fiscal
Impact Analysis and Transportation Impact Analysis provisions. We will work with
the Water and Sanitation District within the framework of new legislation
requirements regarding water capacity and amend the Land Use Code
accordingly.

The Transportation Department is investigating ways to develop a “Person Trips”
model as outlined in Chapter 8 which will be incorporated as part of any
Transportation Impact Analysis. The Fiscal Impact Analysis model needs to be
updated and further refined.

7-



2. Chapter 7: Built Environment: “Create standards to evaluate the pace and

phasing of a development proposal with regard to construction impacts along
with possible interruption of construction as it would affect the community as a

whole.”

Every PUD development application identifies a construction management plan
with build-out scenario and estimated timetable. As evidenced by the current
“interruption of construction” experienced not only in Snowmass Village but
virtually everywhere in the country, the affect is real. Staff will investigate
methods to better address construction impacts as well as including financial
security to provide for restoration of a development site should construction stall
or cease.

The other items of lesser importance were:

1.

Chapter 7: Built Environment: Modify design review process to consider a
physical or virtual model that encompasses a significant portion of the
surrounding context.

It will be a fairly simple matter to require additional computer modeling including
more surrounding context.

Chapter 7: Built Environment: Create standards and means of measuring
compliance for increased energy efficiency and green building practices.

Planning staff will work with the Building Department to incorporate stronger
energy standards within the Land Use Code.

Chapter 7: Built Environment: Reevaluate and update the Buildout Allocation
Chart.

The buildout allocations applied to parcels in 1998 were done so for the purpose
of creating potential buildout trip generation data for the transportation traffic
analysis included within that chapter of the Comprehensive Pian. It really does
not reflect the results of any planning analysis to identify the appropriate carrying
capacity or development potential of the parcel. A reconsideration of the
allocations applied should occur but cannot be performed at this time at our
current staffing or budgetary level.

Chapter 6: Environmental Resources: Prepare Land Use and Development
Code amendments to add clarity and achieve consistency among Town policies
related to preservation of the natural environment, sustainable development, and
energy conservation.

Energy conservation will be addressed as part of ltem 2 above. Sustainable

development will include involvement of the Sustainability Committee. Additional
clarity to the current regulations would be helpful.

&



5. Chapter 6: Environmental Resources: Prepare Land Use and Development
Code amendments to strengthen review standards concerning environmental
impact analysis and the consideration of carrying capacities.

Establishing environmental impact analysis and carrying capacity review
standards will require further policy discussion to establish how rigorous the
regulations should be. Further discussions will occur at the time implementation
of this action item can occur.

6. Chapter 6: Environmental Resources: Prepare Land Use and Development
Code amendments requiring new development to demonstrate no negative
impact or mitigate any unavoidable impact upon scenic and natural resources
within the Town and its influence areas.

Staff can return with recommendations for implementing amendments but it will
be necessary that the scenic and natural resources be specifically identified and
“unavoidable impacts” defined.

In addition to the above Comprehensive Pian implementation items from Chapter 10, it
was staffs understanding that you would like us to implement the recommended policies
of the housing chapter, including a workforce housing mitigation of 70% and
amendments to the job generation rates.

. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS : Section 16A-5-210 of the Municipal Code sets
forth the means by which the Town Council may, from time to time, amend,
supplement or repeal the text of the Land Use and Development Code. Section
16A-5-210(b) states that an amendment to the text may be initiated by resolution
of the Town Council, by the Planning Commission, by the Planning Director, by
any person who holds a recognized interest in land within the Town or by any
citizen or business owner within the Town.

. NEXT STEPS: Staff would like to emphasize a desire to proceed with presenting
amendments to the PUD and housing sections of the Land Use Code to the
Planning Commission. It is felt that previous discussions with Town Council
regarding the commercial zone districts indicated a desire that the purpose and
uses listed should be reconsidered as well.

A work program and schedule will be provided for discussion at the meeting.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Snowmass Village Town Council
FROM: Planning Department -
Jim Wahlstrom, Senior Planner
REPRESENTATIVES: Paul J. Taddune, Attorey
James Ohlison, The Neenan Company LLC
SUBJECT: Snowmass Mountain Condominiums
Minor PUD Amendment
DATE: May 17, 2010 meeting
L PURPOSE:

The purpose of this initial Town Council meeting would be to:

a) Hear a presentation by the Applicant regarding the changes to the
project's scope, site layout, architecture, floor plans, access, parking,
landscaping, drainage, retaining walls, and other details;

b) Begin reviewing the core issues concerning the proposal pursuant to the
staff and the Planning Commission’s findings and recommendations (see
the report below and Attachment 9); and

c) Determine if the Development Agreement with the supplemental review
procedures for future-phase Building M would be acceptable.

See Attachment 1 for a Comparison Table showing the differences from the
previous approval in 2008. Town Council should provide directives to Town staff
to determine the findings or conditions to be placed in a subsequent ordinance.

Staff finds that the core issues for discussion concerning the amendment include:
The effects of the proposed amendment upon the Buildout criteria:
The 10-year vesting request, especially pertaining to future Building M;
The phasing of the proposal and its impacts upon 30% slopes (see
Attachment 2 sketch);

Employee housing requirements and mitigation for future Building M;
Traffic impacts;

Parking changes;

Architectural building elevations and floor plans;

The proposed landscape plan replacement;

Drainage issues (see the Town Engineer comments in Attachment 8);
The design aesthetics of the proposed replacement retaining walls;
The proposed Development Agreement for the vesting rights request
including the ‘model’ or arrangement for the future review and
consideration of second phase Building M (see Attachment 6 and its
Exhibit 3);

Construction management;

Parceling of future phase Building M;

The outstanding review comments from referral agencies (see
Attachment 8); and

Does Town Council wish to schedule a site visit? (also reference the
enclosed site photos from a previous staff site visit)

- /O"
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APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS:

The initial application was submitted on November 23, 2009. The Planning
Department has conducted completion reviews of the application together with a
few meetings with the Applicant representatives during December 2009 and
January 2010. The application was determined complete on January 28, 2010
and deemed ready for at least referral and review purposes, subject to the
applicant obtaining three authorization consent letters from adjacent property
owners for proposed off-site new or replacement drainage facilities (see
Attachment 4).

The application was referred on January 29, 2010 to the following Town
departments and referral agencies: Planning Department staff, the Town
Manager’s Office, the Town Attorney, the Town Engineer, Transportation, Public
Works, Solid Waste and Recycling, the Housing Department, the Building
Department, Snowmass-Wildcat Fire Protection District (SWFPD), and the
Snowmass Water and Sanitation District (SWSD).

As of the writing of this report, review comments were received from: The
Planning Department, the Town Engineer, Transportation, and the SWFPD. See
Attachment 8 for the referral agency review comments.

Planning Commission reviewed the application on March 3 and 17, 2010 and
acted upon Resolution No. 2, Series of 2010, on April 21, 2010 (see Attachment
9 for the specific PC findings and recommendations). The PC'’s findings and/or
recommendations have been summarized in this report under the affected core

issues.

BACKGROUND:

Snowmass Mountain Condominiums currently contains a mix of fifty-nine (59) 1,
2 and 3-bedroom units within twelve (12), 2 and 3-story buildings. There are a
total of sixty-two (62) existing on-site parking spaces (some not meeting Code
standards): twenty-four (24) covered and thirty-eight (38) uncovered surface
stalls. The project was platted in three (3) phases: Parcel A was recorded
January 1974; Parcel B, April 1976; and Parcel C, April 1977. The entire site
contains approximately 4.99 acres and was re-zoned from (SPA-1) Specially
Planned Area to Multi-Family ("MF”) via Ordinance No. 8, Series of 2008,
together with an accompanying Final PUD approval via Ordinance No. 7, Series

of 2008.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT / PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposal seeks to amend the previous Final PUD approval granted via
Ordinance No. 7, Series of 2008, as generally described in the attached
summary comparison table (see Attachment 1) and in more detail in the
application notebook and drawings provided with this report.

The amendment no longer proposes a decked parking structure, but does
propose retaining the previously proposed snowmelting of the surface driveway
and parking areas along with the replacement of the existing retaining wall
system. No significant additional parking is proposed, unless Building M is
constructed in the future. The transportation/emergency turnaround at end of the
driveway on Upper Woodbridge Road is still proposed.

...-/(.-
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The application also retains the exterior cosmetic changes for the existing
condominiums (Buildings A-L). The number of free-market units in new Building
M, now proposed as a future phase, would be reduced from 4 to 3 free-market
units with no restricted housing units in that building. No interior changes are
proposed this time in Building A, and the existing manager’s unit that is planned
to be retained in the interim, would be converted to a restricted unit if Building M
is constructed in the future per the applicant’s proposed development agreement.
Building A would also retain the conference room and workout room with no
conversion of these spaces to affordabie units.

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:

The proposal is being processed as Minor PUD Amendment Application in
accordance Section 16A-5-390 of the Municipal Code together with the
referenced Table 5-3 Criteria for Classifying PUDs as Major or Minor, and
Division 3 Planned Unit Development of the Municipal Code. Applicable
Sections of the Municipal Code that apply to this application include:

Section 16A-5-300(c)(4)c.b. Greater buildout

Section 16A-5-300(c)(7)a. Height

Section 16A-4-310(c) Reduction of Required Parking

Section 16A-4-410(e)(2) Existing employee housing replacement
Section 16A-5-500(4) Condominiumization and time share

®caoow

Town Council approved Resolution No. 33, Series 2007, which previously
granted waivers of the following Preliminary Plan requirements at the time:
A) Section 16A-5-340(c)(2)g. Fiscal impact report;
B) Section 16A-5-340(c)(2)p. Air quality analysis.

Note: It was determined during the previous review that a Traffic Impact Report
would not be necessary.

The ‘burden of proof’ is on the Applicant to demonstrate compliance with the
Code criteria for the amendment application being proposed. The Applicant has
attempted to do so pursuant to Tab 1 and its sub-tabs of their application
notebook and other drawings or plans along with supporting documentation such
as supplemental reports, studies and comparison analyses. Town Council must
be satisfied that such review criteria have been met and state as such via
findings in a subsequent ordinance.

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
The core issues for discussion at the meeting are anticipated to include --

» Effects upon the buildout criteria. There are 60 units currently on the site,
including a manager’s unit. For background purposes, the Comprehensive
Plan earlier had a future buildout allocation for the site of 60 units. With the
previous PUD review in 2008, and also per the Code, the total available and .
existing unit amounts were considered as the future buildout unit amount
used for determining maximum buildout. In that case, the total unit equivalent
for the existing dwellings was or is 33.8 UE and there were 0 future buildout
units available per the allocation in the Comprehensive Plan at that time.

oL -
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Therefore, the 60 actual units or 33.8 UE was the new maximum buildout at
the time of the previous PUD approval of 2008.

Building M was previously approved for 5 units in 2008, including an
affordable unit, with a height of 39 feet. The three new free-market units now
proposed in future Building M, with a height of 33 feet, calculate to an
additional 2.55 UE, which results in a total of 63 actual units for the site.
Therefore, this amendment would result in 3 units over the previous future
total of 60 units in the Comprehensive Plan’s Buildout Chart, but 2 units lower
than the 65 buildout units granted with the previous approval. Together, the
existing and proposed unit equivalents would caiculate to less than 65% of
the maximum/future units shown in the Buildout Chart and the previous
approval of 65 buildout units. Therefore, a super-majority vote on the
buildout variation or modification thereof would not be required.

Per the previous amendment approval via Ordinance No. 7, Series of 2008,
Town Council granted a buildout variation for 65 actual units or 40.0 unit
equivalents because of the provision of the following Community Purposes:
a) the provision of restricted housing, b) encourages better design, and c)
develops necessary public facilities.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): It was felt that the following

community purposes were still be achieved with the amendment;
(a) Provision of restricted housing, subject to Building M being constructed,
(b) Encourage better design, and (c) Develop necessary public facilities.

Staff Recommendation: Town Council would need to be satisfied that the
applicant has demonstrated, similarly as per the 2008 proposal, that
appropriate Community Purposes have still been achieved with the current
amendment proposal.

The 10-year vesting request, in particular for future phase Building M.
Building M for 3 free-market units, with no affordable units in lieu of the
previously approved 5 units with an affordable dwelling unit, is now proposed
as a future phase development.

The applicant seeks a 10-year vesting right, especially for this building. If the
vesting period is agreeable, then the Town and applicant should execute a
Development Agreement, as required by the Code, prior to any permits being
issued on the development. It should be noted that the utility plans do not
show stub outs for proposed future Building M. If Building M is truly
proposed, it would appear that the utility stub outs should be installed at this
time to avoid having to remove and re-construct the new snowmelted
concrete driveway in the future.

The State’s typical vesting period is three years, which would likely be
adequate for the proposed replacement retaining walls, utilities, driveway and
parking areas on the site, as the applicant indicates that these facilities
should be replaced soon.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): Accept the future phase new
Building “M” containing a maximum of three, (3)-bedroom units and a minimum
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of nine (9) parking spaces pursuant to the development parameters outlined in
the modified Final PUD Guide and draft Vested Rights Development
Agreement for 10 years as proposed by the Applicant, provided that an
acceptable review and approval process be defined to the satisfaction of the
Town Council for a refined design of Building M in the future meeting the
development parameters. See Exhibit 3 of the agreement for applicant’s
proposed procedure.

Staff Recommendation: The vesting request, if granted, would mean that if
and when the permit for Building M is issued by 2020, the Town staff would
rely on today’s land use regulations to implement the mitigation of the future
Building M construction. These regulations include the possible development
- onto 30% slopes, restricted housing requirements, and parking requirements.
Per the Code, the 10-year vesting request may be granted by Town Council
at its sole discretion considering both the needs of the Town and the property
owner and may include conditions.

The phasing of the proposed project and impacts upon 30% slopes.
The application did not specifically highlight or indicate how future Building M
might impact 30% slopes, whether natural or man-made. The applicant
would rather address the 30% slope criteria at the time Building M is
anticipated to be constructed by submitting an amendment to the proposal at
some time in the future. See attached sketch prepared by the Planning
Department illustrating where the 30% slopes might occur around the
proposed Building M placement at the current carport location (see
Attachment 2).

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): The Planning Commission

did not have any specific findings and recommendations to make concerning
possible impacts of the future phase Building M construction. The applicant’s
development agreement makes reference to addressing any impacts upon
natural hazards during a supplemental review process prior to the issuance of
a permit for future Building M. It is possible that the existing 30% slopes
behind the carport structure were manmade, but a geotechnical engineer
would need to confirm if such is the case.

Staff Recommendations: There does appear to be a Municipal Code
exception for the development on 30% slopes. Per Section 16A-4-50(d)(2),

Lots subdivided prior to January 1, 1987, it states:

“Development may be allowed on lots and within approved building
envelopes (emphasis added) containing areas of slopes greater than
thirty percent (30%) if the lot was subdivided prior to January 1, 1987.”

However, proposed future Building M was not a previously approved building
envelope on the original plan, but was approved in recent Ordinance 08-7
without action upon the effects of development on 30% slopes.

Another exception is found in Code Section 16A-4-50(d)(3), Man-made
slopes. It states:
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“Development may be permitted on slopes greater than 30 percent
(30%) that are the result of minor man-made cutting or filling of
otherwise continuous natural slope.”

It is conceivable that all or portions of the grading around the existing carport
structure, where future Building M is proposed, is man-made. However, a
geotechnical engineer should verify this information, and staff believes it
wouid be advantageous for the applicant to make these determinations at this
time rather than relying on future decision makers’ evaluation of the future
building construction onto potential natural 30% slopes. This could appear to
jeopardize or negate a possible approval of future Building M and whether it
could be built at all. If such a scenario happens, then a new location for
Building M may need to be considered.

In summary, staff recommends that the applicant address the Code
standards related to a development proposal onto steep 30% slopes to
demonstrate compliance with the review criteria to the satisfaction of the
Town Council prior to granting any approval for Building M, now or in the
future. The applicant’s proposed development agreement makes an attempt
to address future impacts upon natural hazards prior to the issuance of a
permit for the second phase Building M.

Employee housing requirements and mitigation for future Building M.
The application appears to have correctly calculated the employee housing
requirement for future Building M based upon today’s standards. The three
additional units based on the ‘MF-1" definition, would generate 1.56
employees. With the current 45% mitigation rate, this would require 315
square feet of employee housing. If Building M is constructed in the future,
the application proposes to convert the existing 2-bedroom manager's unit of
965 square feet in Building A into a restricted housing unit. The additional
square footage over and above the mitigation requirement is proposed as a
Community Purpose.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): As a prerequisite to the

granting of the 10-year vesting for future phase Building M, the current
employee housing requirement of 315 square feet should be met within
Building A (clubhouse) by the conversion of an existing, non-deed restricted,
2-bedroom, 965 square foot manager's unit to a restricted unit, as proposed
by the Applicant pursuant to the attached Development Agreement and its
referenced exhibits, or that a substitute be provided that is deemed
satisfactory to the Town Council. The additional 650 square feet beyond that
required for mitigation should be deemed a Community Purpose item.

Staff Recommendation: The modified draft deed-restriction housing
agreement as Exhibit 2 to the applicant’s Development Agreement should be
reviewed for acceptability to the satisfaction of the Town Council. However,
the draft indicates 750 square feet for the converted unit versus the actual
size of 950 or 965 square feet noted elsewhere in the application materials.

Traffic impacts. Staff does not believe that the Town could require the
applicant to evaluate the traffic impacts including the proposal from
Snowmass Center’s Single Family (Brush Creek Estates) development
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project because it was formally withdrawn last May 2009, and it would have a
required a formal re-zoning anyway that was never consummated.

Per Code, it appears that the traffic report in the previous application was
waived or not addressed because the initial amendment application only
proposed 5 free-market units at the time (4 in Building M and the converted
manager’s unit in Building A). A traffic analysis could be waived if
development proposes 5 or less units.

Also per the Code, the trip generation rate for a multi-family dwelling is 5.0
trips or a total of 15.0 trips for Building M as being amended. This would
generate over 1.0 trip per hour during the daytime or perhaps around 2.0 to
4.0 trips during the peak hours. Piease reference Attachment 3 for the recent
traffic counts from 2004 and the total projections (based upon the Base
Village Traffic Impact Analysis at its full buildout) and the effects at the
intersection of Upper Woodbridge Road and Brush Creek Road.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): There was not significant

discussion concerning traffic impacts at the Planning Commission meetings.
It was apparently believed that such impacts might be negiligible. Planning
Commission recommends approval of the access road, Upper Woodbridge,
as a 24-foot wide two-way, traffic lane with a 70-foot diameter tumaround on the
upper parking lot area to provide adequate public transportation and emergency
access. The roadway area, increasing from approximately 26,272 square feet
in the previous approval in 2008 to 27,272 square feet with the amendment,
would be snowmelted to improve vehicular access, safety and parking. An
adequate snow storage area for any non-snowmelted areas should be identified
on the final building construction plans.

Staff Recommendation: Staff finds that the additional units proposed at
Snowmass Mountain Condominiums, modified down from the approval in
2008, would likely have a negligible effect upon the traffic at this intersection
and perhaps even along Upper Woodbridge Road. However, the applicant
should address the impacts and mitigation that construction truck traffic might
have in the area (see the ‘Construction Management' section below).

Parking changes. The previous approval accepted the existing supply of 62
spaces for the 60 units (approximately 38 surface spaces, and 24 garage
spaces below the units in Buildings B through G). The 62 existing spaces,
which many do not meeting Code dimensional standards, appear to include
the existing 6 carport spaces.

With the amendment, the applicant would still retain the 62 space count. In
the new plans, the parking arrangement would be modified slightly or
arranged differently for the existing 60 units with approximately three more
parking spaces together with the existing carport in the interim phase. Future
Building M proposes three, 3-bedroom units. Per Code, this would require 1
space per bedroom or 9 parking spaces. Future Building M proposes 9
spaces on the lower level of the structure below or beside the units.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): Approve the modified

arrangement of 65 off-street parking spaces (approximately 30 covered and
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35 surface) in the initial phase meeting the Municipal Code dimensional
requirements, including the 6 existing carport spaces, because the proposal
maintains and exceeds the existing supply of 62 spaces for 60 units. The
proposed Parking Management Plan, to be modified from the 2008 approval
to fit the current amendment, should be implemented to ensure the proper
usage of the parking supply.

Staff Recommendation: Staff does not object to the slight increase from the
existing number of parking spaces to be provided for the existing and
proposed free-market units. However, the proposed amendment overall
results in 18 spaces less than the 2008 approval for 99 spaces that included
a below-grade parking garage. Also, Town Code requires 1.5 spaces per
bedroom for restricted housing units. If the 2-bedroom manager's unit is
converted in the future, an additional parking space would be required. Staff
recommends that the additional spot and assignments be provided and
designated at this time for the existing manager’s unit and the potential
converted future restricted unit; otherwise it may be difficult later trying to
accommodate an additional parking space on the site near the unit.

Architectural Building Elevations / Floor Plans: The proposal calls for the
re-siding of the buildings. However, the application seeks the option of
repainting the existing siding as well. Also, as the Building M elevations are
sketchy, there might be discomfort in granting vested rights for 10 years.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): Approve the proposed exterior

renovation in terms of the overall architectural character, building materials and
construction details.

Staff Recommendations: Both options of either re-siding or re-painting the
building should be noted on the proposed building elevations prior to
submission of construction plans for permits to avoid confusion during the
inspection process.

The sketched building elevations for Building M should call out the exterior
finishes and colors proposed to demonstrate whether they would match
Buildings A - L. There may be a portion of proposed Building M above the
proposed maximum of 33 feet measured from existing grade, however, that
standard is still below the 38 foot standard established by the rezoning of the
property to ‘Multi-Family’ (‘MF’) via Ordinance No. 8, Series of 2008.

There should be discussion as to whether the applicant should be required to
submit an amendment to the Final PUD in the future, whether reviewed
administratively or by the Planning Commission, in order to evaluate and
refine the final design of Building M prior to issuance of a building permit for
purposes of demonstrating compliance with any approvals, conditions and
development parameters of the amendment application. The applicant's
supplemental review process outlined in their proposed Development
Agreement (see Exhibit 3 of Attachment 6) should be reviewed to the
satisfaction of the Town Council prior to acceptance.

The proposed landscape plan replacement. The application calls for the
removal of 15 existing evergreen and 40 deciduous trees. A tree mitigation
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plan is required for the replacement of any trees that are 14" in caliper per the
submission requirements of the Municipal Code, which Code also requires
the preservation of existing vegetation and trees.

Per Tab #10 in the application notebook, it states that the amended
landscape plan will comply with the standards of Ordinance 08-7. However,
the amended landscape plans (e.g., interim for the replacement walls and
future phase for area around Building M) show less in the way of plant
material quantity and sizes when contrasted to the previously approved
landscape plan referenced in Ordinance No. 7, Series of 2008.

Below for evaluation purposes is a comparison table showing the differences
of the plant material quantities and sizes from the original plan in 2008 to the
proposed interim plan for the replacement walls to the final plan incorporating
the Building M plant materials:

Category Original Interim Final Planting Difference
Planting Planting Plan with between
Plan 2008 Plan 2010 Building M original and
landscaping modified final
plantlng_p_lan
Colorado Blue 8 5 7 -1
Spruce
quantity
Quaking 69 34 45 -24
Aspen quantity .
Total tree 77 38 52* -25
guantity
Total shrub 129 20 34 -95
quantity )
Colorado Blue 12' - 16’ 2" caliper 2” caliper Likely iower
Spruce sizes high than 12’ in
height

Quaking 25 -4 2" caliper 27 caliper 0.5"-2.5"
Aspen sizes caliper calipers lower
Shrub sizes Sgallon | 5gallon 5 gallon No change

* This does not include the proposed removal or demolition of 15 existing coniferous
trees and 40 deciduous trees on the site to make way for the replacement retaining
walls and replacement drainage features.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): The applicant represented

that the significant reduction in plant material quantities and sizes were
proposed mainly because of: a) ownership benefits rather than as buffer
treatment, b) plant material location constraints, c) lack of daylight for plants,
d) proportion to scaled down redevelopment, e) plant material's close
proximity to structures, f) certain trees to be preserved, and g) the applicant’s
plans to enhance the landscaping on the site over time. See the attached PC
resolution for future details in the findings. Overall PC recommends approval
of the Interim Landscape Plan for the replacement retaining wall system and
site together with the final Landscape Plan incorporating the plantings around
future phase Building M.

However, if the tall existing evergreen trees between Buildings A and H
beside the pool are planned to be preserved as represented by the Applicant,
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then such trees should be noted on the plans as being preserved. Further, if
such trees should not survive the redevelopment activities, then they should
each be replaced with 12 to 15-foot tall coniferous trees.

Additionally, the landscaping for the initial phase should be installed within
one year after completion of the replacement retaining walls, and the
landscaping for future phase Building M should be completed or within one
year after issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the units and
prior to Final issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the units.

Staff Recommendations: Staff questions why the applicant was comfortable
with the original landscape plan under an even more ambitious proposal in
2008. The proposed replacement or interim landscape plan should: a) be
considerably enhanced to meet what is currently on the site, b) propose plant
material or numbers and sizes thereof that would equally substitute for the
removed trees, and/or c) match the plan previously proposed and approved
under Ordinance No. 7, Series 2008.

Overall, staff recommends a similar quality landscape plan, for both phase 1
and phase 2 areas, representing the same quantity and sizes for an overall
site as per the original landscape plan approval in 2008, because the
amendment deleting the below-grade parking garage would not materially
change the external visual impacts of the replacement retaining walls and
Building M.

Drainage Issues: The applicant submitted a letter dated March 10, 2010
from their geotechnical engineer. The letter generally describes the potential
impacts of Building M upon steep slopes and the affects of drainage, mud
and debris flow history or patterns in the area. However, due to the snow
coverage, further investigation is needed to fully address all the concems
from the Town Engineer.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): Pursuant to Section 16A-4-

250, Planning Commission finds that the Town Engineer review comments
(see Attachment 8) have not yet been fully satisfied. However, PC
recommended approval of the Civil Infrastructure/Utility/Drainage Plans of
which those necessary plans should be prepared in final form and subject to
obtaining final approval from the Town Engineer in accordance with Section
16A-4-230, Water supply, sewer disposal, and 250, Storm drainage, prior to
commencement of construction.

Staff Comments: Staff recommended to the applicant earlier that they
illustrate the potential amount of impact of the future phase Building M upon
the existing grading and 30% slope areas. The applicant did not submit a
drawing illustrating as such at this time.

Be advised that the resolution of the drainage and Town Engineer comments
in 2008 was conditional in the Town Council ordinance and upon compliance
with the Code standards. However, a majority of the drainage issues,
including fatal flaws, should be resolved prior to final approval.
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For reference purposes, below are the Municipal Code standards regarding
storm drainage:

Sec. 16A-4-250. Storm drainage.

(a) General Standard. The integrity of existing and natural drainage pattems
shall be preserved in order that the aggregate of future public and private
development activities will not cause storm drainage and flood water patterns to
exceed the capacity of natural or constructed drainage ways, will not subject
other areas to increased potential for damage by flood erosion or sedimentation
and will not pollute natural streams. New development shall provide for
structures and/or detention facilities necessary to ensure that run-off
characteristics of a site after development are no more disruptive to natural
streams, land uses or drainage systems than are the run-off characteristics
calculated for the site's natural state. In cases where storm runoff from an
upstream source passes through the subdivision, the drainage plan shall
provide adequate means for maintaining the historical drainage system.

(b) Drainage Plan Required. A drainage plan shall be submitted as part of
the development application, to include anticipated discharge volumes and
general technique for conveying storm waters through the site. The drainage
plan shall be prepared to meet the specifications of the Town Engineer, and
shall be as approved by the Town Council.

(c) Reference to Water Quality Standards. Applicants are also referred to
Section 16A-4-30, Brush Creek Impact Area, and Section 16A-4-40,
Floodplain and Wetland Areas, for additional standards that are applicable to
managing runoff from development sites. (Ord. 4-1998 §1; Ord. 7-2000 §1)

Note: In addressing subsection (c) above of the Code, the Snowmass
Mountain Condominiums site appears to be just outside of the Brush Creek
Impact Zone for the creek itself according to the ‘Environmentally Sensitivity’
map in the Comprehensive Plan as reference in Code Section 16A-4-30.
However, the site is partially within the ‘Extremely Unstable / Multi-Family /
Lodging’ Brush Creek Impact Zone ‘bubble’ area that influences or impacts
the creek. In this case, the Town could require, in consultation with the
appropriate disciplines, that the applicant prepare a Brush Creek Impact
Report to evaluate the relevant hydrologic features, make a site specific
determination of the location of riparian habitat and wetlands on the property,
analyze how these areas contribute to water quality and wildlife habitat, and
describe how the proposed development would comply with the Code'’s
review standards.

Such standards appear to apply to new development, and an analysis, if
determined mandatory, is required to be prepared by a Natural Resource
specialist. However, such determination per the Code should be made
during a Sketch or Preliminary Plan review process. Since this is a Minor
PUD Amendment process involving some redevelopment and a single new
building, and proposed for modification from the 2008 approval, the Town
could opt not to require a Brush Creek Impact Report. It is likely that the
proposal would not significantly affect the riparian area or wildlife habitats
within the Brush Creek Impact Zone.
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> The design and aesthetics of the proposed replacement retaining walls.
The application proposes replacement retaining walls, mainly along the east
side of the parking and driveway next to Building A and Buildings H through
L. The new walls would be composed of variegated split-face CMU (concrete
masonry unit), which treatment appears urban for a mountain resort
community.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): The Planning Commission

did not offer any specific findings or recommendations concerning the design
aesthetics of the replacement retaining wall system. There was some
discussion about the retaining walls not being significantly visible from public
areas (Melton Ranch trail or Brush Creek Road) since a majority of the
structures are to be placed behind the existing buildings.

Staff Recommendations: Staff recommended that a stone clad or faux stone
veneer treatment be considered for the replacement retaining walls. As an
alternative, an enhanced landscape plan (especially year-round plant
material) would help to buffer or screen the urban style wall treatment.

> Agreements.

o Development Agreement. The applicant has submitted an update of a
draft development agreement as required by Municipal Code for the
requested 10-year vesting period, but the agreement includes other
provisions, such as the phased timing for infrastructure and landscaping,
similar to a Subdivision Improvements Agreements (SIA), and a
supplemental review process for future phase Building M. As would
appear in an SIA, the development agreement does not appear address
the security of the installation of new or replacement utilities, drainage
system, landscaping, trails and the transportation/emergency tumaround.
Since the infrastructure and landscaping changes are primarily intended
to benefit the owners in the condominium complex versus the general
public, with the exception of the transit turnaround, the timing for such
installations should be addressed at minimum.

o Trail Easement Agreement. The proposed development agreement also
makes reference to an Exhibit 1 for a trails easement, similar to the one
approved with the Final PUD in 2008. However, it should also include an
exhibit illustrating where the trail easement is located considering this is a
new application.

o Restricted Employee Housing Agreement. The development agreement

makes reference as an Exhibit 2 for a deed restriction for an affordable
housing unit conversion if future-phase Building M is constructed.
However, the square footage of 750 square feet for the unit is not
consistent with the 950 or 965 square feet represented elsewhere in the
application materials.

o PUD Guide. It is recommended that staff finalize the current draft of the
modified PUD Guide (see Attachment 5) for an exhibit to the subsequent
ordinance regarding the proposed PUD Amendment, if accepted.
However, the applicant has prepared earlier versions of the PUD Guide,
and staff has been making its comments on the applicant’s drafts. The
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PUD Guide made need future refinement prior to subsequent ordinance
action.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): Planning Commission has

considered the concept of supplemental application and administrative
process for Building “M” as put forth by the applicant by way of the draft
Development Agreement. Planning Commission believes it is the purview-of
the Town Council to negotiate such an agreement. The Planning
Commission did not specifically or critically review the terms and conditions of
the agreement. It was thought that, given the existence of the 2008 PUD
amendment approval, the concept of supplemental application and
administrative process as provided is acceptable, subject to Town Council’s
acceptance and approval of negotiated terms and conditions in the
Development Agreement.

Construction Management. With the proposed replacement of the retaining
walls on the site together with the parking and driveway areas, there will like
be impacts during the construction phase, such as truck traffic, material
storage, noise, dust, drainage issues and transit access.

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): A phasing and construction

management plan should be included as part of the building construction
plans to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official.

Staff Recommendation: Staff has requested in the review comments that the
applicant prepare a summary of their construction management plan and
explain how the impacts associated with it would be mitigated, unless Town
Council would be satisfied that such information be provided for review and
approval by staff prior to issuance of permits. This should include a proposal
for an alternative route for the trail if it is affected by the construction of the
replacement drainage facilities.

Parceling of future phase Building M. Staff recently noticed that the site
plan makes reference by small notation to a proposed Parcel M, apparently
for the future phase Building M. The application text states: “The Snowmass
Mountain Condominiums Association desire is to retain the notion of a future
Building “M” on a discrete parcel allocated for such purposes as a means of
providing collateral to finance the construction of the re-designed retaining
structure.”

PC Findings/Recommendations (summarized): The PC did not specifically

discuss any proposed parceling of the site for future phase Building M, such
as a subdivision exemption or re-plat for example, as such an application
would be required for review and consideration by the Town Council pursuant
to the Municipal Code.

Staff Comments/Recommendation: There was no subdivision exemption or
re-plat application and/or drawing included in the application materials. The
applicant should more specifically explain the purpose or what is meant by
“retaining the notion of a future Building ‘M’ on a discrete parcel,” whether this
includes a future condominiumization of Building M, a future submittal of a
subdivision exemption to create a temporary lot, a re-subdivision plat of the

=) -
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property and/or some other method. Once such an application is formally
submitted, it would require review and consideration by the Town Council via

resolution action.
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

Attachments:
1. Comparison Table;
2. 30% slopes sketch prepared by the Planning Department illustrating where
the steep slopes might occur around the proposed Building M location;
3. Recent traffic counts from 2004 and total projections from the Base Village
Traffic Impact Analysis;
4. Signed consent letters from the three adjacent property owners affected by
the proposed off-site drainage replacement facilities;
Updated, modified Final PUD Guide dated April 27, 2010 and received May
3, 2010;
Updated Development Agreement, with its reference exhibits:
Exhibit 1 — Trail Easement Agreement
Exhibit 2 - Deed Restriction Agreement for Affordable Housing Unit
Exhibit 3 — Procedure for Planning Director Supplemental Review
Parking Management Plan from the 2008 approval;
Outstanding review comments from Town Departments and outside
referral agencies/districts; and
Signed Planning Commission Resolution No. 2, Series of 2010, with its
referenced exhibits (Note: The exhibits were updated or attached as noted
above to avoid duplication — See Attachments 5 - 8).

Separate Handouts / Enclosures:
> Minor PUD Amendment Application Notebook dated January 6, 2010 and

received January 8, 2010 and updated January 26, 2010; and
> Photos from staff site visit on February 9, 2010, provided for reference and
orientation purposes (see the inside front cover of application notebook)

o o

o N

©

NEXT STEPS:

Based upon the discussions, Planning Staff would prepare an Ordinance, as may
be directed by the Town Council, which outlines the findings and conditions
concerning the proposed Snowmass Mountain Condominiums Minor PUD

Amendment application.

The Town Council public hearing for this application has been scheduled and
published in advance for the meeting on June 7, 2010. At that meeting, an
ordinance could be reviewed, considered and acted upon at first reading, unless
directed or scheduled otherwise or if more time is needed to review the core
issues, outstanding review comments, or any other required follow: up matters.

14|Page



ATTACHMENT 1 - TC Mtg: May 17, 2010

Snowmass Condominiums 2009 PUD Amendment

Executive Summary Comparison Analysis

—

Category Previous approval via Current 2009 PUD T Net change
Ordinance 08-7 Amendment proposal
Total Units 60 existing; 60 existing; -
(Buildings A~ M) | 65 free market units if 63 proposed if Bldg M -2 new free market
Building M constructed; constructed; units;

3 deed-restricted units — (2 in
converted Bldg A and 1 in Bldg

1 converted mgr’s unit in Bldg
A to restricted unit if Bildg M
constructed in future

-2 restricted units

Building A re-do

M)

1. Renovate existing mgr's
unit for free-market sale;

2. Conversion of confrm &
office into 3-bed AHU;

3. Conversion of work out

room to studio AHU

N

[¥3]

Retain manager’s unit;

No interior renovation in
initial phase;

Only exterior renovation;

If Bildg M constructed in
future, then 2-bd mgr’s unit
of 965 SF converted to
restricted unit

-2 restricted units
in the interim w/o
Bldg M;

-1 restricted unit if
Bldg M constructed
and mgr’s unit in
Bldg A converted
to restricted unit

-1 free market unit

New Building M 4 — 4-bed units & 3 free market units;
1 - 3-bed employee unit 0 employee units -1 employee unit
10,297 SF 7,500 SF -2,797 SF

Buildout 65 free market units or 63 free market units or -2 free market
40.0 U.E. 36.4 U.E. units (or -3.6 U.E.);

(5 units over the 60
max/future units & 1 unit
above the 39 U.E. max based
on 65% of the 60 unit
buildout)

(3 units over the 60
max/future units & O units
above the 39 U.E. max based
on 65% of the 60 unit
buildout)

(the 3 added units
equal +2.55 U.E.
assuming Bldg M is
constructed in the
future)

Parking layout

62 existing spaces;

62 existing spaces;

99 proposed total spaces 65 total spaces in interim w/o | -34 spaces w/o

{Previously 62 (36 surface & 63 covered or Bldg M; Bldg M

spots for 60 1.5 spaces per unit) (35 surface & 30 covered or

units; 1space 1.08 space per unit)

per unit) 71 total spaces if Bldg M -28 spaces if Bldg
constructed in future (39 M constructed in
surface & 32 covered or 1.12 the future
space per unit

Building ' Renovation of existing Bldgs Same NA

architecture

A-L and new Bldg M

Building Height

42’ for Bldgs A-L;
39’ for new Bldg M

42’ for Bldgs A-L;
33’ for new Bldg M

0 change on A-L;
-6’ for Bidg M

NA - Not applicable

UE = Unit Equivalents

-
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ATTACHMENT 3 - TC mtg: May 17, 2010

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
EXCERPTS FROM
ANOTHER PROJECT

SNOMWASS MOUNTAIN
CONDOMINIUMS

MINOR PUD
AMENDMENT
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ATTACHMENT 4 - TC mtg: May 17, 2010

CONSENT / AUTHORIZATION LETTERS
FROM
ADJACENT PROPERTIES
AFFECTED BY
OFF-SITE DRAINAGE FACILITY REPLACEMENTS

SNOMWASS MOUNTAIN
CONDOMINIUMS

MINOR PUD
AMENDMENT
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_ SNOWMASS VILIAGE

RECEIVED
FEB 26 2010

AOWMass vlage
“ommunity  Developman

This letter is to grant approval for the Snowmass Mountain Condominiums HOA to proceed with the
installation of an interceptor drain. The interceptor drain will be located uphill of the complex and
partially on TOSV open space, as generally depicted as Figure 1, CTL Thompson letter dated January 21,
2010. It is our understanding that the new line will be a permanent facility and will run seasonally during
normal spring to summer groundwater runoff times. This line is acceptable to the town engineer Dean
Gordon. Upon completion of the work, a 20’ drainage/utility/maintenance easement will be granted
subject to conditions to be determined as part of a License Agreement or similar document.

Approval is also granted to the Snowmass Mountain Condominium HOA for installation of storm sewer
facilities within the right-of-way of Upper Woodbridge Road as generally depicted on Sheet C1.0 of the
PUD Amendment drawings dated November 23, 2009. Upon completion of the work, a License
Agreement or similar document will be executed defining future conditions of maintenance, operation,

etc. of the facilities.

Rulssell Forrest . 2//2 5/2 p/ Z7

Town Manager




CHARLES T. BRANDT (1939-2001)
GARRET S. BRANDT

MICHAEL FEIGENBAUM
LucAsPECK

PETER P. DELANY, PARALEGAL
AMY TARRANT, LEGAL ASSISTANT

BRANDT 4+ FEIGENBAUM, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

MIDLAND MALL
132 MIDLAND AVENUE, SUITE 4
BASALT, COLORADO 81621
TELEPHONE: 970.925.5196
FaX:970.925.4559
www:brandt-law.com

RECEIVED
FEB 26 2010

SHuwitlass viiage
ommunity  Developmen

LucAs PECK
Ipeck@brandt-law.com

February 26, 2010

By Email (jwahlstrom@tosv.com)

Mzt Jim Wahlstrom

Planning Department

Town of Snowmass Village
Snowmass Village, Colorado 81615

Re: Snowmass Mountain Condominiums (“SMC>)
Development Application for the “Interceptor Drain Installation”

Dear Jim:

I am writing in response to your email of February 4, 2010. You noted that the Woodbridge Board’s
February 3, 2010 consent letter was insufficient to allow SMC’s application to proceed, particularly because it
was based upon the wrong drawing. You supplied Drawing C1.0, ptepared by Colorado Civil Consultants
and dated November 23, 2009, with a heavy ink cloud drawn around the area of interest, which also defines
the limits of this letter. Woodbridge does not own the Wildcat property and therefore does not comment on

that portion of the project.

The Board has discussed SMC’s application to the extent of the C1.0 Drawing and hereby gives its
preliminary consent to and support of SMC’s drain installation plan as a necessaty step in stabilizing the SMC
project. The Board’s consent is conditional upon the Board and SMC reaching a satisfactory indemnity and
maintenance agreement with regard to the drainage plan to the extent the drain is within, affects, or could
potentially affect Woodbridge property. In addition, the Board’s consent is subject to and conditioned upon
the right and abulity of the Board to approve any final approval by the Town before any work is commenced

on Woodbridge property.

SMC’s counsel is also researching title issues to determine property ownership and the location of
any pre-existing easements related to the drainage plan and benefiting SMC, and it is unclear at this point
whether an easement for SMC’s drainage work and maintenance will be necessary. If necessary, a satisfactory
easement would obviously also be a pre-requisite to SMC’s drainage project, although this is perhaps outside
the scope of the approval process.

In supporting the project, please note the Board has not been asked to review SMC’s application and
offers its support based only on and to the extent of the accuracy of the attached document from Colorado
Civil, and expects to later discuss and review details with SMC. The Board assumes the Town will consider
the impacts of the additional water from SMC’s drain on the stotm water collection system, particularly the

2~



Jim Wahlstrom
2/26/2010
Page 2 of 2

ditch running through Woodbridge property and into which watet may be directed. SMC has represented
that there will not be significant additional water added to the ditch and that the capacity and integtity of the
ditch is adequate. In addition, SMC has represented that the Town’s approval is an endorsement of the
sound engineering of the project, and the Board has relied on this representation as well.

With this approval we expect and intend that SMC will be able to proceed in its planning process
with the Town. Do not hesitate to contact me directly should you have any additional questions or requests.

Sincetely,

7

Lucas Peck for
BRANDT 4 FEIGENBAUM, P.C.

cc: Woodbridge Board

Hank Hayes E%H]: @: i‘:: ﬁV ED

Paul Taddune

Feg 26 2010

SHuwiitads viHage .
~ommunity Developmen
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Seasons Four Condominiums

= . S EAS O N S 35 Lower Woodbridge Road
a4 Four o

[

February 25, 2010
Town of Snowmass Village Planning Department,

The Seasons4 Board has considered the plans by the Snowmass Mountain Condominium
Association, Inc. ("Snowmass Mountain”) in connection with its renovation project to install drainage
improvements that are partly on Seasons 4 common area. | understand that a meeting with the
Snowmass Planning Commission to consider Snowmass Mountain's application is scheduled for this

Wednesday, March 3, 2010.

Seasons 4 hereby gives its preliminary consent to allowing the Snowmass Mountain application to
proceed through the planning process to the extent that work will be performed on the Seasons 4
common area. This preliminary consent is subject to and conditioned upon the right and ability of
Seasons 4 to approve and concur in any final approval that may be granted by the Town before any
work is commenced on Seasons 4 property, including such assurances by Snowmass Mountain as
Seasons 4 may reasonably require.

Consent is also conditioned upon Carroll Ditch Owner approval, Season’s 4 insurance company lack
of issues, and submission to Seasons 4 of a detailed scope of work to be done on Seasons 4

property.

(b /é/[?nw g /%// RECEIVE

Pete Hershberger
President FEB 26 2010
Seasons 4 Condominium Owners Association S 5

ommunity
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MODIFIED
FINAL PUD GUIDE

AND

ITS DRAWING EXHIBITS

SNOMWASS MOUNTAIN
CONDOMINIUMS

MINOR PUD
AMENDMENT
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Snowmass Mountain Condominium Renovation and Minor

PUD Amendment |
Medified-Final Planned Unit Development Guide MAY 03 2010

This Modified Final PUD Guide (“PUD Guide") summarizes the final developmgﬂw;a?f,
land uses, densities, zone district limitations and development regulations for the Expansion and
Exterior Renovation of Snowmass Mountain Condominium Project, Snowmass Village, as
approved in Snowmass Village Ordinance No.- ﬁf_Sen’es of 2010 (the “Approval «&— @,ﬁ-
Ordinance”). Where this PUD Guide does not address a specific development standard or A'iffm
requirement of the Code, the provisions of the Municipal Code shall apply. To the extent the L -Jeresig
provisions of this PUD Guide conflict with or are in any way inconsistent with the Municipal
Code, the provisions of this PUD Guide shall apply. References in this PUD Guide to the
Municipal Code mean provisions as amended or renumbered from time to time except that if the
applicable provision has been amended to be more restrictive or burdensome on the
development or use of the Project or a portion thereof than the provision in effect in the version

of the Code in effect in 2010, shall apply.

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS

1. Zoning. The underlying zoning of the Snowmass Mountain Condominium parcel
(Parcels A, B and C, Snowmass Mountain Condominiums) (“the Property”) at the time of the
previous application was “Specially Planned Area (SPA), which has been rezoned to Multifamily
(MF) as part of the previous approval Ordinance No. 8, Series of 2008. The property remains
zoned ‘MF’ with the Minor PUD Amedment.

2. Condominium. The original Condominium Declaration for Snowmass Mountain
Condominiums was recorded in the office of the Clerk and Recorder of Pitkin County, Colorado
on January 14, 1974, in Book 283 at Page 341 and the initial Condominium Map was recorded
on January 15, 1974 in Plat Book 4 at Page 457. The initial Condominium Map reflected the
construction of twenty two (22) individual airspace units in five (5) buildings, designated as “A”,
“B", “C”", “D", and “E”", located on land shown on the Condominium Map as Parcel “A”. A
Supplemental Condominium Declaration for Snowmass Mountain Condominiums
(“Supplemental Declaration™) was recorded on April 2, 1976 in Book 310 at Page 249, together
with a Supplemental Condominium Map recorded in Plat Book 4 at Page 593. The
Supplemental Condominium Map reflects the construction of twenty (20) additional airspace
units in four (4) buildings, designated as “F”, “G”, “H", and “I", and are located on land shown on
the initial Condominium Map and Supplemental Condominium Map as Parcel B. On April 13,
1977, a Second Supplement to Condominium Declaration for Snowmass Condominiums was
recorded in Book 327 at Page 283 together with a Second Supplemental Condominium Map
that was recorded April 11, 1977, in Plat Book 5 at Page 79. The Second Supplemental
Condominium Map reflects the construction of eighteen (18) additional individual airspace units
in three (3) buildings, designated as “J”, “K” and “L", and are located on land shown on the

-37)-
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PUD Guide/Development Summary Table

Condominium Map as Parcel C. The Amended Preliminary Condominium Map is attached as
Exhibit B and will be recorded in the Office of the Pitkin County Clerk and Recorder and a final
Amended Condominium Map will be prepared and recorded when construction is completed.

3.

a)

b)

Permitted Uses: Permitted Uses are those uses previously permitted on the
Property and construction use, materially as described in the plans and
specifications referenced under Development Parameters, below, submitted by
the Snowmass Mountain Condominium Association and the Owners of units in
Snowmass Mountain Condominiums (collectively “Snowmass Mountain HOA”) to
the Town of Snowmass Village.

Residential Uses:

Actual Units. The Project may contain a maximum of sixty three (63) Units,
which includes the existing Managers Unit in Building A.

Restricted Housing. The Project will contain one (1) Restricted Housing dwelling
unit, or substitute as to be agreed or approved by the Town, only if and when the
Snowmass Mountain HOA should submit an application building permit of
Building M.

5. Phasing: The project will consist of two phases.

a)

b)

Phase one will address the replacement of the failing retaining wall, exterior
renovation, interceptor drain instillation and new drive/parking surface with
snowmelt together with replacement landscaping.

The second phase of the project will be to construct a new Bbuilding with new
landscaping around the building. The new Building M will only be constructed in
the event that the members of Snowmass Mountain HOA determine to proceed
with this phase of the approval, subject to the companion Vested Rights
Development Agreement.

DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS FOR PARCEL AND THE BUILDINGS

The Amended Preliminary Condominium Map and the Development Summary Table attached
as Exhibits A and B respectively show the unit equivalency and other dimensional changes in
the development Parameters which have been approved.

Building Parameters: Buildings on the Property will be built in substantial conformance
with the plans and specifications for the Project described in the Application for an Amendment
of Minor PUD, submitted to the Town, which shall be referred to herein as the “PUD
Amendment Application” which representations are incorporated herein.

2K -
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PUD Guide/Development Summary Table

Building Height: The maximum permitted height of the existing buildings at Snowmass

Mountain Condominiums-is-forty-ene-feet-(41)-for, Bbuildings A through L_shall not be
increased. The maximum permitted height of Building M shall be: thirty five (35°) from the worst-

case finished grade according to the building elevation drawings submitted to the Town of
Snowmass Village during the approval process.

Setbacks: The setbacks on the Property shall be as depicted on the Existing
Conditions Map located in Enclosure 9 of the PUD Amendment Application or the Existing

Conditions Map for Buildings A through L.

Open Space: Open Space within the Project shall be as set forth as stated in the PUD
Amendment Application. See enclosure 12 as part of the PUD Amendment Application.

Landscape Plan: Upon completion of phase one of the project the property and open
spaces on the Property shall be developed and landscaped in substantial conformance with the
Interim Landscape Plan on file in the office of the Town’s Planning Department. If and when
Building M is constructed Snowmass Mountain Condominiums will implement the final
landscape plan. See enclosure 16 as part of the PUD Amendment Application, also herein

attached.

Parking: Parking on the Pproperty during the initial phase is as depicted on the PUD
Amendment Application and will contain not less than sixty five (65) spaces detailed in
Enclosure 12 of the PUD Amendment Application. If and when Building M is constructed on site

there will no less than 71 parking spaces.

List of Exhibits by Reference
In the PUD Guide for the Snowmass Mountain Condominium Minor PUD
Amendment

The following materials previously submitted to the Town shall be considered by Town Staff
when evaluating the Project’s compliance with the terms of this PUD Guide. In the event of
conflict between any of the provisions of the materials described below, the provisions of the

later-prepared materials shall control.

A. All documents attached to the Final Approval Resolution

| B. Design Drawings (see attached }-Arshitestural-Site-Plan—Sheet-A1-02):

Architectural Plan | Sheets Date Preparer

Name

Snowmass Mountain | Architectural Site Plan — 1/22/2010 | The Neenan Company
Condominium Sheet A1.02SeeEnslosure15

’
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Page 4 of 6

of RUD-Amendment
onfile-with-Town
C. Material and color information:
Architectural Plan Sheets Date Preparer
Name
Snowmass Mountain | See Enclosure 17 of PUD 1/22/2010 The Neenan Company
Condominium Amendment Application
D. Landscape Plans (see attachments):
Landscape Plan Name Sheets Date Preparer
Snowmass Mountain Condominium | L1.01 Interim 1/06/2010 | The Neenan Company
Landscape plan
Snowmass Mountain Condominium | 1.1.01 1/06/2010 | The Neenan Company
E. Civil Engineering Reports:
Civil Plan Name Sheets Date Preparer
Snowmass Mountain | See Enclosure 14 of PUD 1/22/2010 Colorado Civil
Condominium Amendment Application. Full Consultants
size drawings on file with Town
F. Building M Elevations and Floor Plans (see attachments):
Building M Sheets Date Preparer
Snowmass Mountain | See attachments 1/22/2010 The Neenan Company
Condominium
SNOWMASS MOUNTAIN CONDOMINUMS
DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY TABLE
OVERALL SITE COVERAGE CONDITIONS
Site Area 217,757.0 SF
Open Space 186,004186,942.0 SF
Buildings A - L Coverage with 30.815.0 SF
Carport, and pool
G (c ’ Building A




PUD Guide/Development Summary Table

Road & Parking 27,272.0 SF
145
146 OVERALL FLOOR AREA ON THE SITE
147
148 — Condominiums{Buildings A-throughLt):———— SF
Condominiums (Buildings A thru L): 67.222.0 SF {60 Units, includes
Managers Unit in
Building A)
Building M Units 8000.0 SF (3 Units)
149
150 |

151 1. Total of sixty three (63) Units - sixty two (62) Free-Market Units and one (1) Deed-Restricted Unit at
152 the time of Building M construction:

153

154 | Sixty five (62) Free-market units, Buildings A through M 74,257.0 SF floor area

155

156 Building A

157 (1) Association-Owned Manager's Unit 965.0 SF floor area

158

159 Building M (New Building)

160 | New condominium SF - Building M (3 units) 8,000 SF floor area

161

162 2. Building Height

163

164 | Building Height — For Buildings A-L 410 {max)Existing (no change)
165 Building Height — For Building M 35'-0" (max.)

166

167 3. Site Parking --

168

169 Total Parking Spaces (Initial phase) 65 (including in carport structure)
170 Covered 30

171 Surface 35

172 Subfotals:

173 Handicap 1

174 Standard 64

175

176 Total Parking Spaces (Final phase with Building M) 71 (including in carport structure)
177 Covered 38

178 Surface 33

179 Subftotals:

180 Handicap —21

181 Standard —270

182

183

184 4. Approval of the proposed Exterior Renovation in terms of the overall architectural character, building
185 materials, construction details, and landscaping.

186 a) Hardboard Siding

187 b) Timber Details

-
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189
190
191

192

PUD Guide/Development Summary Table

c) Cultured Stone Veneer

5. Building Summary

BUILDING # OF UNITS # OF BEDROOMS
A 6 12
B 4 8
c 4 8
D 4 8
E 4 8
F 4 8
G 4 8
H 6 11
i 6 12
J 6 11
K 6 12
L 6 11
TOTAL 60 117
M 3 9
SUBTOTAL 63 126
DEED RESTRICT EXISTING
MANAGERS UNIT IN
BUILDING A, AT TIME OF
BUILDING M CONSTRUCTION
A 1 2
TOTAL 63 126

P
Page 6 of 6




CHANGES TO APPROVED ORDINACE 08-07

1]
=
NO BELOW GRADE PARKING STRUCTURE, MEETING ROOMS, KITCHEN, STORAGE OR RESTROOMS e 4
SMALLER FOOTPRINT TO FUTURE BUILDING "M*
NO COVERED PARKING AT BUILDING "A"
NO PARKING BETWEEN BUILDING *E* & *F* ~
TRASH ROOM WILL BE DEMOED AND RECONSTRUCTED IN SAME LOCATION TO HOUSE MECHANICAL ROOM AND TRASH

‘| BUILDING "A” IS BUBBLED ON PREVIOUS SHEETS TO INDICATED THERE ARE NO CHANGES TO THE INTERIOR OF BUILDING A"
EXTERIOR RENOVATION ONLY
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