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MEMORANDUM
To: Town Council
From: Peter Grosshuesch
Date: November 3, 2010

Re: Town Council Consent Calendar from the Planning Commission Decisions of the November 2,
2010, Meeting.

DECISIONS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA OF November 2, 2010:

CLASSB APPLICATIONS:

1. Village at Breckenridge Amendment to Master Sign Plan, Sign Variances and Fence Policy Variance,
PC#2010057, 535 S. Park Avenue

Request to amend the Village at Breckenridge Master Sign Plan, three variances from the Sign
Code, and avariance to the Fence policy. Approved.
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Dan Schroder Jack Wolfe Rodney Allen
Trip Butler Kate Christopher Gretchen Dudney
Dave Pringle Mark Burke (Town Council Representative)

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
With no changes, the October 19, 2010, Planning Commission meeting minutes were approved unanimously (4-0).
Mr. Butler, Ms. Christopher and Ms. Dudney abstained as they were not in attendance at the October 19 meeting.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mr. Neubecker noted that there were some changes. The sign code item will remain at the beginning. Otherwise, the
Town Council report and election of chair are to be moved to the front of the meeting, allowing Mr. Burke to
participate before the discussion of the Elk Building. With no additional changes, the Agenda for the November 2,
2010 Planning Commission meeting was approved unanimously (7-0).

WORKSESSIONS (1):

1) Sign Code Amendments (CN)

Mr. Neubecker presented. On October 12, 2010 the Town Council directed the staff to research amending the
Breckenridge Sign Code to allow for off-premises signs on pedicabs. In addition, it was suggested that we consider
allowing for advertising (off-premises signs) of community events on variable message boards used to provide
wayfinding. The current Sign Code includes a list of prohibited signs, including off-premises signs. Staff is working
with the Town Attorney on the sign ordinance for pedicabs, which will be presented to the Town Council for first
reading next week.

On the issue of advertising for civic events, we will consider amending the Sign Code to allow for such promotions
of community events. The current Sign Code provides an exemption for civic event posters in the windows of local
businesses, but not on these electronic message boards. We believe that this addition would not be a stretch from the
current regulations. The variable message boards would be used primarily for traffic information, wayfinding,
closure of parking lots, etc. Ski Area and Town would partner on the purchase of the variable message signs. The
signs will be mobile initially. After we establish the right location (year one) we would aim for a permanent location
at the north end of town

Commissioner Questions/ Comments:

Mr. Pringle: Are there criteria for what kind of detail could be included on the variable signage? (Mr.
Neubecker — this is a different issue. In the context of wayfinding the Town wanted methods to
control traffic. The Town Council thought these same signs could be used for other town
information, such as “Snow Sculpture Next Weekend!””) During ski season it may be used at the
north end of Town for parking needs and special event. Perhaps a permanent sign is needed too.
Curious how this is to be managed. Is the pedicab signage for only this business? (Mr.
Neubecker: No its for all pedicabs.)

Mr. Burke: Town Council did not want private advertising to be on these signs. Two signs are proposed. The
fixed location will be established at a later date.
Mr. Allen: Is pedicabs signage the only items before Town Council next week? (Mr. Neubecker — Yes. We

will deal with the variable message board issue at a later date.)

TOWN COUNCIL REPORT:

Mr. Burke: The Town Attorney was present at the Town Council meeting regarding the pedicabs. No new
business and no old discussed last week. We discussed Planning Commission appointments and the
sign code. Thanks and welcome to all. Town Council may want to look again at the proposed agenda
for the joint meeting and adjust. (Mr. Neubecker — with the new Commissioner’s, there would be
discussion about function of the Planning Commission and a discussion about the field trip and
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redevelopment.) Should we do something for the members of the Commission that were not re-
elected? Maybe an acknowledgement from the Town at the joint meeting.

OTHER MATTERS:

1) Election of Chair and Vice Chair through October 31, 2011:

Mr. Dave Pringle made a motion to elect Mr. Rodney Allen as Chair of the Planning Commission for the next 12
months. Mr. Schroeder seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (7-0).

Mr. Dave Pringle made a motion to elect Mr. Dan Schroder as Vice-Chair of the Planning Commission for the next
12 months. Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (7-0).

WORKSESSIONS (2):

2) Elk Building Historic Re-Construction (MMO/CN)

Mr. Mosher presented. Staff has been approached by Janet Sutterley, Architect and agent for the Applicant, to
develop Lot 80 Bartlett and Shock (105 North Main Street) with a new building of which overall massing would be
based on photographs of the original historic structure that occupied the property up until the 1940°s or 1950’s.

As proposed, the new building would exceed (like the original historic structure) the recommended 9 units per acre
(UPA) in the Development Code. This, and the proposed additions, would then bring the total above ground density
to 12 UPA. This is larger than the recommended above ground density. Land Use District 19 and Historic Character
Area #5 North Main Street Residential/Commercial allows a development to exceed 9 UPA up to 12 UPA and incur
negative eighteen (-18) points. The applicant has requested to not receive negative points, since there is
photographic evidence that a building of this size existed historically on this site. A passing score of zero (0) or
greater is needed for a development to be approved. Staff has looked through the Development Code, and we think it
could pass a point analysis. Public art, employee housing, trash enclosure, could be used to get positive points.

The second issue is the requested building height. In the Main Street Residential/Commercial Character Area,
historic building heights were 1 and 2 story. Priority Policy 198 recommends that new buildings be designed with 1-
story or 1-1/2 stories. If 2 full stories are proposed, the two story portion should be set back from the primary facade.
The requested building is shown at 2-storys in the front.

Priority Policy 81 states to preserve the historic scale of the historic buildings in the area. Based on historic photos,
at the Blue Front Bakery project (approved and under construction at Lincoln and Ridge) a larger building was
placed on the corner of Ridge Street. Photos were shown during review by the Planning Commission, and
Commission was OK with the large mass on the corner based on the photographic evidence. Staff noted that neither
the Historic Standards nor the Development Code has any provision to deviate from adopted policies for new
construction based on historic photos.

The agent is also seeking Commission input on waiving the -18 points based on the photographic evidence of the
larger historic building and the choice to “replicate” this structure, with some deviations, as a public benefit and to
have the proposed building better contribute to the Historic District. In addition to the proposed replication, the
proposal would add more windows to the lower level facing Main Street, plus a small one-story addition behind the
new building. Staff noted that there is no provision in the Code to allow waiving negative points.

Staff has explored the relative Policies in the Development Code and found possible sources for the positive
eighteen (+18) points. Hence, we do not support this proposal considering the negative points could be mitigated
with existing policies in the Development Code. Additionally, we question the precedent this approach might take
with future applications with photographic evidence of other original historic buildings.

Overall, some sort of Code revision or change to the Design Standards would be necessary to allow modifications
from the Code based on historic photographic evidence. Waiving any negative points is contrary to the Town’s
review process and philosophy that has been in place for many years.

Ms. Sutterley, Architect: We understand this is just a worksession, and the Commission can’t make decisions. The
transition from the Commercial Core Character Area to the Main Street Residential/Commercial Character Area is at
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the north property line of the Gold Pan adjacent to his lot. We don’t want a one story building next to the taller Gold
Pan; that would look contrived. We want to transition down in scale to the historic SCI building to the north.

Replication or reconstruction of the original historic structure is really not where we want to go. That opens the idea
of setting poor precedent. If we want to replicate it, then replicate it. If someone has a historic photo of a 4 story
building, we would not want to see that. The delineated width of the facade meets the design policy. We do not
propose any code violations except the request for the front facade height. The module size is 1,400 square feet as
required. We can meet the parking requirement. (Ms. Sutterley then showed what the streetscape would look like
with a 1-story building on the site. She said it would look out of place in the context to the neighboring historic
buildings. We are meeting intent of Policy 194 with the exception of the building height along Main Street.

There is conflicting language in the historic design standards regarding the suggested height. The character area
standards states that buildings were historically 1 to 2-stories tall (and surviving buildings exist along this block of
both sizes), and then they suggested height for new construction asks for 1-story heights fronting Main Street. |
would like Commission’s input on this issue. The historic structure (now gone) was originally a rooming house, but
the proposal is to use it as retail space. The intent is to compliment and loosely represent what was there based on
the photograph, but not replicating it. The submitted site plan shows setbacks that meet the recommended setbacks
in the Development Code. Representation of the original building is goal, but we are trying to make it work for
present day use.

We are finding it difficult to make up -18 points. At 9 UPA, the floor area is only 1,364 square feet, which would
look odd along the block. I understand there is nothing in the Development Code that allows the Town to waive
negative points. But the SCI Building to north was over the allowed 12 UPA and had the -18 points waived. Maybe
Staff can address why that happened. We can try to mitigate -18 points, but why did they allow it next door? Code
wants buildings setback from the street, but also wants buildings to align with historic buildings. We could notch
back from the Gold Pan. We don’t want people walking between this building and Gold Pan. It becomes a urinal for
the Gold Pan bar. It becomes a dead zone. We would set it back about 6 feet along the primary fagade to create the
required side yard. Coupling the north yard with the SCI Building’s south yard creates about 12 feet of space
between structures. We could put a walkway through, with nice landscaping. Question #1 is on waiving the -18
points, #2 is the height question being 2 stories at the street, #3 is on the side yard setbacks. Main building meets
1,400 square foot module size. Fagade width is below what is allowed. Can a portion of a policy be deemed “not
applicable”?

Mr. Allen opened the worksession to public comment.

Turk Montapare, Realtor for the property: | have always been perplexed by a character change in the middle of this
block. Now we have someone trying to make sense of what was historically there and the code differs. Across the
street to the east, we have evidence of a 2% story facade hotel, which burned down. | could never understand why
the commercial character area did not extend to Wellington Road. | think we are on the right track with this idea.
We’ll never know what the deal was with Cooney’s (SCI) building’s approval. | always felt that 9 UPA was
Draconian. | don’t know where the documentation came from that we should switch to a residential character in the
middle of the block. Disclaimer: | have both of these lots listed. | think Janet has done a great job.

Peter Grosshuesch: Please note that Policy 194 states that new buildings should be in scale with “existing historic
buildings™. It does not say historic buildings that used to be there. The idea is to support the character of existing
buildings. This character area is one of the smallest in scale, since these buildings were part of the settlement phase
of the town’s development. That is one of the reasons we have such small buildings here.

Commissioner Questions/ Comments:;

Mr. Schroder: There is nothing here to reconstruct. It’s a new building, so the title should be changed. The area
line transitions at the north edge of the Gold Pan.
Final: Shape of the gable helps make the height transition from the Gold Pan smoother. If there
were any “twigs” (historic material) remaining, we’d have something to work with as restoration
or reconstruction. But this is a new building. It looks like the commercial next door, which looks
visually correct to me. We need to fall back on the code. Support you going ahead as presented,
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Mr. Wolfe:

Mr. Pringle:

Ms. Christopher:

Mr. Butler:

Ms. Dudney:

but the -18 points? Look forward to seeing the application and having more vitality in this part
of Town.

Do we know what happened to the original building? (Sutterley: Sometime before the ski area
opened it was destroyed/torn down.) Are we being asked to waive the 18 negative points?
(Mosher: Yes, but there is no Code provision or method to waive the points, and the applicant
can actually mitigate the points.)

Final Comments: We may be distracted by the photos on the issues before us. The building
shown by Ms. Sutterley seems to be a good transition from the Commercial Core to the buildings
to the north. If we strictly follow the Historic Guidelines, we may end up with a building that is
out of scale along this block. I don’t know how we could waive -18 points. Maybe a
Development Agreement. Like what is presented. (Mr. Mosher: The Code allows granting
variances, but only to the priority policies and with hardships.) A variance requires a hardship;
we’d need to see what the hardship is. We can’t look at the financial hardship. That is the Town
Council’s role (example was pedicabs). But what’s shown is a good transition from the Gold Pan
to smaller buildings to north.

Final: We like the design, but we are not sure how to make it happen.

At what point would it be historic preservation or restoration, if they replicate a historic building?
If the Gold Pan burned down tomorrow, could it be rebuilt as it was? Should we review this as a
new building, or replication of a historic building? (Mr. Grosshuesch: We would review it as new
building. There is no provision to waive the points). Gold Pan and Sterling Building are different
character area; BIC (SCI) building is a residential character. | don’t know how to meet the
Character Area 5 standards where the surrounding buildings do not follow these guidelines. If we
meet the criteria of 5/A, Architectural Compatibility, it will be the only building on the block to
do so. (Mr. Mosher: We don’t want this development to be fodder for other applications to
propose things that don’t meet the Code.)

Final Comments: | agree with Mr. Wolfe and Ms. Dudney. We want to transition, and have
continuity of the block. That’s more important than 1 or 2 stories. | like the transition from Gold
Pan to BIC. | find it palatable, but Code requires that we look at 9 UPA and 1-story heights.

Is proposed height same as Gold Pan? (Ms. Sutterley: Yes, and the height is to Code.) What is
separation of this building and the building to north? (Ms. Sutterley: 12 feet separation; 5 feet to
property line). Is the side addition a flat roof? (Sutterley: Yes). | am concerned about leakage.
Final: I like the design. I understand the importance of square footage in the building. | prefer the
2 stories, but don’t support that it’s as tall as Gold Pan; perhaps making it a bit shorter would
help it transition better. Concerned about public safety for pedestrians walking through the
walkway in winter. Will be very icy. One story flat roof on south will need to have snow
shoveled off in winter. Don’t see how to waive the negative points. If density is important, need
to find a way to mitigate points.

Final: I’d be supportive of the proposal the way it’s drawn. It is representational. It’s perfect for
the character. The waiver of points, not sure how to support that. Would like to find a way to
meet the code or to make a variance happen.

Are we also asking to consider the height issue? “If 2 stories are proposed, they shall be setback
from the front fagade...”. Is there some way to allow 2 stories without modifying this policy?
(Mr. Mosher: Nauman Residence found a way to not require a connector link since the condition
was existing. The Commission found that portion of the Design Standards as “inapplicable”.
There has been precedent to state that certain policies did not apply to a project.) Are there any
other historic buildings that are 2 stories in this district? (Racer’s Edge and one other). When you
look at vacant lots, do you always have photos showing what was here? (No.) What precedent
does this set to allow buildings at the property line? How many floodgates would this open? (Mr.
Mosher - The historic Sanborn maps show building locations and rough footprint size, but we
don’t have historic photos of all historic buildings that were here. We don’t want to perpetuate
any precedent to all properties.) By going from 9 UPA to 12 UPA, you increase the building by
400 square feet. Why do you want to do that? (Sutterley: 12 UPA is what looks right next to the
Gold Pan. Financially, it needs to be viable. It’s extremely important to my client.) You think you
would have difficulty finding a tenant at 1,300 square feet? (Sutterley: Yes.)

Final Comments: #4 may be the conflict. | agree with Mr. Wolfe, the transition is important. The
Town does not want reproductions. We want people to know which is historic and which is new.
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I’d like to see a 2 story facade work, since it’s representational of what was there, but | don’t see
a way to waive the -18 points.

Mr. Allen: Priority Policy 198 states to be similar size to other historic buildings. (Mr. Mosher - Absolute

polices can get a variance, but not relative policies. Variances need to be very specific to one
unique property. We need to avoid setting a precedent. Sanborn maps show several outbuildings
in the rear of this lot. Should they also be used as precedent? That is Staff’s chief concern.) Could
you explain how the SCI building next door was allowed over density? (Mosh: Planning
Commission denied the project, but it went De Novo at the Town Council, and was eventually
approved by Town Council. Additionally, the module size was broken up to maintain the
average, but was over 12 units per acre. Staff could not find any negative points mentioned in the
Findings and Conditions for the SCI building.)
Final: Historic representation is great. You meet Design Standard 194, but not Design Standard
198. Need to find a way around policy 198, or maybe find that it is not applicable. Agree with
Ms. Christopher on transition to height; it should step down to the north. Support the pedestrian
connection. Heat the sidewalk if it’s a safety issue. Agree with others on the -18 points; maybe
Council has ideas on how to waive that, but we can’t. This project would be a great development
in this part of Town.

COMBINED HEARINGS:

1. Village at Breckenridge Sign Variance (MGT) PC#2010057, 535 South Park Avenue

Mr. Thompson presented a proposal to request an amendment to the existing Village Master Sign Plan. This will
involve three variances from the Sign Code and a variance to the Fence Policy.

There are four (4) variances proposed to the Sign Code:
e Variance #1: 8-2-12 (B) Maximum Sign Area. The applicant is proposing a sign larger than 20 square feet
for the building identification sign.
e Variance #2: 8-2-13 (F) Freestanding Signs. The applicant is proposing more than one freestanding sign,
and the signs proposed are taller than ten feet (10).
e Variance #3: 8-2-15 (F) Off-premises signs. The applicant is proposing wayfinding signage to properties
off the VAB premises.

One variance is proposed from Policy 47 (Absolute) Fences, Gates and Gateway Entrance Monuments:
e Variance #4: The applicant is proposing an archway over Circle Drive. Gateway Entry Arches are
currently prohibited in the Development Code.

Mr. Thompson described in detail each of the variance requests and criteria based on the Development Code.

Staff recognizes that there are unique circumstances at the Village at Breckenridge, including its use as a public portal to
Peak 9, its unusual size, and the pedestrian/vehicle conflicts in this area. We believe that some flexibility is warranted in
light of these issues. We believe that the proposed Master Sign Plan and the variances proposed are necessary to identify
the Village at Breckenridge, provide adequate way finding, improve safety and to properly identify the commercial
tenants of the property. The Village at Breckenridge is about to complete a major renovation of their property, and
improved signage is the next step to complete this transformation. Staff believes that there are unique circumstances that
apply only to this property, and we do not believe that we are creating a precedent.

The Planning Department recommends approval of the Village at Breckenridge Master Sign Plan and Variance requests,
(PC#2010057) by supporting the attached Point Analysis and the attached Findings and Conditions.

Chris Guarino, Wember Inc. (applicant) — These variance requests are essential for proper use of the property. He
explained that drivers have only around ten seconds from the time they see the Village at Breckenridge sign to locate
Circle Drive and turn into the project, and that there is only one entrance into the VAB. He is excited to hear feed-
back from the Commission.

Mr. Allen opened the hearing to public comment.
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There was no public comment and the hearing was closed.

Commissioner Questions/ Comments:;

Mr. Schroder:

Mr. Pringle:

Mr. Wolfe:

Ms. Christopher:

Mr. Butler:
Ms. Dudney:

Mr. Allen:

Four variance requests — clear presentation and review — good job! Don’t have much to add in
questions. Hardship has been described well. Directional sign type “D” and “F” details? (Chris
Guarino: There are four freestanding directional (way finding) signs and two that are freestanding
pedestrian directional/directory signs). Initially my concern was this big sign on the building.
Had concerns about the large sign on the side of the building. Does it have the word
“Breckenridge in it?” (Chris Guarino: at 140 SF it was clearer but the sign was too large. VAB
heard the Planning Commission at the worksession and realized a 140 SF sign was too large.
They feel if the driver can read the word “VILLAGE” then they will be able to identify the
Village at Breckenridge, even though “Breckenridge” is in a smaller font size. It all seems to
work as the overall scale of the project is large and the signage is the proper scale).

Final: | support the 98 square foot sign. It’s a matter of scale. What’s presented is in balance. No
problem with the archway.

Four variances in a combined hearing are a bit uncomfortable for me. We all have to weigh in
tonight for approval. | am not comfortable with approving a Master Sign Plan this large with
four variances in a Combined Hearing. Will all properties on Park Avenue now be requesting
larger than 20 SF signs? Does One Breck Place have similar issues since it is on Highway 9? Are
we going to see more applications for larger signs as a result of this review? | thought last time
we said to use the smallest sign that is effective? Just because it’s next to Peak 9, is that a reason
for a variance? Not sure if we had enough review at the last hearing. We should all feel
comfortable before going ahead.

The Sign Code was not written for a situation like this, due to its size and layout. This is a good
example of Staff reading the “grey area” and trying to find a solution to a problem. He supports
the request for the four variances. Thanks for providing wayfinding to adjacent properties. One
small criticism, if there are more than three or four messages on one sign post they tend to get
lost, five is too many. This is a good Master Sign Plan.

| agree with Mr. Wolfe. The Sign Code was not written for a development like this. | have
personally been lost in this area. Public safety is important and makes the community “user
friendly”. Use as many way finding signs as necessary, go for all you can. Check height for
clearance of snow and skis. The arch is rather exclusive and not a life safety issue. Tend to say
no to the arch as far a life safety. But appreciate the actual design of the archway.

Supports all four of the requests. Scale and balance works here. Does not look out of place.
Like free standing and off-premise signs and can support the arch, too.

Supports all four variances. As a past visitor here she appreciates the need for better signage at
the Village at Breckenridge.

Supports all four variances. Comfortable that he has seen enough information on this project to
make a decision. The Village has some unique circumstances and design issues that make these
request needed. Archway is appropriate and announces the entry to the property. Don’t think
that it sets precedence for One Breck Place. Supports the proposal as presented.

Mr. Schroder made a motion to approve the point analysis for the Village at Breckenridge Sign Variance,
PC#2010057, 535 South Park Avenue. Mr. Wolfe seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (7-0).

Mr. Pringle: Questioned whether the Commission needed to approve each of the variance requests separately. Mr.
Pringle wished to change his vote on the Point Analysis. Ms. Christopher questioned voting on each variance

separately too.

Mr. Pringle: Have concerns about the method of approving the separate variances all at once in the Point Analysis.
He does not feel the sign over 20 square feet needs to be 98 square feet, believes that this variance does depart from
the provisions of this chapter more than is required. Wants to change Absolute Policy 12 to failing in the Point
Analysis. Would like to change his vote on the Point Analysis to “No”.

The Point Analysis was amended to show Mr. Pringle voting “No”. The Point Analysis passed with a vote of 6-1.
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Ms. Christopher was not sure. The archway is not a public safety issue. May set bad precedent. Exclusivity of an
arch is not welcoming to the public. No other Commissions concurred.

Mr. Schroder made a motion to approve the Village at Breckenridge Sign Variance, PC#2010057, 535 South Park
Avenue, with the presented Findings and Conditions. Mr. Wolfe seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously
(7-0).

Discussion ensued on the method of discussing variance in conjunction with the Point Analysis. The uniqueness of
this property was also discussed.

2. Shock Hill Lodge Permit Extension, Tract C, Shock Hill (CN), 200 Shock Hill Drive (Withdrawn at the request

of the Applicant.)
3. Shock Hill Lodge Permit Extension, Tract E, Shock Hill (CN), 260 Shock Hill Drive (Withdrawn at the request

of the Applicant.)

OTHER:
Mr. Schroder announced his new Breckenridge P.O. Box as 2303

ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m.

Rodney Allen, Chair
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MEMO

TO: Mayor & Town Council
FROM: Tim Gagen
DATE: November 3, 2010

SUBJECT: Committee Reports for 11.9.10 Council Packet

The following committee reports were submitted by Town Employees and/or the Town Manager:

Summit Stage Board James Phelps October 27, 2010

The Summit Stage Winter Service will begin Nov. 21, 2010.

The 2011 Summit Stage proposed budget is pending BOCC approval. The budget is status quo against
previous two years. The proposed budget does not include any new service for 2011. The board is
discussing the potential of achieving 30-minute service on the Frisco-Breckenridge route for summer 2011.
This will be dependent on tax collection numbers thru Feb. 2011, as this will require additional dollars to
operate. This service interest is to meet the Summit Stage goals of providing 30-minute service on all
routes; currently this route operates at 40 minutes. The board has asked John Jones to provide cost
information for future meeting discussion and feasibility.

Total Ridership for September: decrease of 10.64% under 2009. Para transit Ridership for September: a
decrease of 23.19% under 2009. Late night Ridership for September: increase of 12.84% over 2009. Lake
County (Contracted Route) Ridership — 253 riders, for the year 1832 riders. Tax Collections for August 2010
to date was up 4.8% or $25,279.00. Tax Collection to date for 2010 up or $49,188.00.

Committees Representative Report Status
CAST Mayor Warner Verbal Report
CDOT Tim Gagen Verbal

CML Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report
I-70 Coalition Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report
Mayors, Managers & Commissions Mtg Mayor Warner Verbal Report
Summit Leadership Forum Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report
Liquor Licensing Authority* MJ Loufek No Meeting/Report
Wildfire Council Matt Thompson No Meeting/Report
Public Art Commission* Jenn Cram No Meeting/Report
Summit Stage Advisory Board* James Phelps Included

Police Advisory Committee Rick Holman No Meeting/Report
Housing/Childcare Committee Laurie Best Verbal Report

Note: Reports by provided by the Mayor and Council Members are listed in the council agenda.
* Minutes to some meetings are provided in the Manager’s Newsletter.
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE SALES ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR
(in Thousands of Dollars)

Total - All Categories*

* excluding Undefined and Utilities categories

YTD
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Monthly YTD YTD % Change
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 09-10 2009 2010 09-10

26,667 28,510 29,777 30,510 32,350 40,034 43,052 35,453 34,791 70,236 69,896

128,217 130,727

149,978 153,283

14,145 15,077 15,253 15,994 16,389 22,125 21,845 18,656 18,603 189,422 193,232

219,638 207,552

272,306 207,552

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

60,000
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30,000
20,000

10,000

January February March April May June July August September October November December

31997 1998 31999 32000 32001 E=32002 E==22003 E=32004 32005 2006 E=2007 — 2008 — 2009 ~e-2010

11/2/2010
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(in Thousands of Dollars)

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

TAXABLE SALES ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR

December

Actual
1997

11,347

Actual

Actual

1998 1999

13,256

Actual
2000

12,426

Actual
2001

13,029

Retail-Restaurant-Lodging Summary

Actual
2002

10,587

Actual

2003

Actual

2004 2005

12,102

Actual

Actual

2006

Actual

2007

33,039

16,025

Actual
2008

13,410

Actual
2009

Actual
2010

Monthly
09-10

29,090

12,653

105,284

119,238

164,093

202,994

YTD
YTD % Change
2010 09-10

108,918

124,056

153,310

163,204

163,204

50,000
45,000
40,000
35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

September

October

November

December

1997

E==1998

==1999

==12000

©==2001

==2002

==2003

==2004

==2005

==2006

E==32007

=008

= 2009

—e—2010

11/2/2010
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR
(in Thousands of Dollars)

Retail Sales
Actual  Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual  Monthly Actual Actual YTD
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010  09-10 2009 2010 09-10

16,908

31,554 33,791

36,787 40,937

50,821

53,224

10,388 11,099 11,971 12,000 10,358

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

16,000
14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000

2,000

January February March April May June July August September October November December

1997 E=D1998 31999 32000 32001 /332002 E==32003 E=32004 32005 = 2006 E=22007 2008 — 2009 ~=&=2010

11/2/2010
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(in Thousands of Dollars)

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR

Actual Actual Actual
1997 1998 1999

Restaurants/Bars
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Monthly Actual
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 09-10 2009

29,060

Actual YTD
2010 09-10

12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000

2,000

February

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

March April May June July August September October

November

1997 1998 31999 32000 32001 =332002 E==32003 E=392004 32005 2006 E=m2007 2008 — 2009 ~=e—2010 ‘

11/2/2010
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(in Thousands of Dollars)

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR

Actual
1997

Actual
2000

Actual
1999

Actual
1998

10,208 11,451 11,387 11,501

4,379

3,299

Actual
2001

11,450

4,315

2,847

Short-Term Lodging

Actual
2002

Actual
2003

11,297

2,815

2,456

Actual
2004

Actual
2005

10,877

11,762

3,486

2,478

2,981

1,130

Actual
2006

12,972

5,176

2,262

3,622

1,305

Actual
2007

14,965

6,060

3,258

4,124

1,504

Actual
2008

16,540

4,669

2,929

3,545

1,524

Actual
2009

12,871

4,206

2,559

3,110

1,424

Actual
2010

12,369

4,080

2,010

3,230

Monthly
09-10

3.9%

n/a

Actual
2009

25,012

44,670

47,896

59,168

Actual
2010

YTD
09-10

24,862

45,041

47,824

55,243

57,406 nla

9,639 9,589 9,014 10,186 8,477 9,654 9,988 11,498 12,503 14,084 15,489 13,482 13,740 74,953 57,406

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

25,000
20,000

15,000

January

February April May June July August September October November December

/1997 1998 31999 32000 /2001 £=32002 E=32003 E=392004 32005 2006 = 2007 2008 — 2009 ~o—2010

11/2/2010
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR
(in Thousands of Dollars)

Grocery/Liquor Stores

Actual Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual  Monthly  Actual Actual YTD
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010  09-10 2009 2010 09-10

17,561 17,125

22,304 21,831

35,264 32,681

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

January February March April May June July August September October November December

/11997 1998 11999 /32000 /12001 £=32002 E=2003 =2004 32005 = 2006 E==2007 m 2008 — 2009 ~e—2010

11/2/2010
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(in Thousands of Dollars)

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR

December 1,269

Supplies
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual  Monthly  Actual Actual YTD
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 09-10 2009 2010 09-10

12,028 10,196

i L | ]
sl i
March

January February

2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)

April May June July August

October

September November December

1997 E=m1998 1999

32000

2001 £=32002 E=32003 E==2004 32005

= 2006

E==2007 ‘= 2008 — 2009 ~e—2010

11/2/2010
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
TAXABLE REVENUE ANALYSIS BY BUSINESS SECTOR
(in Thousands of Dollars)
Utilities
Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual  Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Monthly Actual Actual YTD
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 09-10 2009 2010 09-10
[January 1,320 1,446 1,575 1,625 2,191 2,144 2,093 2,684 2,675 3,829 3,591 3,961 3,950 3,577 -9.4% 3,950 3,577 -9.4%
February 1,250 1,121 1,360 1,359 2,075 1,659 1,800 2,391 2,540 3,056 3,149 3,765 3,253 3,118 -4.2% 7,203 6,695 -7.1%
March 1,533 1,591 1,799 2,090 2,067 1,754 1,947 2,299 2,883 3,428 3,525 3,699 3,134 3,365 7.4% 10,337 10,060 -2.7%
April 1,255 1,262 1,227 1,299 1,894 1,724 2,040 1,827 2,741 2,778 2,694 3,448 2,792 2,779 -0.5% 13,129 12,839 -2.2%
May 1,226 1,047 1,089 1,091 1,599 1,272 1,740 1,647 1,939 1,926 2,386 2,742 1,917 2,057 7.3% 15,046 14,896 -1.0%
June 780 1,133 1,402 1,510 1,325 1,228 1,466 1,558 1,846 1,713 2,078 2,588 1,620 1,793 10.7% 16,666 16,689 0.1%
[July 830 913 907 880 1,289 1,147 1,427 1,394 1,663 1,529 1,588 2,075 1,539 1,548 0.6% 18,205 18,237 0.2%
[August 844 910 913 994 1,336 1,198 1,393 1,408 1,629 1,854 1,621 2,031 1,497 1,558 4.1% 19,702 19,795 0.5%
1,103 1,249 1,494 1,752 1,354 1,271 1,381 1,435 1,843 1,949 1,792 2,219 1,667 1,625 -2.5% 21,369 21,420 0.2%
October 804 854 917 1,039 1,353 1,227 1,429 1,348 2,127 1,987 1,883 2,026 1,845 0 n/a 23,214 21,420 n/a
[November 974 1,049 1,052 1,225 1,348 1,461 1,569 1,856 2,340 2,264 2,251 2411 2,364 0 n/a 25,578 21,420 n/a
December 1,570 1,661 1,885 2,423 1,760 1,852 2,297 2,627 4,005 3,206 3,271 3,435 3,389 0 n/a 28,967 21,420 n/a
Totals 13,489 14,236 15,620 17,287 19,591 17,937 20,582 22,474 28,231 29519 29,829 34,400 28,967 21,420
2010 Monthly Sales Tax Activity (in thousands of dollars)
4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000 .j
1,500 -
1,000
500
0
January February March April May June July August September October November December
1997 ==1998 1999 12000 2001 ©==2002 ==2003 ==32004 12005 ==2006 ==12007 =008 = 2009 ~—2010
11/2/2010
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX COLLECTIONS
REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED

2007 Collections 2009 Collections 2010 Budget 2010 Monthly 2010 Year to Date
Sales Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent % of % Change % Change % of % Change % Change
Period | Collected To Date of Total Collected To Date of Total Budgeted To Date of Total Actual Budget from 2007 from 2009 Actual Budget from 2007 from 2009
JAN $ 352,958 $ 352,958 6.2% $ 122,238 $ 122,238 4.3% $ 237814 $ 237,814 9.51% $ 588,874 247.6% 66.8% 381.7% |$ 588,874 247.6% 66.8% 381.7%
FEB 342,995 695,953 12.3% 96,379 218,617 7.6% $ 144,335 382,149 15.29% 149,303 103.4% -56.5% 54.9% 738,178 193.2% 6.1% 237.7%
MAR 271,817 967,770 17.1% 185,714 404,331 14.1% $ 225,613 607,762  24.31% 175,161 77.6% -35.6% -5.7% 913,339 150.3% -5.6% 125.9%
APR 564,624 1,532,394 27.0% 442,039 846,370 29.6% $ 218,626 826,388  33.06% 167,038  76.4% -70.4% -62.2% 1,080,377 130.7% -29.5% 27.6%
MAY 533,680 2,066,074 36.4% 271,393 1,117,763 39.1% $ 211,243 1,037,631  41.51% 484,618 229.4% -9.2% 78.6% 1,564,995 150.8% -24.3% 40.0%
JUN 522,999 2,589,073 45.6% 124,822 1,242,585 43.4% $ 163,352 1,200,983  48.04% 326,779 200.0% -37.5% 161.8% 1,891,775 157.5% -26.9% 52.2%
JuL 343,610 2,932,683 51.7% 135,393 1,377,977 48.2% $ 170,942 1,371,925 54.88% 186,067 108.8% -45.8% 37.4% 2,077,841 151.5% -29.1% 50.8%
AUG 594,349 3,527,032 62.1% 230,014 1,607,991 56.2% $ 183,756 1,555,681  62.23% 404,004 219.9% -32.0% 75.6% 2,481,846 159.5% -29.6% 54.3%
SEP 711,996 4,239,028 74.7% 309,701 1,917,692 67.0% $ 404,440 1,960,121  78.40% 227,439 56.2% -68.1% -26.6% 2,709,285 138.2% -36.1% 41.3%
OCT 392,752 4,631,779 81.6% 334,899 2,252,591 78.7% $ 296,502 2,256,623  90.26% 297,460 100.3% -24.3% -11.2% 3,006,745 133.2% -35.1% 33.5%
NOV 459,147 5,090,926 89.7% 250,106 2,502,697 87.5% $ 97,454 2,354,077  94.16% - 0.0% n/a n/a 3,006,745 127.7% -40.9% 20.1%
DEC $ 584,308 $ 5,675,235 100.0% $ 358,422 $ 2,861,119 100.0% $ 145,922 2,500,000  100.00% | $ - 0.0% n/a n/a $ 3,006,745 120.3% -47.0% 5.1%
October #s are as of 10/31/10
2010 Monthly RETT Tax Collections 2010 Y.T.D. RETT Collections
$700,000 $3,500,000
$600,000 $3,000,000
$2,500,000
$500,000
$2,000,000
$400,000
$1,500,000
$300,000
$1,000,000
$200,000 $500,000
$100,000 s
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP ocT NOV DEC
s
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP oCcT NOV DEC
2009 Actual Em2010 Budget —-2010 Actual Em2009 YTD Actual Em2010 YTD Budget -e-2010 YTD Actual
RETT Churn Estimates
YTD (projects
YTD 1 Ski Hill Grand Lodge Beaver Run Total Projects excluded) Year End
2009 [ 2,252,501 | (450,000)] | (450,000)[ 1,802,591 | 2,050,000 |actual
2010 | 3,007,361 | (422,000)| (392,500) | (220,000)] (1,034,500)| 1,972,861 | 2,339,750 |projected

11/2/2010

NOTES: The above table shows 2009 actual RETT results as of 10/31 compared to 2010 RETT results as of 10/27. Non-
recurring projects are then subtracted and the remaining activity is compared. This analysis shows that 2010 projected RETT
activity, excluding projects, is 14.1% above 2009 levels.
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TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Neubecker

RE: Shock Hill Lodge Development Agreement
DATE: November 2, 2010 (for November 9" meeting)

Town Council approved a Development Agreement with AZCO Il in March of 2007 for the
development of the Shock Hill Lodge adjacent to the Shock Hill gondola turn-station. The
Development Agreement set forth the conditions of the development, including transfers of
density, the genera layout of the site plan, building setbacks from steep slopes near Cucumber
Gulch, and best management practices.

In January 2008 the Town Council approved Development Permits #2007108 and 2007109 for
the construction of condo-hotels on Tracts E and C, Shock Hill. Tract E was approved as a 57-
unit condo-hotel with commercia spa, small bar, café, outdoor pool and hot tubs, and underground
parking. The project was approved with atransfer of 6 SFEs of density. Tract C was approved as a
52-unit condo-hotel with a small support/amenity café and underground parking garage. Tract C
was approved with atransfer of 33 SFEs of density to this site. The development permits for both
Tract E and Tract C is set to expire January 21, 2011.

At this time, the investors in the Shock Hill Lodge do not believe that it is possible to sell or
finance the Shock Hill Lodge as it was approved. John Niemi from Mesa Homes Development
(one of the primary investors) will attend the work session on Tuesday afternoon to explain the
issues they have been facing, and to share his vision on how this property could be developed in
the future. This would likely involve an amendment to the Development Agreement. In addition,
he will be seeking an extension to the vesting of the current devel opment permit. Staff will also be
in attendance to hear the Council’ sdirection on thisissue.
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Memorandum

To: Town Council

From: Open Space Staff

Date: November9, 2010

Re: Cucumber Gulch Summer Use Impacts

In the last few months, Town Council anticipated the possibility of additional natural resource impacts in
the Cucumber Gulch Preserve based on recent changes in human use patterns in and around the
Preserve. These changes included:

e Use of the gondola to transport people from the ski resort parking areas to the Peaks 7 and 8
base areas during the summer season,

e Occupation of One Ski Hill Place at Peak 8 and a new phase of the Grand Lodge for the first time
during the summer season, and

e A commercial hiking program in the Preserve based out of the Breckenridge Ski Resort.

Studies were undertaken to evaluate the impacts of these changes in use. These studies are detailed
below.

Gondola Study

A study titled “Effects of summer gondola operation on avian populations in Cucumber Guich,
Breckenridge, Colorado” was conducted by the Town’s wildlife monitoring consultant Christy Carello and
paid for by Breckenridge Ski Resort. The focus of the study was on birds because the Cucumber Gulch
Preserve wetlands and surrounding areas are ideal habitat for numerous migratory bird species during
their nesting season between May and August. The avian species that nest in Cucumber Gulch are an
important part of the local ecosystem and, because they are relatively sensitive to habitat changes, can
act as “bellweathers” or indicators of change due to human actions.

The study used a Before-After/Control-Impact design. Point counts of number of birds were done along
both the gondola path and along a control transect’. The point counts were done every day for seven
days before the first day of the regular gondola operation and then for seven days after it began
operating. There were five sites (each with 50 meter radius) selected randomly along the gondola
path, each spaced at least 200 meters apart. Five control sites were also selected matching habitat
types similar in type to those in the gondola path, which were also a minimum of 200 meters apart.
Initially it was discussed that more sites (up to 12) would be used (as more data is always better from a
statistical perspective in a study), but because of the need to space them at least 200 meters apart, the
study was limited to 5 sites along the gondola path. The point counts were done between 5:30 and 8:00
am by experienced biologic technicians. After the field work was completed, statistical analyses were
conducted to evaluate 1) changes in four specific variables (abundance, species richness, species

! A transect is a line or path along which ecological measurements are taken at determined intervals. The control
transect in this case is a line which is similar in ecological characteristics and habitat types to the gondola line, but
one in which no other changes are expected to occur.
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diversity, and species evenness?), and 2) changes in species identified as management indicator species
by either the Birds in Flight Program or the U.S. Department of Agriculture®.

The results of the analyses were the following:

e There was no statistically significant change (either an increase or decrease) in three of the four
variables evaluated (species richness, species evenness, and species diversity).

e There was a statistically significant decrease in the abundance of birds (the fourth variable
evaluated) after the gondola began operating. The number of individual birds decreased on
average 2.5 birds/site (per day) or 12.5 birds/day following the gondola operation, whereas
there was no statistical change in abundance at the control sites.

o There was no statistically significant change (increase or decrease) in the numbers of three of
the four management indicator species evaluated. One of the four management indicator
species evaluated however, the Wilson’s Warbler, experienced a statistically significant decrease
in numbers along the gondola line, whereas this was not the case along the control transect.
The number of Wilson’s Warblers decreased by one warbler/site (per day) or five less total per
day along the entire gondola transect.

The original report done by Christy Carello, a review of the Carello report done by Rick Thompson of
Western Ecosystems, and a response to Rick Thompson’s review by Carello are all included in the packet
for Town Council review.

There was anecdotal evidence noted in the study that the Violet Green Swallows might be using cavities
under the gondola cars for nesting and were thus disturbed once the gondola began operation. It was
suggested that the ski resort take proactive measures next summer season to prevent this potential
breeding disruption for this species.

This study was very narrowly focused both spatially and by virtue of the species evaluated. The results
therefore have to be evaluated within that context. It is possible that the effects recognized are
localized, meaning the impacts are isolated to a small area as opposed to throughout the Preserve. Itis
impossible to extrapolate greater impacts (whether positive or negative) to the individuals or
populations of the Preserve beyond what was specifically studied. For this reason, when BOSAC
discussed this issue, they had the following comments/recommendations:

e The avian species should have also been evaluated later in the season to determine if the
situation would have normalized after the initial impacts of running the gondola.

% Abundance is the number of individual birds/site; species richness is the mean number of species/site, species
diversity is an index that is the function of the number of species present and the evenness with which individuals
are distributed among the species; and species evenness is an index quantifying how equal a community is
numerically (e.g. if there are 40 robins and two hummingbirds, the community is not very even. But if there are 40
robins and 42 hummingbirds, the community is quite even).

* The four management indicator species evaluated were the Broad-tailed Hummingbird, Cordilleran Flycatcher,
Wilson’s Warbler, and Lincoln’s Sparrow.
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The “value” of the species effected should be considered (e.g. whether the negative effects
were to cowbirds or species considered to be more beneficial)

The study provides a good baseline. The Town should consider doing this annually and
potentially incorporating it into the monitoring program if the ski area opts to not continue the
study. In the future, the study should begin before any maintenance days for the gondola
operations to ensure an accurate pre-operational evaluation.

In general, we need to look at a larger context. The Town collects a lot of data on avian species
annually. We should take this study of limited scope and evaluate it against the greater pool of
information we collect to see if there are changes over times on a larger scale.

To decrease the impacts in the Gulch, the Town needs to direct more users to the new Peaks
Connect Trail. Although this new trail is working well, a better connection needs to be across
the base of the Peak 8 area that prevents trail users from needing to go through the congested
base area.

Trail Use in Cucumber Gulch Preserve

The other summer uses and subsequent impacts were not studied on a quantitative level similar to that
of the gondola. The only metric that we have to work from is the number of people/day as reported by
our trail counters at specific portals around the Preserve. These portals are at the following locations:

Gold Digger: at the beginning of the Training Loop trail behind the Dayton’s shed

Overlook: on the Shock Hill Trail near the rock at the overlook

Peaks TH/Toad Alley: at the entrance to the Preserve from the Peaks Trail parking lot

Sauna: at the beginning of the Penn Lode trail

White Wolf: at the entrance to the Preserve from Highwood Circle

The trail counters were set up at the above locations both in 2009 and in 2010. Graphs A and B included
in the packet show the patterns of user numbers by location by date for both of these years. Some of
the conclusions that can be made from the graphs are as follows:

The Peaks TH/Toad Alley entrance (until next year this has been called the “Peaks Connect”)
receives the most amount of use, with the Overlook being the second most popular entrance.
This may be in part due to the fact that some users may do an out and back from the Peaks TH.

The use during both years was cyclical in nature, but usually higher on the weekends.

The numbers definitely increased from 2009 to 2010. The trail counter measurements are
somewhat crude, but the graphs do show that at the Peaks TH, the daily user numbers peaked
at 160 in 2009 and 225 in 2010. In 2009 the range during the middle of the summer was largely
between 80 and 120 people, whereas it was between 80 and 150 people in 2010.

At the Overlook, the numbers peaked at the 110 in 2009 and 140 in 2010. In 2009 the range
was generally between 40 and 90 at this entrance, whereas in 2010 it was between 40 and 120.
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Beyond these trail counter numbers, we do know the numbers of Breckenridge Ski Resort hiking
program participants taken into Cucumber reported on a monthly basis. In July the program had 11
participants, in August there were 3 and in September there were none. The ski resort had very good
weather this summer and was largely able to keep their hikes on the mountain, therefore mostly
avoiding the use of the Cucumber trails.

For these last two years, the trail counters have been the only measurement of use in the Cucumber
Gulch Preserve. Council has already discussed a $10,000 increase in the monitoring budget to be able to
focus more specifically on the impacts to wildlife from human use (i.e. trail use) types and levels in 2011.
Previously human use levels have been measured strictly by trail impacts and this study will make a
more direct connection with wildlife impacts.

Council Input

With this information gathered about the gondola impacts and the numbers of people entering
Cucumber Gulch, there are several policy questions that Town Council might like to discuss. Staff would
like to have input on the following questions:

1. Does Council agree with the BOSAC recommendations?
2. Was enough information gathered on the gondola summer impacts?

3. Does Council want to also continue the specific study on the gondola impacts next year? An
alternative might be to incorporate into our annual monitoring program an element that
evaluates the localized versus broader impacts of the gondola on the avian species.

4. Is Council comfortable with allowing the use of the gondola during the summer of 2011? If so,
are there any additional conditions that should be placed on the approval of the operation, such
as a) BSR taking proactive measures to prevent birds from nesting in the gondola cavities, b)
BSR completing the new Peaks Connect trails connection across Peak 8 to avoid the base area, c)
placing seasonal closures on the Town trails in the Preserve that coincide with those of the
gondola?

5. Are there any other observations or concerns that Council may have in light of this information?
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Cucumber Use Counts 2009
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Cucumber Gulch Use Counts 2010
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Effects of summer gondola operation on avian
populations in Cucumber Gulch, Breckenridge,
Colorado

Submitted to the Town of Breckenridge on September 10, 2010
by
Christy Carello, PhD.
of
Emerald Planet Conservation Consulting, LL.C

Image of wetland complex and gondola in Cucumber Gulch, Breckenridge,
Colorado
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INTRODUCTION

The Cucumber Gulch Wildlife Preserve (CGWP) contains 77 acres of a unique and
fragile mountain wetland system in central Colorado. This fen wetland system is
surrounded by mixed conifer forest and the town of Breckenridge. This preserve is a
haven for wildlife in an area with high levels of human activity. It has been designated an
Aquatic Resource of National Importance (ARNI) by the Environmental Protection
Agency and is susceptible to damage by anthropogenic activities. Of the many species of
animals that utilize the preserve, the wetland provides an ideal habitat for numerous
species of migratory birds during the May to August nesting season (Carello et al 2009, p
10). Avian species that nest in the Cucumber Gulch area are an important part of the local
ecosystem and act as indicators of change due to human activities in the area (Carello et
al 2009; Mac Nally 1997).

This decade, extensive development has occurred around the perimeter of Cucumber
Gulch and construction of a gondola was recently completed that crosses over the
wetland and fragments the forest buffer around the preserve. Operation of this gondola
has been limited to winter activities until the summer of 2010. The gondola began daily
operation on July 1, 2010 from 8:00 am until 5:00 pm. This study was conducted for the
purpose of evaluating the affect of gondola operation on the avian population located in
close proximity to the gondola.

METHODS

We used a before-after/control-impact (BACI) design to conduct this study (Smucker et
al 2005, p 1536). We conducted 50-meter radius point counts along the gondola path and
along a control transect for seven days prior to and seven days following the first day of
gondola operation. Five sites were selected randomly along the gondola path spaced a
minimum of 200 meters apart. Five additional sites were selected as controls, matching
habitat types to the gondola sites and spaced a minimum of 200 meters apart and away
from the gondola path. The ten sites were in mixed conifer habitat, edge habitat and
wetland habitat (see map).

Point counts were conducted at each site were between 5:30 and 8:00 am by two
technicians with more than a year of experience conducting avian point counts in the
area. At each site the surveyors would pause for three minutes of silence followed by
five minutes of recording avian species that could be identified by visual or auditory
means. The data were recorded each day into a spreadsheet and abundance and species
richness were recorded. In addition, the Simpson’s diversity calculation was used to
determine species evenness and species diversity.

Statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS. The data were modeled using a linear
mixed effects model (Smucker et al 2005, p 1539) of the differences of the normalized
data. Site pairs represented a random effect, period (before or after) and day nested within
period represented fixed effects. In addition, a Student t-test was used to statistically
analyze the effects of gondola operation on specific avian populations that are considered
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management indicator species by either Partners in Flight: Broad-tailed Hummingbird
(Selasphorus platycercus), Cordilleran Flycatcher (Empidonax occidentalis), and
Wilson’s Warbler (Wilsonia pusilla) (Beidleman 2000); or the USDA: Lincoln’s Sparrow
(Melospiza lincolnii) (Stephens and Anderson 2003). In all cases significance was set at
P <0.05.

L J
C4

Map 1. Satellite image of Cucumber Gulch Wildlife Preserve showing gondola transect
test points (G1-G5) and control points (C1-C5).

RESULTS

Impact on Avian Community

There was a statistically significant difference between the abundance of birds before the
start of gondola operation and after (Table 1, Figure 1). Abundance for all control points
remained consistent through both before and after periods and dropped by an average of
2.5 birds per site for gondola sampling points.
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Table 1. Statistical results table. * indicates statistical significance.

'Variable

F-value

P-value

IAbundance

5.57

0.03*

Species Richness

3.57

0.07

Diversity

0.38

0.54

Evenness

0.79

0.38

Abundance of Birds

10 |

Average # of

O N & O

Control

W Before
@ After

Gondola

Average Number of Species
©O B N W A& U1 O N ® ©

Species Richness

Control Gondola

EBefore
B After

Species Diversity

Diversity Index

Control

EBefore
@ After

Gondola

Evenness Index

0.9

0.85

0.8

0.75

0.7

0.65

Evenness

Control Gondola

B Before
mAfter

Figure 1. Graphical representation of data. A statistically significant decrease in avian
abundance was found along the gondola corridor.
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Impact on Avian Populations
There was a statistically significant decrease in Wilson’s Warbler populations (Table 2,
Figure 2) in the gondola path after the gondola began operating. This decrease was not
seen for other management indicator species.

Table 2. Statistical results table. * indicates statistical significance.

Species Control (t-value, p-value) |Gondola (t-value, p-value)
Broad-tailed Hummingbird |1.363, 0.198 1.000, 0.337

Cordilleran Flycatcher 1.058,0.311 0.700, 0.497

Lincoln’s Sparrow 0.051, 0.960 1.350, 0.202

Wilson’s Warbler 0.681, 0.509 3.452, 0.005%*

Broad-tailed Hummingbird

Cordilleran Flycatcher

1.5 1.5
¥ 8
. =
~ 1 Q 1
1)) ()
- B
o u Before | 3 u Before
#* u After | # u After
()] Q
o o
g 0.5 | Sos
S S
< <
(1] 0
Control Gondola Control Gondola
Lincoln's Sparrow Wilson's Warbler
2,5

Average # Birds/Site

Control

Gondola

m Before
u After

Average # Birds/Site

Control

m Before
u After

Gondola

Figure 2. Graphical representation of data. A statistically significant decrease in
Wilson’s Warbler numbers was found along the gondola corridor.
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CONCLUSIONS

* The total number of birds found along the gondola path decreased when summer
gondola operation began by 2.5 birds per sampling site or a total of 12.5 birds
over the whole sampling area. There were no significant changes at the control
sites.

* The Wilson’s Warbler population was negatively impacted by gondola operation.
Overall, there was 1 less warbler per site or a total of 5 less birds over the whole
sampling area. Other management indicator species were not affected by gondola
operation.

¢ Although our results did not show a direct impact to the Violet-green Swallow
population, we did observe behavioral alterations. Swallows were observed
perching on the gondola wires and entering cavities in the bottom of the gondola
cars before operation. When the gondola was turned on the swallows became
agitated and flew in erratic patterns around the gondola cars and wires attempting
to land or enter the cavities. On more than one occasion swallows flew into the
gondola cars and did not exit when the gondola was turned on.

* The impact of gondola operation on birds may have been greater than the results
of our study revealed. Operational tests were conducted on the gondola on three
separate days during the week prior to gondola operation. These tests may have
caused some birds to relocate during the week prior to consistent gondola
operation.
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Western Ecosystems, Inc.

Ecological Consultants
905 West Coach Road, Boulder, Colorado 80302 (303) 442-6144

October 15, 2010

Pat Campbell, COO email transmittal
Breckenridge Mountain Resort

P.O. Box 1058 (BK1)

Breckenridge, CO 80424

Re: Review of the Carello (2010b) report examining the effects of summer, 2010 BreckConnect
Gondola operations on breeding birds along the gondola corridor through Cucumber Gulch.

Dear Pat:

At your request, I have reviewed the report (Carello 2010b) examining the effects of initial, summer,
BreckConnect Gondola operations on breeding birds along the gondola corridor through Cucumber
Gulch. This letter presents my findings.

The study was well designed and appears to have been well conducted. The control points were well
matched to their respective treatment points, a critical consideration in this study. The study protocol
was modified slightly (only 5 points were sampled along each transect vs. the 12 proposed) from that
originally proposed (Carello 2010a). It is unclear why that was done. Sample sizes of 12 vs. 5 are
virtually always better at documenting actual conditions.

For your benefit, the report uses several undefined and unreferenced terms that may be defined (as
used in the report) as follows:

Abundance is the number of birds of all species detected per plot. As presented in Figure 1,
abundance represents the mean number of all birds of all species detected on all five treatment
and control plots.

Species richness is the mean number of species detected per plot. As presented in Figure 1,
species represents the mean number of all species detected on all five treatment and control
plots.

Species diversity is an index that is a function of the number of species present (species
richness) and the evenness with which the individuals are distributed among the species.

Species evenness is another diversity index which quantifies how equal the community is

numerically. So, if there are 40 robins and two hummingbirds, the community is not very even.
But if there are 40 robins and 42 hummingbirds, the community is quite even.
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One general thought on the report, it is unfortunate that not even summary data were presented in
table form. One can glean the approximate mean numbers from the figures, but it would be insightful
to see even the mean numbers for each plot to better understand the variation between plots (as shown
by the undefined vertical figure bars).

Below, I address the report’s findings by section.
Impact on the Avian Community

The report did not objectively present all study results. The avian community was evaluated using four
metrics, yet the only metric discussed was abundance, where there was a statistically significant decrease
(of a mean 2.5 birds per plot, from about 14.5 to about 12.0 birds per plot) before and after the start of
gondola operations. There was no discussion indicating that no statistical differences were found in
three of four bird metrics evaluated, species richness, species diversity, and species evenness.
Presumably, if three of the four metrics could not detect differences in bird use directly under and
around operating gondola cars, and only detected an abundance decline averaging 2.5 birds per 1.94
acre plot (the area of a 50m radius), then study results suggest that the effect of the operating gondola
on breeding birds is quite localized.

Another interesting aspect of Figure 1 (that might have prompted a quick statistical analysis) is that it
appears to suggest that, as measured by bird evenness, abundance, and, possibly, species richness, the
gondola corridor appears to support greater bird values than the similarly matched control areas. That
may be attributable to the “edge effect” and greater habitat diversity along the gondola corridor.

Impact on Avian Populations

As identified for the prior report section, a more objective title sentence in this section would have
indicated that there was no statistical difference in the abundance of three of four management
indicator species before and after the start of gondola operations. Further, cursory examination of
Figure 2 indicates that the abundance of Lincoln sparrows and Cordilleran flycatchers actually increased
in the gondola corridor after gondola operations started and that pattern was not reflected in the
corresponding control data. Those differences may or may not have been statistically significant, but
they are just as valid to report as the small, but statistically significant decline in Wilson’s warbler
numbers.

Conclusions

Because the study only measured bird presence, we cannot conclude that “the Wilson’s warbler
population was negatively impacted by gondola operation”s. That is valid speculation, but decreased
presence does not necessary extend to population impacts. There are other equally valid explanations
for such a decline. While the decline in Wilson’s warbler abundance was statistically significant, the
decrease from a mean of about 2.0 to 1.4 birds per plot (Fig. 2) before and after the start of gondola
operations is not much of a change. In addition, “population” is undefined, but is presumed to refer to
all of the Wilson’s warblers in Cucumber Gulch. If that was the intent, then it should be recognized
that the zone of influence of the gondola corridor is relatively narrow, that the vast majority of
Cucumber Gulch and the highest quality Wilson’s warbler habitat (presumably occupied and containing
the majority of the local “population”) is beyond the influence of the gondola, and that impacts, if any,
on the reproductive output of corridor birds may not be detectable within the overall population.

Violet-green swallows are secondary cavity nesters and are apparently attempting to nest in gondola
cavities. This worked out well when the gondola was not in summer operation as the birds had

Page 35 of 87



hundreds of additional potential nest sites. However, if they laid eggs in gondola car cavities before the
gondola became operational, I consider it unlikely that birds could keep track of which car their nest
was in (gondola cars all look alike to me, and probably to swallows, also). That may have resulted in an
appreciable loss of 2010 recruitment. I would recommend that before June 2011, Vail Resorts take
appropriate prophylactic measures to deny cavity nesting birds the opportunity to nest in gondola car
cavities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this study. Please call or email me if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

Rick Thompson
Richard W. Thompson

Certified Wildlife Biologist
Western Ecosystems, Inc.

RWT/s
Literature Cited:

Carello, C. 2010a. Intensive summer gondola operation avian monitoring 2010. Carello Environmental
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Carello, C. 2010b. Effects of summer gondola operation on avian populations in Cucumber Gulch,
Breckenridge, Colorado. Emerald Planet Conservation Consulting, LLC. Sep. 10. 5pp.
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October 18, 2010

Heide Andersen

Open Space and Trails Planner III
Town of Breckenridge

150 Ski Hill Road

Breckenridge, CO 80424

Response to Rick Thompson’s review of Dr. Carello’s 2010 report: Effects of summer gondola
operation in Cucumber Gulch, Breckenridge, Colorado.

Item 1 — Sample size

Mr. Thompson had a query as to why sample size for paired points was reduced from the
proposed 12 to 5. The initial study protocol was modified from 12 paired sampling points to five
paired sampling points because the length of the gondola spanning Cucumber Gulch turned out
to be only 1000 meters. Reliable 50-meter radius point count sampling requires a 200-meter
distance between each sampling point in order to prevent sampling overlap. Because the area
was sampled over a 14 day period, there was adequate sample size for appropriate statistical
analysis.

Item 2 — Data presentation and Summary Data

Mr. Thompson requested data to presented in summary tables by site. I have included those
tables below. The numbers in each table represent the mean at each site over seven days of
sampling. Before represents prior to the onset of gondola operation and Affer represents after the
start of gondola operation. Data in figure 1 of the original report was presented as the mean of
for each day of sampling for each treatment (control points and gondola points).

Abundance
Site # Control Mean Control Mean Gondola Mean Gondola Mean
Before After Before After
1 5.4 5.6 12.3 11.3
2 8.4 6.6 14.4 10.1
3 10.7 10.3 11.3 9.4
4 12.6 13.7 17.4 12.4
5 11.1 14.0 16.9 15.9
Average 9.7 10.0 14.5 11.8
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Species Richness

Site # Control Mean Control Mean Gondola Mean Gondola Mean
Before After Before After
1 5.0 4.4 7.6 7.6
2 6.0 5.4 8.4 7.3
3 8.3 7.6 7.0 7.1
4 7.0 8.3 8.0 5.9
5 6.1 7.6 6.9 5.9
Average 6.5 6.7 7.6 6.7
Species Diversity
Site # Control Mean Control Mean Gondola Mean Gondola Mean
Before After Before After
1 4.8 4.1 6.0 5.9
2 5.1 4.8 6.7 6.4
3 7.3 6.1 5.8 6.3
4 5.4 6.0 5.7 3.8
5 5.4 53 4.4 3.1
Average 5.6 5.3 5.7 5.1
Evenness
Site # Control Mean Control Mean Gondola Mean Gondola Mean
Before After Before After
1 0.96 0.93 0.78 0.77
2 0.87 0.90 0.79 0.86
3 0.88 0.82 0.82 0.87
4 0.79 0.72 0.74 0.66
5 0.72 0.69 0.62 0.54
Average 0.85 0.81 0.75 0.74

These numbers were mistakenly reversed in figure 1 in the original report, but not in the
statistical analysis. This mistake does not change the overall statistical result or trend.

Item 3 — Interpretation of statistical results

Mr. Thompson discusses results that are not supported by statistics in reference to figure 2, but
not in reference to figure 1. He states that in figure 2 there was an increase in Lincoln’s
Sparrows and Cordilleran Flycatchers after the onset of gondola operation. If this is a trend he
feels is important to point out, than it should also be acknowledge that there was a decrease in
species richness and species evenness in figure 1. Perhaps these trends are real or are not real.
Because the differences were statistically insignificant, it is not valid to make conclusions from

this data set.
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The linear mixed effects model used in the analysis accounts for the natural variation between
plots, and the Student t-test takes into account the overall differences in variation. Thus, in both
cases the statistically significant results cannot be explained simply by natural variation. In other
words, in the absence of any other plausible explanation, the decrease in avian abundance and
Wilson’s Warblers along the gondola path is most likely a result of the onset of gondola
operation. Since the results of the other statistical tests were not significant, it would be
irresponsible to base conclusions and make management decisions simply on the trends depicted
in the figures.

Item 4 — Violet-green Swallow nest site recognition

In reference to an observation I made that Violet-green Swallows may be using stationary
gondola cars as nest sites, Mr. Thompson states the following (page 3 of memo): “However, if
they laid eggs in gondola car cavities before the gondola became operational, I consider it
unlikely that birds could keep track of which car their nest was in (gondola cars all look alike to
me, and probably to swallows, also).” This response is counterintuitive to established
evolutionary principles. If Swallows are unable to keep track of nest locations, the species
would go extinct. As a trained biologist with a masters degree and PhD, I must point out that
this comment is inappropriate and should not have merit in a discussion regarding management
decisions about gondola operation.

Conclusions

Please consider the meaning of statistical tests when critically reviewing the report. Avian
abundance decreased and so did the number of Wilson’s Warblers found along the gondola cut.
Management decisions should be made based on the evidence. The statistically significant
declines were localized along the gondola cut and the real question that needs to be addressed is
whether this impact is acceptable to continue summer operation of the gondola in the future.

Respectfully Submitted,

Christy Carello, PhD

Professor of Biology

Department of Biology

The Metropolitan State College of Denver
Denver, CO 80217

Carello@mscd.edu
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E TOWN OF ﬁ

BRECKENRIDGE
& H
MEMORANDUM
TO: Town Council
FROM: Scott Reid, Open Space and Trails Planner
DATE: November 9, 2010

SUBJECT: Bicycle Friendly Community 2010 Update and 2011 projects

In 2009, the Town of Breckenridge (TOB) was designated as a silver-level Bicycle Friendly
Community by the League of American Bicyclists. This designation recognizes the many efforts
undertaken over the years to improve bicycle and pedestrian access throughout Town. Support of
this program reflects the Town’ s values of sustainability, active transportation, and outstanding
recreational access. Upon receiving the silver-level status, Council directed staff to solidify and
enhance Breckenridge' s position as a Bicycle Friendly Community.

The League of American Bicyclists suggested multiple ways for Breckenridge to improve its
standing, and highlighted two primary improvements:. 1) adopting a Complete Streets policy, and
2) improving wayfinding through maps, signs and educationa efforts.

Pursuant to this feedback, in 2010 Town staff accomplished the following regarding the Bicycle
Friendly Community program:

Designated, striped and “sharrowed” multiple bicycle routes through Town
Improved recpath system wayfinding signage

Electronically distributed Town bike route maps to shops and via TOB website
Hosted Bike Rodeo education at local schools

Assisted with multiple public education efforts, including Channel 9 and SCTV 8
videos, Town trail conditions report, “Bicycling in the Town of Breckenridge”
webpage, newspaper articles, and a free bike valet service at Town Party
Increased youth mountain bike programming through the Recreation Department
Assisted with Bike to Work Day and TOB Green Commutes programs
Completed Wellington Neighborhood recpath connection

. Organized Breck Bike Week, including Poker Ride and bike-in movie nights

0. Hosted the International Mountain Bicycling Association Trail Care Crew

1. Attended CDOT Bicycle Facilitiestraining in Eagle, CO and visited Boulder, CO
bike facilities

12. Added and improved several miles of new mountain bike trails

agrLODdDE

In 2011, staff hopes to accomplish the following Bicycle Friendly Community- related tasks:
1. PassaComplete Streets policy (see attached memo from Chris Kulick and James
Phelps)
2. Work with CDOT to complete bike lane markings on Park Avenue/ Highway 9 and
Boreas Pass Road to French Street
3. Overlay the recpath between the Recreation Center and Watson Avenue
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Increase the amount and distribution of bicycle parking throughout Town, including
designating two existing vehicular parking spots as summer seasonal bike parking
Improvetrail connection wayfinding

Increase bicycle education efforts via TOB website and bike shops

Seek grant funding to provide free bike helmets to disadvantaged youth

Improve Breck Bike Week and Bike to Work Day education efforts

Work with other organizations (e.g. BRC) to expand the Green Commutes program

©ooNo O

Staff will provide a brief verbal overview of these topics and seek Council’ sinput for any future
Bicycle Friendly Community-related steps. | look forward to discussing these topics with you on
Tuesday.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Kulick, Planner 1
James Phelps, Assistant Director of Public Works

DATE: October 11, 2010

SUBJECT: Complete Streets Policy

As previously noted in our update, the League of American Bicyclists (LAB) has designated
Breckenridge as a Bicycle Friendly Community (BFC) at the silver level. The LAB was impressed with
the potential and commitment the Town has made to make Breckenridge a great place for bicyclists.
Specifically they noted the safe routes to schools program, improved bicycling way-finding signage,
amount of streets with bicycle accommodations, access to singletrack trails and bike parks, and the Bike
to Work Day promotion and participation as contributors to our silver level accreditation. In addition to
these accomplishments the LAB noted two significant measures and a list of nineteen secondary
suggestions the Town should address to further our BFC status. Listed below are the two most
significant measures LAB noted in their evaluation.

1. * Breckenridge should adopt a complete streets policy to ensure any new road or major road
reconstruction accommodates pedestrians, cyclists and motorists alike” .

2. " Ensurethat all bicycle routes are signed and mapped throughout the community, taking into
account destination and connectivity within greater bicycling network. Invite peopleto ride
every new designated route when opened as a way to educate and encourage residents and
visitors to bike more often” .

This past summer the Town made significant progress in addressing the second bulleted point by
establishing and marking bicycle paths, and we are currently in the process of finalizing a bicycle map
that will be available at many local businesses and on the Town’s website. With these accomplishments
being addressed the lone remaining significant measure to accomplish is adopting a complete streets
policy. Itis staff’s hope that by satisfying the most significant measures we can quickly upgrade our
BFC ranking.

Completes Streets Defined

Complete streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. Pedestrians, bicyclists,
motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to safely move along and across a
complete street. Since each complete street is unique, it is impossible to give a single description, but
ingredients that may be found on a complete street include sidewalks, bike lanes (or wide paved
shoulders), accessible transit stops, frequent crossing opportunities, median islands, accessible
pedestrian signals, curb extensions, and more. A complete street in a rural area will look quite different
from a complete street in a highly urban area. But both are designed to balance safety and convenience
for everyone using the road.

In general a majority of areas within the Town currently have many of the recommended complete
streets programming elements. Examples of these elements are incorporated throughout Town. These
treatments range from highly urbanized treatments on Main Street and the historic district that consist of
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sidewalks, intersection bulb-outs, bike lanes, on-street parking, transit stops, crosswalks and crossing
signage. Slightly less urban treatments exist along Wellington, Village, Four O’clock and Ski Hill
Roads that feature sidewalks, sharrows, and transit stops. The Town even has some complete streets
features that are rural in character such as the trail crossings that exist along Highlands Drive, our in-
town soft surface trail network, and the soft surface mult-use trail located between Vista Point and
Corkscrew flats.

Benefits of a Complete Streets Policy

Despite the Town having many complete streets components already in place it is still important to
adopt a transportation policy addressing complete streets. Recently the State of Colorado and the
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) passed a complete streets policy directive which states:

“ Multimodal transportation is a key element of CDOT’ s mission in providing
improvements to the statewide transportation system. Federal surface transportation law
places a strong emphasis on creating a seamless transportation system that persons of all
ages and abilities can utilize for safe and convenient access to jobs, services, schools and
recreation”. The policy further states “ the challenge for transportation planners and
highway engineersisto balance the needs of all roadway users and to develop a
transportation infrastructure that provides connectivity and access for all, opportunity
for modal choice, and safety for each mode of travel. More choice equates to more
capacity” (CDOT).

With CDOT’s recent approval of a complete streets policy and the introduction of the Complete Streets
Act of 2009, Staff recommends that it is in the Town’s best interest to adopt a complete streets policy.
By adopting a policy it could make the Town more attractive in both State and Federal transportation
funding opportunities and demonstrate the Town’s commitment to providing for all means of
transportation.

Adopting a Complete Streets Policy

Complete streets policies have been adopted several different ways including ordinances, resolutions,
plans, internal policies, design guidelines and executive orders. In reviewing the various ways a
complete streets policy can be adopted, staff recommends the Town pursue a policy adoption through
resolution. Adopting a policy through resolution publicly states the Town’s aspiration to accommodate
a diverse range of right-of-way users in a completely non-binding document. It is important to note that
even if a complete streets resolution is adopted by the Town, the Town will continue to have complete
discretion to design and maintain its infrastructure. Included with this memo are a list of Federal, State
and Local Governments that have adopted complete streets policies and a draft of a resolution that the
Town could adopt at a future date. Staff will be happy to answer any further questions regarding
complete streets policy at your request.
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Federal, State and L ocal Government Complete Streets Adoptees

Complete Streets Policy Adopters

Metropolitan Planning

State County Organization City City City
California Ada County, ID Anderson, IN MPO Alber Lea, MN Flint, M| Pascagoula, MS
Colorado Arlington County, VA Austin, TX MPO Anderson, SC Fort Collins, CO Philadelphia, PA
Conneticut Cobb County, GA Bay Area, CA MPO Babylon, NY Franklin, PA Prattville, AL
Delaware Cook County, IL Birmingham, AL MPO Basalt, CO Golden, CO Red Bank, NJ
Florida Dona Ana County, NM Bloomington, IN MPO Binghampton, NY Greenville, SC Redmond, WA
Hawaii Erie County, NY Boise, ID MPO Boulder, CO Hendersonville, TN Renton, WA
Illinois Hennepin County, MN Cheyenne, WY MPO Bozeman, MT Hernando, MS Roanoke, VA
Kentuckey Jackson County, MI Cleveland, OH MPO Buffalo, NY Honolulu, HI Rochester, MN
Louisiana Johnson County, IA Columbus, OH MPO Cascade, 1A Independence, MN Rockville, MD
Maryland Kauai County, HI Jackson, Ml MPO Champain, IL lowa City, 1A Ross, CA
Massachusetts | LA Plata County, CO Knoxville Regional TPO Charlotte, NC Islip, NY Rosswell, GA
Michigan Lee County, FL Las Cruces, NM MPO Chicago, IL Issaquah, WA Sacramento, CA
Minnesota Louisville, KY City/County Madison, WI MPO Chickasaw, AL Jackson, Ml Salt Lake City, UT
New Jersey Marin County, CA Pensacola, FL MPO Coeur d' Alene Kirkland, WA San Anselmo, CA
ggg?ina Monomouth County, NJ Portage, In NIRPC Colorado Springs, CO | Knoxville, TN San Diego, CA
Oregon Montgomery County, MD Quad Cities, IA/IL MPO Columbia, MO Lansing, MI Santa Barbara, CA
Pennsylvania Pierce County, WA San Antonio Bexar - County MPO Columbia, SC Las Cruces, NM Saulte Ste. Marie, M|
Rhode Island Richland County, SC St. Joseph, MO MPO Columbus, MS Lee's Summit, MO Scottsdale, AZ
?:(;llfct)rllina Sacremento County, CA Columbus, OH Madison, WI Seattle, WA
Tennessee Salt Lake County, UT Crystal City, MO Manistique, Ml Sedro-Woolley, WA
Vermont San Francisco (City County) Daphne, AL Mesilla, NM Spartanburg, SC
Vermont Sandiego County, CA Dayton, OH Miami, FL Spokane, WA
Virginia Spartanburg County, SC Decatur, GA Midland, MI St. Louis, MO
Wisconsin Ulster County, NY Des Moines, 1A Missoula, MT St. Paul, MN

Washtenaw County, Ml Desoto, MS Montclair, NJ Tacoma, WA
Duluth, MN Netcong, NJ Topeka, KS
Edmond, OK New Haven, CT Tupelo, MS
Everett, WA New York City, NY University Place, WA
Fairfax, CA Newport, RI West Palm Beach, Fl
Fairhope, AL North Little Rock, AR West Windsor, NJ

Ferguson, MO

North Myrtle Beach, SC

Festus, MO

Novato, CA

Novi, Ml
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RESOLUTION NO. ??
SERIES 2010
A RESOLUTION RECOGNIZING THE ADOPTION OF A COMPLETE STREETS POLICY

WHEREAS, the Town of Breckenridge Town Council recognizes the need to
accommodate all modes of travel on Town streets, including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists,
mass transit riders; and

WHEREAS, the the Town of Breckenridge seeks to meet the transportation needs of all
its citizens by providing road networks that are safer, healthier, more livable and welcoming to
everyone, regardless of age and ability; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council defines complete streets as roadways designed and
operated to enable safe, attractive, and comfortable access and travel for all users. Pedestrians,
bicyclists, motorists and public transport users of all ages and abilities are able to safely and
comfortably move along and across a complete street; and

WHEREAS, Complete Streets are typically designed to include sidewalks, pedestrian
intersection treatments, bicycle facilities, enhanced landscaping, and transit accommodations;
and

WHEREAS, a Complete Streets policy is consistent with the Town of Breckenridge
Vision Plan and Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has identified priority corridors that have been selected to
provide the greatest benefit for the community.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO, as follows:

Section 1. Town Council hereby establishes a Complete Streets Policy, which directs
Town staff to accommodate all modes of travel, including pedestrians, cyclists and transit riders,
to the highest degree possible when redesigning a public right-of-way..

Section 2. The Town Council authorizes staff to employ the approved “Priority Complete
Streets Corridors” map, attached hereto as Exhibit A, which identifies those streets with the
highest priority for improvement as resources become available.

Section 4. This resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED this ?? day of December, 2010.

ATTEST: TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC, Town Clerk John G. Warner, Mayor

APPROVED IN FORM

Town Attorney Date
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BRECKENRIDGE

RE K
MEMORANDUM
TO: Town Council
FROM: Chris Neubecker, Current Planning Manager
DATE: November 3, 2010

SUBJECT: Joint Meeting with Planning Commission

The joint meeting with the Planning Commission is scheduled for November 9, from approximately 6:00
PM - 7:30 PM. Staff and the Commission have suggested the following agenda topics:

Topics for discussion include:

1. Role of the Planning Commission: We have several new members of the Planning Commission,
and establishing the Commission’s relationship to the Town Council as well as the limits of
responsibility for the Commission is appropriate at this time. Issues to be discussed include the
Commission’s role on development agreements, code amendments, comprehensive planning, and
public projects. Also, we suggest clarifying the issues that the Commission should not consider,
such as budgets, staffing issues and business decisions.

2. Redevelopment and Field Trip to Vail: The Planning Commission and staff toured several
redevelopment projects in Vail on October 14, 2010. We met with the Planning Director and
several members of the development community. We would like to share some of the issues that
we discussed, and some of the methods used to encourage the redevelopment of older and under-
performing properties in Lionshead and Vail Village.

Vail Field Trip

The Planning Commission’s field trip to Vail on October 14" was a success, and we learned a great deal
about redevelopment and new development at both Lionshead and Vail Village. We met with George
Ruther, Planning Director, as well as several representatives from Vail Resorts Development Company
(VRDC), including Alex Iskenderian, Kristen Williams, Cody O’Kelly, Graham Frank and Dick Funk.

We would like to take a moment to summarize the topics that were discussed and the properties toured.

Vail Redevelopment Master Plan

The Town of Vail produced a Redevelopment Master Plan for Lionshead in 1998 that identified properties
for redevelopment, and how the Town could partner with private developers. The Master Plan identified

www.townofbreckenridge.com
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major redevelopment themes, such as the pedestrian environment, connections to the natural environment,
vehicular circulation, transit, service and delivery, and parking. The plan also identified steps necessary to
change the outdated architecture, improve the retail experience, improve the poor pedestrian circulation,
improve poor ski connections to Vail Mountain, maintain important view corridors, and make better
connections between Lionshead and Vail Village. In order to encourage redevelopment, the Town of Vail
provided rezoning in many areas, effectively increasing allowed density by 33% in some areas, and also
increasing building height and reducing the parking requirement for some projects. While most of the
redevelopment was by the private sector, the Town of Vail also made significant investments into
infrastructure such as roads, heated plazas, creek and path investments, wayfinding, and transit.

The properties we toured included:

Ritz Carlton Residences: This new construction project was
completed in 2010. It contains 71 residential units, 45 fractional
interest units, plus 3,600 square feet of commercial space. The 5-star
property is walking distance to the Eagle-Bahn gondola, and next
door to the new Arrabelle mixed use development. The property
includes an outdoor pool, fitness center, private lounge, valet parking
under building, concierge service, and ski valet. The Ritz-Carlton
was designed to reflect the architecture of Schénnbrunn Palace in
Vienna, Austria.

The Arrabelle at Vail Square: This was the central redevelopment of the
Lionshead area. This VRDC Rock Resorts development includes 62
hotel rooms and suites, 25 private residences, plus 44,000 square feet of

7y

commercial space. The property includes a large central plaza, ice rink, & £ &
glockenspiel (clock tower), spa and a roof-top lap pool. Arrabelle & = ==
incorporates a European village design with several walk-through stone 3 h ii‘ﬁ ?I!:' i

arches, and was completed in 2008. £ i Tk

;'*I’Vr- ;:;"._‘ -‘Tl.

| . B

Solaris: This redevelopment of the former Crossroads commercial area (Clark’s Market and movie theater)
in Vail Village has just recently been completed. The project includes a mix of 77 residential units, and
74,000 square feet of commercial space. Some highlights of the commercial space include the CinéBistro
full screen luxury movie theater with full meal service, and a high-end “ultra-lounge” bowling alley. These
features normally found only in an urban setting, and the more urban design of Solaris, set it apart from the

' e traditional mountain character. An outdoor ice
‘;f G » ~ rink with giant sculptures is a central feature

o ag?’i; visible to the general public.
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Vail’s Front Door: This 11-acre mixed use development at the base of Vail
Mountain, includes 20,000 square feet of commercial space (including skier
services and a private ski club), underground parking, and 13 luxury
townhomes. The project includes a massive below grade delivery area to
provide the back-of-house services needed to run the on-mountain and base
facilities. The new 20,000 square foot Vista Bahn skier-services building
includes lockers, ski school, ticket sales, restrooms, and ski and boot
storage. The Front Door project also includes a tunnel to maintain public vehicular access to U.S. Forest
Service property on the mountain.

Next Steps

Breckenridge is already starting to see some of the redevelopment pressures that Vail has been facing over
the past 5 years. There are several large, older properties in Breckenridge that are underperforming, or in
less than ideal condition. Some properties that have been mentioned in the past for possible redevelopment
include:

o Village at Breckenridge: This property is currently undergoing an exterior renovation of 5 buildings,
but the Vail Resorts owned properties (including the Maggie Building, Ten Mile Room, and Village
Hotel) are not part of this project.

e Blazing Saddles: This mixed use property was built in 1973. It is centrally located on Park Avenue,
with frontage of the Blue River and Riverwalk Center lawn, yet it is in less than idea condition. We
have received interest in the past for redevelopment of the property as a hotel, but density limitations
and the cost to buy-out the existing individual owners have left this property untouched.

e Parkway Center: The shopping plaza containing City Market is a topic for discussion. This one-level
strip mall design is ripe for redevelopment, especially considering the recently approved Gondola
Lots Master Plan. This area could be an excellent location for receiving density, and for employee
housing. Its central location and proximity to transit, the gondola and downtown would make it an
ideal location for residential housing for our local workforce. There has also been interest raised by
City Market of expanding its store size, and offering additional services that cannot be
accommodated in the current space.

e Breckenridge Mountain Lodge: This Vail Resorts owned property could be redeveloped more easily
since there is one owner. The property is located at the south end of Main Street at the intersection
with Ridge Street, so it is very central to town, and walking distance to the base of Peak 9.

Should the government be involved in encouraging redevelopment, or should this be left to the market to
decide? If so, what steps could we take to encourage redevelopment? Should the Town adopt a
redevelopment master plan to begin the process and get the ball rolling in the right direction?

We look forward to your input and direction on these issues during the joint meeting on Tuesday.

Page 49 of 87


http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://maryhartdesign.com/pics/vfdbig.jpg&imgrefurl=http://maryhartdesign.com/vailfd.html&usg=__aQlkKYi5-66xNTOxD1DtakAai6A=&h=1027&w=1701&sz=1953&hl=en&start=6&zoom=1&um=1&itbs=1&tbnid=baRnoeRI5XwKMM:&tbnh=91&tbnw=150&prev=/images?q=vails+fron+tdoor&um=1&hl=en&safe=active&sa=N&rls=com.microsoft:en-US&tbs=isch:1�

[
i
\

VI

VI

VI
IX

Xl

E TOWN OF ﬁ

BRECKENRIDGE
i B

BRECKENRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
Tuesday, November 9, 2010; 7:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL Page

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - October 26, 2010
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
COMMUNICATIONSTO COUNCIL
A. Citizen's Comment - (Non-Agenda Items ONLY ; 3 minute limit please)
B. BRC Director Report
CONTINUED BUSINESS
A. SECOND READING OF COUNCIL BILLS, SERIES2010- PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. None
NEW BUSINESS
A. FIRST READING OF COUNCIL BILLS, SERIES 2010
1. Council Bill No. 32, Series 2010 — An Ordinance Setting The Mill Levy Within The Town Of
Breckenridge For 2011
2. Council Bill No. 33, Series 2010 — An Ordinance Providing For An Increase In Municipal Water
User Fees Effective January 1, 2011; Establishing A Fee For Mailing Paper Billing Statements; Providing
An Exception From Such Statement Fee For Billing Statements Delivered Electronically; And
Establishing A Fee For Setting Up And Transferring Water User Accounts
3. Council Bill No. 34, Series 2010 — An Ordinance Amending Section 1-8-11 Of The Breckenridge
Town Code Concerning Costs Assessed Against Persons In The Town's Municipal Court
4. Council Bill No. 35, Series 2010 — An Ordinance Amending Chapter 2 Of Title 8 Of The Breckenridge
Town Code, Known As The “Breckenridge Sign Ordinance” By Adopting Provisions Concerning
Signs On Human-Powered Vehicles
5. Council Bill No. 36, Series 2010 — An Ordinance Repealing And Readopting With Changes Section
6-3A-1 Of The Breckenridge Town Code Concerning The Municipal Offense Of Assault
B. RESOLUTIONS, SERIES 2010
1. None
C. OTHER
1. Public Hearing — 2011 Budget
I PLANNING MATTERS
A. Planning Commission Decisions of November 2, 2010
B. Town Council Representative Report (Mr. Burke)
[ REPORT OF TOWN MANAGER AND STAFF*
REPORT OF MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS*
CAST/MMC (Mayor Warner)
Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Commission (Ms. McAtamney)
BRC (Mr. Dudick)
Summit Combined Housing Authority (Mr. Joyce)
Breckenridge Heritage Alliance (Mr. Burke)
Sustainability Committee (Mr. Bergeron, Mr. Joyce, Mayor Warner)
. Marketing Committee (Mr. Dudick)
OTHER MATTERS
SCHEDULED MEETINGS
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CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL

Mayor Warner called the October 26, 2010 Town Council Meeting to order at 7:39 p.m. The following members
answered roll call: Ms. McAtamney, Mr. Dudick, Mr. Bergeron, Mr. Burke, Mr. Mamula, Mr. Joyce, and Mayor Warner.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - October 12, 2010
Mayor Warner stated the minutes were accepted as submitted.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
There were no changes to the agenda.
COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL
A. Citizen's Comment - (Non-Agenda Items ONLY ; 3 minute limit please)

Eric Buck, full-time resident of Breckenridge, addressed the Council with a prepared statement concerning the
Colorado Department of Transportation’s current plan to improve traffic congestion through the I-70 corridor. Mr. Buck
remarked that the plan proposes a great risk to the Town of Breckenridge asit exists. He stated the plan would deliver more
than nine million visitors to the area each year. He mentioned the increase in densities, the lack of infrastructure, and the
easier commute would turn Summit County into a bedroom community for Denver. He believes the new commuter residents
would have a voice to vote and change the face of Breckenridge by bringing in big box stores, and the other similar
amenities. Mr. Buck stated that it was up to Town Council and the citizens to put a stop to this. He remarked thereis
currently no funding to support this change. He stated the solution to the issue is the time-shifting of traffic, and using the
infrastructure the Town currently has more efficiently, by marketing to the gueststo come early on Thursday, or stay later on
Monday.

Mr. Buck addressed the Planning Commission’s enforcement of landscaping policies. He provided an example of
some clear cutting of treesin the Highlands where there was an obvious violation of a Town Code with no consequences. He
urged the Council to consider the enforcement of the existing ordinance.

The Mayor addressed Mr. Buck’ sfirst concern regarding transportation through the 1-70 corridor, and mentioned
Crested Butte's marketing campaign “Just Stay One More Night”. The Council discussed the time-shifting of guests, other
communities marketing programs, the implications of acommuter economy, and the social and cultural changes that are
apparent in other parts of the country, including the East Coast, and the Beltway into Washington D.C. Mr. Buck reiterated
that the Town needs representation in the Colorado Department of Transportation, and Mayor Warner and Mr. Gagen gave
examples of current and past representation. The Council agreed that thisis an issue that the Marketing Advisory Committee
should address.

CONTINUED BUSINESS
A. SECOND READING OF COUNCIL BILLS, SERIES 2010 - PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. None
NEW BUSINESS
A. FIRST READING OF COUNCIL BILLS, SERIES 2010

1. None

B. RESOLUTIONS, SERIES 2010
1. None

C. OTHER

1. Planning Commission Appointments

There were four vacancies with seven candidates for the Planning Commission. The Council discussed the different
candidates and their merits. The Mayor stated they were blessed with very good candidates. The Council each voted for four
candidates by ballot. The Council chose Rodney Allen, Kate Christopher, Gretchen Dudney and Frank “Trip” Butler.

The Council discussed possible appointees for the Joint Upper Blue Master Plan Update Committee. Mr. Bergeron
volunteered to be one of the representatives. Mr. Mamula was selected during the work session.

PLANNING MATTERS
A. Planning Commission Decisions of October 19, 2010

There were no requests for call up. Mayor Warner declared the Planning Commission Decisions were approved as
presented.
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B. Town Council Representative Report (Mr. Burke)

Mr. Burke stated there was discussion at the Planning Commission regarding the redevelopment of the master plan.
He reported the Planning Commission spent time discussing the Energy Commission, which should be brought up in front of
the Town Council. The Council agreed that it should not be discussed at the next joint meeting, because it is abig topic and
there are three new Planning Commission members, and the topic should be discussed when the new commission members
are up to speed. Mr. Burke discussed the energy diding scale designed to incentivize people. The Council discussed the
negative versus positive points system; concerns regarding ratings staying with the house, and that people need areason to
build energy efficient homes, and agreed that the points system should be discussed with the Planning Commission. Mr.
Burke mentioned that new Planning Commission members should be trained on their role, and how it differs from Town
Council’srole.

REPORT OF TOWN MANAGER AND STAFF

No report.

REPORT OF MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS*
A. CAST/MMC (Mayor Warner)- No report.

B. Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Commission (Ms. McAtamney)-Ms. McAtamney reported on the Planning
Commission’sfield trip. Topics included the redevel oped propertiesin Vail, Alex Iskenderian’ s report on the land swap, the
density issue with the Solaris property, Arrabelle’ s special easement which allows for open space and public art, and public
amenities within some of the redevel oped properties, including a bowling alley and a movie theatre. Ms. McAtamney
reported on the Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Commission meeting in which topics included a discussion of the
Hidden Gems Wilderness Proposal where the Commission does not want to support the Proposal asit is now, but would
support ongoing negotiations, and a discussion proposal for Dog Mushing at the Gold Run Nordic Center where the
Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Commission considered two times per month feasible. The Council discussed the
implications of allowing the Dog Mushing activity at the Nordic Center, said they needed more information regarding when
and the trails that would be utilized, and mentioned that Tim Walsh should be approached regarding any plans for land use at
the Nordic Center. Ms. McAtamney reported on a discussion of the Connect Trail at the Breckenridge Ski Resort which
would deflect the trail use through Cucumber Gulch, and re-route it above the Alpine Slide and down Four O’ clock Run. She
reported that the study of birdsin the Gondola corridor was inconclusive, and did not provide enough information regarding
the human impacts due to the limited amount of time of the study. Mr. Gagen and Mr. Truckey agreed they would follow up
on the study, and bring the information to the next Town Council meeting.

C. BRC (Mr. Dudick)-No report.

D. Summit Combined Housing Authority (Mr. Joyce)-No report.

E. Breckenridge Heritage Alliance (Mr. Burke)-Mr. Burke reported the Alliance is on target with the park for the
train. He urged the Alliance to continue fundraising. He mentioned that there has been a turn-over of Heritage Alliance
board members, with Dan Gibbs and Janet Sutterly joining the board.

F. Sustainability Committee (Mr. Bergeron, Mr. Joyce, Mayor Warner)-Mr. Joyce reported the Committee’ s first
topic from the Sustainable Breckenridge Actions Matrix was water issues. He mentioned that the committee is going through
all the items from the public process by the percentages of the responses of the public, from highest frequency to lowest.
Topics discussed at the meeting were gray water, pump backs, lessening the energy consumption for water processes, and the
preservation of water quality. Mr. Joyce mentioned the next topic is land use, and strategies concerning the build out of the
Upper Blue Basin.

G. Marketing Committee (Mr. Dudick)-Mr. Dudick reported the Marketing Advisory Committee has met twice
and met with the Breckenridge Resort Chamber regarding their function, attended some groups sales events, and spent time
getting new marketing committee members up to speed. He reported there will be a branding meeting on November 9, and
then the Committee will meet regarding budgeting and allocation of funds.

OTHER MATTERS

Mr. Gagen noticed the first public hearing for the budget is the next meeting. He mentioned there isa summary of
changes from the retreat, and the revised changes should be ready in advance of the next Town Council meeting.

Mr. Mamula mentioned citizen's comments regarding the lack of snow plows for the recent storm. Mr. Gagen
stated the Streets Department is not staffed up, which is normal for this time of year.

SCHEDULED MEETINGS
ADJOURNMENT
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With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 9:45 p.m. Mr. Mamula made the motion for
adjournment. Mr. Burke seconded.

Submitted by Cathy Boland, Municipal Court Clerk
ATTEST:

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC, Town Clerk John Warner, Mayor
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EXECUTIVE SESSION CERTIFICATE

Town of Breckenridge )
County of Summit
State of Colorado )

John Warner, the duly elected, qualified and acting Mayor of the Town of Breckenridge, hereby certifies
asfollows:

As part of the Town Council Work Session on Tuesday, October 26, 2010 at 6:55 p.m., Mr. Dudick
moved that the Town Council go into executive session pursuant to Paragraph 4(a) of Section 24-6-402,
C.R.S,, relating to the purchase, acquisition, lease, transfer, or sales of any real, personal, or other
property interest. Mr. Bergeron seconded.

The Mayor restated the mation.  The Mayor further stated the property that is the subject of the executive
session are two open space tracts the Town Council may have an interest in purchasing.

A roll cal vote was taken and all werein favor of the motion.

Mr. Mamula moved to adjourn the executive session at 7:35 p.m. Ms. McAtamney made the second. All
were in favor of the motion.

This certificate shall be included before the minutes of the regular Town Council meeting of Tuesday,
October 26, 2010.

John Warner, Mayor
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TO: MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL
FROM: CLERK AND FINANCE DIVISION
SUBJECT: 2011 MILL LEVY

DATE: 11/4/2010

CC: TIM GAGEN

The attached ordinance establishing the 2011 Property Tax Mill Levy at the rate of 6.94 mills per
dollar of assessed valuation of property within the limits of the Town of Breckenridge is hereby

submitted to the Council for first reading. This rate represents a .02 mill decrease from the 2010 rate
of 6.96 mills.

Of the 6.94 mills, 5.07 mills are for the purpose of defraying the expenses of the General fund.
There is an additional assessment of 1.87 mills to meet the Town’s general obligation indebtedness
described in Ordinance No. 35, Series 1998, which is due and payable in fiscal year 2011.
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING — NOV. 9

COUNCIL BILL NO.
Series 2010

AN ORDINANCE SETTING THE MILL LEVY WITHIN THE
TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE FOR 2011

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge has determined that a mill
levy of 6.94 mills upon each dollar of the assessed valuation of all taxable property within the
Town of Breckenridge is needed to balance the 2011 General Fund budget;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. For the purposes of defraying the expense of the General
Fund of Breckenridge, Colorado for the fiscal year 2011, there is hereby levied a
tax of 5.07 mills upon each dollar of assessed valuation for all taxable property
within the Town of Breckenridge.

Section 2. In addition to the General Fund mill levy described in Section
1 of this ordinance, there is hereby levied an additional 1.87 mill upon each dollar
of assessed valuation of all taxable property within the Town of Breckenridge.
Such additional levy is imposed pursuant to the authority granted by the electors
to the Town Council by Ordinance No. 35, Series 1998. The revenues
generated by such additional mill levy shall be applied toward the installment of
the Town’s general obligation indebtedness described in Ordinance No. 35,
Series 1998, which is due and payable in fiscal year 2011.

Section 3. The Town Clerk is hereby authorized and directed, after
adoption of the budget by the Town Council, to certify to the Board of County
Commissioners of Summit County, Colorado, the total tax levy for the Town of
Breckenridge, Colorado as herein set forth.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this 9t day of November, 2010. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the 23" day of
November, 2010, at 7:30 P.M. or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the
Town.

ATTEST: TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC, Town Clerk John Warner, Mayor
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TO: MAYOR AND TOWN COUNCIL

FROM: CLERK AND FINANCE DIVISION
SUBJECT: 2011 WATER RATES ORDINANCE
DATE: 11/4/2010

CC: TIM GAGEN

Enclosed isthe 2011 Water Rates Ordinance. It has been marked to show the
changes in the water fees that will occur if the ordinance is adopted. If adopted, the new
rates will go into effect on January 1, 2011.

The changes in the ordinance include an increase in existing fees (1%/year for

water user fees, 5%/year for PIF's) aswell as new fees for paper statements ($5/billing
cycle) and an account setup fee for new accounts and changes in ownership ($25).
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING -NOV. 9

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are
Indicated By Bold + Dbl Underline; Deletions By Strikeout

COUNCIL BILLNO. ___
Series 2010

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR AN INCREASE IN MUNICIPAL WATER USER FEES
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2011; ESTABLISHING A FEE FOR MAILING PAPER BILLING
STATEMENTS; PROVIDING AN EXCEPTION FROM SUCH STATEMENT FEE FOR
BILLING STATEMENTS DELIVERED ELECTRONICALLY; AND ESTABLISHING A FEE
FOR SETTING UP AND TRANSFERRING WATER USER ACCOUNTS

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE,
COLORADO:

Section 1. The Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge hereby finds and determines
as follows:

A. The Town of Breckenridge is a home rule municipal corporation organized and
existing pursuant to Article XX of the Colorado Constitution.

B. The Town owns and operates a municipal water utility pursuant to the authority
granted by Section 13.1 of the Breckenridge Town Charter and §31-35-402(1)(b), C.R.S.

C. Section 13.3 of the Breckenridge Town Charter provides that "(t)he council shall by
ordinance establish rates for services provided by municipality-owned utilities."

D. The rates, fees, tolls and charges imposed in connection with the operation of a
municipal water system should raise revenue required to construct, operate, repair and replace
the water works, meet bonded indebtedness requirements, pay the overhead and other costs of
providing service. Such rates, fees, tolls and charges may also recover an acceptable rate of
return on investment. The rates, fees, tolls and charges imposed by this ordinance accomplish the
Town’s goals and objectives of raising revenue required to construct, operate, repair and replace
the Town’s water works and to service the bonded indebtedness of the Town’s enterprise water
fund.

E. The action of the Town Council in setting the rates, fees, tolls, and charges to be

charged and collected by the Town in connection with the operation of its municipal water
system is a legislative matter.
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Section 2. Section 12-4-11 of the Breckenridge Town Code is hereby amended so as to

read in its entirety as follows:

12-4-11: WATER USER FEES; RESIDENTIAL:

A. The in town base rate user fee for all residential water users, regardless of the
size of the water meter, includes a usage allowance of not to exceed twelve
thousand (12,000) gallons of water per SFE per billing cycle, and shall be
computed according to the following table:

Water Use Date Base User Fee
Effective January 1, 2011 $30.34 per billing cycle per SFE

B. In addition to the base user fee set forth in subsection A of this section, each in
town residential water user shall pay an excess use charge for each one thousand
(1,000) gallons of metered water, or fraction thereof, used per SFE per billing
cycle in excess of the usage allowance of twelve thousand (12,000) gallons of
water per SFE per billing cycle. The amount of the excess use charge shall be
computed according to the following table:

Water Use Date Excess Use Charge
Effective January 1, 2011 $3.02

Section 3. Section 12-4-12(A) of the Breckenridge Town Code is hereby amended so as

to read in its entirety as follows:

12-4-12: WATER USER FEES; NONRESIDENTIAL:

A. The in town base rate user fee per SFE per billing cycle and the usage
allowance per SFE per billing cycle for all nonresidential water users shall be
determined based upon the size of the water meter which connects the water
using property to the water system, as follows:

For water used commencing January 1, 2609-2011

Base Water Fee Usage Allowance
Meter Size Per Account Per Account (Gallons)
Less than 1 inch $ 3440 13,000
34.74
1inch 51.60 20,000
52.12
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1%, inch 90.04 35,000
90.93

2 inch 14177 54,000
143.18

3inch 27258 105,000
275.30

4 inch 42138 162,000
425,59

6 inch 827.91 318,000
836.19

Section 4. Section 12-4-13 of the Breckenridge Town Code is hereby amended so as to

read in its entirety as follows:

12-4-13: WATER USER FEES; MIXED USE:

The in town base rate user fee and the usage allowance per billing cycle for all
mixed use water using properties shall be calculated based upon the predominant
use of the water using property as determined by the finance director. In addition
to the base user fee, each in town mixed use water user shall pay an excess use
charge of twe three dollars rinety-nine two cents ($2:993.02) per one thousand
(1,000) gallons of metered water, or fraction thereof, used per billing cycle in
excess of the applicable usage allowance.

Section 5. Chapter 4 of Title 12 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the

addition of a new Section 12-4-21, which shall read in its entirety as follows:

12-4-21: FEE FOR PAPER STATEMENTS; ACCOUNT SET UP FEE:

A. Commencing with the periodic billing statement issued by the Town in March
2011 for water service provided during the months of January-February 2011
there shall be added to each paper billing statement mailed by the Town through
the United States Postal Service, and there shall be assessed and paid by the owner
of the property that is the subject of the billing statement, a statement fee in the
amount of five dollars ($5.00) per statement per billing cycle. The statement fee shall
be a water charge within the meaning of section 12-1-6 ofthis title, and shall be due
and payable to the town at the same time and in the same manner as other water
charges are due and payable to the town under this chapter. There shall be no

statement fee charged if the owner elects to have the billing statement delivered by
electronic means.

B. A fee of $25.00 shall be collected from each owner to either set up a new water
account, or to effect a change in ownership of a water account.

Section 6. Except as specifically amended hereby, the Breckenridge Town Code, and the

various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force and effect.
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Section 7. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power
to adopt this ordinance pursuant to the provisions of Section 31-35-402(1)(f), C.R.S., and the
powers possessed by home rule municipalities in Colorado.

Section 8. This ordinance shall be published as provided by Section 5.9 of the
Breckenridge Town Charter and shall become effective January 1, 2011.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this___ day of , 2010. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the __ day of
__,2010, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the
Town.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado
municipal corporation
By
John G. Warner, Mayor
ATTEST:
Mary Jean Loufek, CMC,

Town Clerk

2011 Water Rate Ordinance (11-2-10)
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Memorandum
To: Breckenridge Town Council
From: Ben Wilkins — Court Administrator
Re: Ordinance to Increase Court Costs

Date: 10/20/2010

Breckenridge currently has a $15.00 court cost assessed on any case that comes before
Judge Allen. This fee has been unchanged since 1992.

During the budget process, a review of the court costs assessed in other comparable
resort municipalities was done. After the review, it was determined that $15.00 was on the low
end for what was being charged by these other comparable municipalities. Judge Allen has
expressed support for an increase in the court costs assessed to $25.00.

Attached for your approval is an ordinance proposing a change from $15.00 to $25.00 taking
effect on January 1%, 2011.
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For Work Session/First Reading November 9", 2010

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are
Indicated By Bold + Dbl Underline; Deletions By Strikeout

COUNCIL BILLNO. ___
Series 2010
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1-8-11 OF THE BRECKENRIDGE TOWN CODE

CONCERNING COSTS ASSESSED AGAINST PERSONS IN THE TOWN’S MUNICIPAL
COURT

WHEREAS, Section 13-10-113(3), C.R.S., authorizes the Town Council from time to
time to establish by ordinance the amount of the costs that may be assessed by the Municipal
Judge in connection with proceedings in the Town’s Municipal Court.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO:

Section 1. Section 1-8-11 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended so as to read
in its entirety as follows:

1-8-11: COSTS:

The municipal judge shall assess court costs of fifteen twenty five dollars ($15-60
25.00) against any defendant who pleads guilty or nolo contendere, or who enters
into a plea agreement or who, after trial by the court without a jury, is found
guilty of a misdemeanor ordinance violation. Costs of fifty dollars ($50.00) shall
be assessed against any defendant who is found guilty of a misdemeanor
ordinance violation following a trial by jury. The municipal judge shall assess
court costs of fifteen twenty five dollars ($35-:06-25.00) against any defendant
who, after a municipal court appearance, admits liability for or is found to have
committed a violation of any infraction.

Section 2. Except as specifically amended hereby, the Breckenridge Town Code, and
the various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force and effect.

Section 3. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that this
ordinance is necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the
prosperity, and improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and
the inhabitants thereof.
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Section 4. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the
power to adopt this ordinance pursuant to the provisions of Section 13-10-113(3), C.R.S., and the
powers possessed by home rule municipalities in Colorado.

Section 5. This ordinance shall be published as provided in Section 5.9 of the
Breckenridge Town Charter, and shall become effective on January 1, 2011.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this___ day of , 2010. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the __ day of
__,2010, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the
Town.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado
municipal corporation

By

John G. Warner, Mayor

ATTEST:

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC,
Town Clerk

500-XXX\Municipal Court Costs Ordinance (10-19-10)
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TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Neubecker

RE: First Reading: Sign Code Amendment for Pedicabs
DATE: November 2, 2010 (for November 9" meeting)

The first reading of an ordinance to amend the Breckenridge Sign Code, to allow for off-
premises signs on pedicabs and other human powered vehicles, is scheduled for Tuesday
evening. The ordinance addresses the size and location of signs on human powered vehicles. It
also indicates that signs on such vehicles shall not be illuminated. The ordinance does not limit
the type of businesses that may advertise on human powered vehicles.

Staff and the Town Attorney will be happy to answer questions about the proposed
ordinance during the work session in the afternoon or during the evening meeting on Tuesday.
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING —NQOV. 9

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are
Indicated By Bold + Dbl Underline; Deletions By Strikeout

COUNCIL BILL NO.
Series 2010
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 2 OF TITLE 8 OF THE BRECKENRIDGE

TOWN CODE, KNOWN AS THE “BRECKENRIDGE SIGN ORDINANCE”, BY ADOPTING
PROVISIONS CONCERNING SIGNS ON HUMAN-POWERED VEHICLES

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE,
COLORADO:

Section 1. The Town Council finds and determines as follows

A. The Town isatourist-oriented community that would benefit from the presence of
human-powered vehicles, such as pedicabs.

B. The Town Council has been informed that the owners of pedicabs desire to be able to
place commercia signage on their vehicle.

C. Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the Breckenridge Town Code, known as the “Breckenridge
Sign Ordinance”, imposes rules and regul ations governing the erection, construction,
enlargement, ateration, repair, display, maintenance and use of signs with the Town.

D. The Breckenridge Sign Ordinance generaly prohibits “ off premises signs’ that do not
identify a business, service, product or other activity engaged in or provided upon the premises
where the sign is located.

E. Inthe context of municipa sign regulations, the on-premises versus off-premises
distinction has been upheld as being constitutional .

F. Attempting to regulate signage that is placed on human-powered vehicles (including
such vehicles as “ pedicabs’) presents unique regulatory challenges because, among other factors,
human-powered vehicles have no fixed or permanent location, making it difficult to determine
the “premises’ upon which such signage islocated. As such, the Town Council findsthereisa
rational basis for exempting signage on human-powered vehicles from the general prohibition
against off-premises signage.

G. Commercia speech, such as that anticipated to be evidenced by signs on human-
powered vehicles, is protected under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, as
well as the Constitution of the State of Colorado, but not to the same extent as noncommercial
speech.
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H. In adopting this ordinance that Town Council has considered the aesthetic and traffic
safety concerns of the Town. The Town Council concludes that because human powered vehicles
will travel on public streets at relatively slow speeds, there are minimal traffic safety concerns if
signs are allowed to be placed on such avehicle. The Town Council aso concludes that because
it is reasonably expected that there will be but afew human-powered vehicles operating within
the Town at any given time, the aesthetic impact of having signs on human powered vehicles
will be insignificant. For these reasons, the impact to the Town of allowing signage to be
displayed on human-powered vehicles in accordance with this ordinance will be de minimus.

Section 2. Section 8-2-3(M) of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended so asto read in
itsentirety as follows:

M. Except as expressly provided in this chapter, Pprohibit off premises signs
whieh that do not identify a business, service, product or other activity engaged

in or provided upon the premises where the sign is located.

Section 3. Section 8-2-3 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the inclusion of
the following additional definition, which shall read in its entirety as follows:

HUMAN-POWERED VEHICLE: A three-wheeled vehiclefor hirethat

regularly transports passengersfor afee
using only human power.

Section 3. The Breckenridge Town Code is hereby amended by the addition of anew
Section 8-2-14-1, which shall read in its entirety as follows:

8-2-14-1: SPECIFIC REGULATIONS: SIGNS ON HUMAN-POWERED

VEHICLES: Thefollowingregulations shall apply to signs placed on
human-powered vehicles. In the event of a conflict between this section and

any other provision of this chapter, the provisions of this section shall
control:

A. Number of Signs Permitted: Not morethan onesign shall be placed on
therear of a human powered vehicle. Not morethan one sign per side shall
be placed on a human powered vehicle.

B. Sizelimitation: No individual sign on a human-power ed vehicle shall
exceed four (4) squarefeet. The total signagethat is placed on a human-
power ed vehicle shall not exceed a combined total of seven (7) squarefeet in

size.
C. No lllumination: A signthat isplaced on a human-power ed vehicle shall

not beilluminated; provided, however, this provision shall not prohibit the
placement of lighting on a human-power ed vehiclethat isrequired for safety.
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D. No Double-Sided Signage. No Sgnagethat is placed on a human-
power ed vehicle shall be double-sided.

E. Off-Premises Signage Allowed: A signthat isplaced on a human-
power ed vehicle is exempt from the prohibition against off-premises signage
set forth in Section 8-2-15(F) of the chapter.

F. Permit Required: No person shall display, maintain, or useasign on a
human-power ed vehicle without a valid sign permit issued pursuant to this
chapter.

Section 4. Section 8-2-15(F) of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended so asto
read in its entirety asfollows:

F. Off premises signs, except as specifically authorized in sections 8-2-6(1)
and 8-2-14-1 of this chapter.

Section 5. Except as specifically amended hereby, the Breckenridge Town Code, and the
various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continuein full force and effect.

Section 6. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that this ordinanceis
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and
improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants
thereof.

Section 7. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power
to adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) the Local Government Land Use Control Enabling Act,
Article 20 of Title 29, C.R.S,; (ii) Part 3 of Article 23 of Title 31, C.R.S. (concerning municipal
zoning powers); (iii) Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (iv)
Section 31-15-401, C.R.S.(concerning municipa police powers); (v) the authority granted to
home rule municipalities by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (vi) the powers
contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter.

Section 8. This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by
Section 5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this____ day of , 2010. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado onthe _ day of
___,2010, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipa Building of the
Town.
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado
municipal corporation

By

John G. Warner, Mayor

ATTEST:

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC,
Town Clerk

500-29\Pedicab Sign Ordinance 2 (11-02-10)(First Reading)
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BRECKENRIDGE
MEMORANDUM = 4
POLICE DEPARTMENT
To: Mayor and Town Council
From: Rick Holman, Chief of Police
Date: November 9, 2010
Subject: Proposed Amendment to Town Ordinance for Assault

Staff is recommending the Town Council repeal the existing Town Ordinance for Assault
and readopt with changes a revised version of the Assault ordinance.

Under the existing assault ordinance the municipal court would not have jurisdiction if an
assault involved a deadly weapon or serious bodily injury. Normally assaults involving
deadly weapons or serious bodily injury are considered “felony” and filed in District Court.
This past year, our police department investigated a case where a subject who was
involved in a fight received a broken leg (serious bodily injury). Because of the
circumstances in this case we could not prove who broke the leg although we could show
who was involved in the fight. We did not have enough evidence to file this case as a
felony and so we charged into municipal court as a misdemeanor. The prosecuting
attorney for the Town did not want to accept the case into Municipal Court because it
involved a serious bodily injury. It was suggested we should amend the ordinance to drop
the elements of weapon and serious bodily injury.

Amending this ordinance will not change how we charge minor assaults into municipal

court and the vast majority of assaults involving serious bodily injury will still go to District
Court.
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING — NOV. 9

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are
Indicated By Bold + Double Underline; Deletions By Strikeout

COUNCIL BILL NO.
Series 2010
AN ORDINANCE REPEALING AND READOPTING WITH CHANGES SECTION 6-3A-1

OF THE BRECKENRIDGE TOWN CODE CONCERNING THE MUNICIPAL OFFENSE OF
ASSAULT

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE,
COLORADCO:

Section 1. Section 6-3A-1 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended so as to read in its
entirety as follows:

6-3A-1. ASSAULT: A person commitsthe municipal offense of assault if
the person knowingly or recklessly causes bodily injury to another person or
with criminal negligence the person causes bodily injury to another person
by means of a deadly weapon.

Section 3. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that this ordinance is
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and
improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants
thereof.

Section 4. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power
to adopt this ordinance pursuant to the provisions of: (i) Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning
municipal police powers); Section 31-15-401, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); and
(iii) the powers possessed by home rule municipalities in Colorado.
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Section 5. This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by
Section 5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this day of , 2010. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the _ day of

, 2010, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the

Town.
TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado
municipal corporation
By
John G. Warner, Mayor
ATTEST:

Mary Jean Loufek, CMC,
Town Clerk

500-288\Assault Ordinance (11-01-10)(Fir st Reading)
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October 29, 2010 — for November 9, 2010 Work Session
TO: Breckenridge Town Council
FROM: James Phelps and Maribeth Lewis Baker

RE: W.inter 2010-2011 Service Plan

The Breckenridge Free Ride will begin Winter Schedule on Saturday, December 11, 2010. The
system configuration will largely remain unchanged to the 2009-2010 winter service plan. Staff
may adjust some timing of bus stops, but the routes will remain the same.

A possible change may be the addition of two bus stops along French Gulch Road for the Purple
Route to extend service further into the neighborhood. Currently there are discussions by
Community Development, the Home Owner’s Association, and Housing Developer in which to
provide bus pull offs and a turnaround for the bus. Should this option move forward, two
additional stops would be added with one around Union Mill and one towards the end of the
neighborhood along French Gulch Road.

For the winter, the Summit Stage winter service begins on November 21, 2010. The Frisco bus
will be departing Breckenridge Station at the :15 and :45 starting on that date. This schedule
change will work for the Interline coordination of the two Transit services.

The Free Ride Winter Schedule will operate for 20 weeks or through April 29, 2011. Beginning
April 30" for the following 32 weeks, the Free Ride Summer Schedule will operate the Yellow
and Purple routes only. Summer service will be on a one-hour basis. The bus will interline
between the two routes. The Yellow route will provide service between CMC and Beaver Run.
The Purple route will remain unchanged from current routing. All additional routes (Gray,
Brown, Orange and Black) will not operate as part of the summer schedule.

This memo is for informational purposes only. Please reference maps (attachment) for any
specific route questions. Staff will be on-hand at the Work Session to answer any questions.
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TO: BRECKENRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL

FROM: BRIAN WALDES, FINANCIAL SERVICES MANAGER
SUBJECT: SOLAR ARRAY SITE DRAWINGS

DATE: 10/29/10

CC: TIM GAGEN

The purpose of this memo is to apprise Council of the latest developments with regards to the
Power Purchase Agreement (PPA).

The PPA was signed by the Town on October 8. Since then, Vibrant Solar has supplied the Town
with final site drawings for several locations. The first arrays to be installed will be at the Stephen C.
West Ice arena, Recreation Center, Fleet administration buildings, and the Tarn water treatment
plant. It is possible to get these sites built in the fall of 2010. Although weather will be a factor, the
mounting methods used for these locations allow for work to progress in less than ideal conditions.
Exceptional weather can still delay this time frame. The other arrays described in this memo will be
installed in spring 2011. The designs for these subsequent installations are preliminary and subject to
change.

Staff presented these drawings to the Breckenridge Planning Commission on October 5. The
Commission was in favor of the project. They had concerns about communication of the projects to
affected property owners. Staff sent letters to all home owners within 300 feet of any potential arrays
notifying them of the project as well as the open house held on October 20.

Town Staff, along with representatives from Vibrant Solar and Renewable Social Benefits Funds
(RSBF, the financing arm of the PPA), held an open house at Town Hall on Wednesday, October 20.
About 10 citizens attended, four stayed for the presentation. Questions and comments were
positive, and only a few minor concerns were raised.

Staff also attended the Blue River Planning Commission meeting on Tuesday, October 17, to present
the Tarn roof mounted array as a courtesy review. The Commission was in favor of the project, but
would have preferred to have been notified earlier. The relatively short time frame of this project
prevented that. Staff will endeavor to notify the Commission of future plans for the site as early as
possible. The next phase of the PPA calls for flush mounted panels on the dam itself.

Below is a brief narrative of each site. The site drawings are attached for your reference. The
drawings, provided by Vibrant, also contain many useful statistics for each site;

Solar power generated annually (in kWh)
COz2 annual offset in pounds (Ibs)
Percentage of electrical use offset annually
Depiction of atray location/size

=
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Initial Sites

Fleet Maintenance

The goal for this site is to offset 100% of the electrical usage. This can be achieved due to the ample
roof space available. Visual impacts will be minimal.

Stephen C. West Ice Arena

Arrays at this location will offset 15% of electrical consumption at this site, even though we are
installing a very large (100 kW) array. The percentage is lower at this location due to the large
amount of power consumed by compressors at the rink. Visual impact will be minimal.

Rec Center

The roof mounted arrays at this location will offset roughly 8% of the power consumed at the Rec
Center. They will not be visible from most angles. The mounts will not penetrate the roof.

Tarn Water Facility

The first phase of the PPA calls for roof mounted arrays at the water treatment plant. These will
offset a small amount of the power used at the facility. Future plans aim to incorporate flush
mounted panels on the dam itself to bring the size of the array up to 100 kW.

Subsequent Sites

Golf Maintenance Facility

The main irrigation pump located at the Golf maintenance facility will be served by a 59 kW array
that will offset 100% of electrical consumption at the site. Visual impacts will be minimal. The
berms around the facility will serve to block the atray from most site angles at the golf course.

Police Facility

The goal is to offset 100% of the electricity used at this facility. This can be accomplished by
utilizing both roof and ground mounts. There will be some visual impact to the front of the building
as a result of the roof mount. The Valley Brook childcare facility already has several roof mounted
arrays visible from Valley Brook road. Arrays on the police facility, in combination with the extant
arrays next door, will give the appearance of an intensive solar effort. Vibrant has also identified the
berm on the south side of Valley Brook road (between the tennis courts and the road) as a good
location for a large ground mounted array. The ground mounted array will be connected to the
facility via lines running under the road. This design may require the removal of some trees on the
berm.
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Ski Hill Pump #1

The ski hill pump array will be installed on the ground behind ski hill pump #1. The panels will be
in the triangle piece of land right where the skyway skiway and four o’clock run split. They will only
be visible from 2 home located above the skyway skiway. This pump uses a large amount of power,
and a 100 kW array will offset 90% of that usage annually.

Swan River Pump

The array for the Swam River Pump will be across Tiger road and located next to the access road for
the Golf maintenance facility. The array will offset 100% of the pump’s power usage and have
minimal visual impact.

Conclusion

The PPA is moving forward very quickly. This pace has been beneficial to the Town. Renewable
Energy Credit (REC) rates have fallen 20% since we signed, which would have reduced the Town’s
savings over 20 years by about $200,000.

Vibrant is still looking at local contractors to do installation work. However, it bears stating that the
100 kW arrays will be much larger and complex than anything installed locally to date.
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Breckenridge Solar Project
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Breckenrldge Solar Project
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Breckenridge Solar Project
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Breckenridge Solar Project -/
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Breckenridge Solar Project e
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Breckenridge Solar Project
3% 750 Four O’Clock Run 100.82 kW
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Breckenridge Solar Project
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E TOWN OF ﬁ

BRECKENRIDGE
- B

Scheduled Meetings, Important Dates and Events

Shading indicates Council attendance — others are optional |

The Council has been invited to the following meetings and events. A quorum may bein attendance at any or all of
them. All Council Meetings are held in the Council Chambers, 150 Ski Hill Road, Breckenridge.

NOVEMBER 2010

Tuesday, November 9; 3:00/7:30pm First Meeting of the Month
Thursday, November 11; 6:50 am — 9:00am Wake Up Breckenridge/Event w/Ski Area
Council members at various locations— Starbuck's; Clint's; Cool River; Amazing Grace; Coffee Cart @ City Market; Daylight Donuts; Coffee Depot/Main S. Station
Friday, November 12; 8:00 — 9:00am Coffee Talk — Cool River
Friday, November 12; 6:00 pm —9:00 pm Ski Hill One Place Grand Opening
Tuesday, November 23; 3:00/7:30pm Second Meeting of the Month
Thursday, Nov. 25" & Friday, Nov. 26" Town Offices Closed for Holiday
Tuesday, December 14; 3:00/7:30pm First Meeting of the Month
Friday, December 10; 8:00 — 9:00am Coffee Talk — Blue Moose
Friday, December 24" Town Offices Closed for Holiday
1% & 3" Tuesday of the Month; 7:00pm Planning Commission; Council Chambers
1* Wednesday of the Month; 4:00pm Public Art Commission; 3" floor Conf Room
2" & 4™ Tuesday of the Month; 1:30pm Board of County Commissioners; County
2" Wednesday of the Month; 12 pm Breckenridge Heritage Alliance
2" Thursday of the Month; 5:30pm Sanitation District
3" Monday of the Month; 5:30pm BOSAC; 3" floor Conf Room
3" Tuesday of the Month; 9:00 am Liquor Licensing Authority; Council Chambers
3" Thursday of the Month; 7:00pm Red White and Blue; Main Fire Station
4" Wednesday of the Month; 9am Summit Combined Housing Authority
Last Wednesday of the Month; 8:30am Breckenridge Resort Chamber; BRC Offices
2" Tuesday of the month; 10 am — 12noon Breckenridge Marketing Advisory Committee; 3 floor Conf Room

Other Meetings: CAST, CML, NWCCOG, RRR, QQ, I-70 Coalition
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