
Note:  Public hearings are not held during Town Council Work Sessions.  The public is invited to attend the Work Session and listen to the Council’s discussion.  
However, the Council is not required to take public comments during Work Sessions.  At the discretion of the Council, public comment may be allowed if time permits 
and, if allowed, public comment may be limited.  The Town Council may make a Final Decision on any item listed on the agenda, regardless of whether it is listed as an 

action item.  The public will be excluded from any portion of the Work Session during which an Executive Session is held. 
Report of the Town Manager; Report of Mayor and Council members; Scheduled Meetings and Other Matters are topics listed on the 7:30 pm Town Council Agenda.  

If time permits at the afternoon work session, the Mayor and Council may discuss these items. 
 

 
 

BRECKENRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
Tuesday, April 24, 2012; 3:00 PM 

Town Hall Auditorium 
 

ESTIMATED TIMES:  The times indicated are intended only as a guide.  They are at the discretion of the Mayor, 
depending on the length of the discussion, and are subject to change. 

 
3:00 - 3:15 p.m. I PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS 2 
 

3:15 - 3:30 p.m. II LEGISLATIVE REVIEW*  
Mechanical Mass Policy Ordinance 16 
CDOT IGA Four O’clock Roundabout Resolution 21 
Resolution Regarding Deed Restriction for Carter Museum Property 78 

 
3:30 - 4:00 p.m. III MANAGERS REPORT  

Financials 85 
Committee Reports 98 
Housing/Childcare Update - Verbal  
Public Projects Update 99 
Rodeo Update 100 

 
4:00 - 5:00 p.m. IV OTHER  

Riverwalk Center Update 101 
CIP 103 
Transit Update and Summit Stage Study 108 
Council Top 10 Update 113 
Peak 6 MOU 115 

 
5:00 - 6:30 p.m. V PLANNING MATTERS  

BOSAC Interviews 116 
 

6:30 - 7:15 p.m. VI EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Town Council 
 
From: Peter Grosshuesch 
 
Date: April 18, 2012 
 
Re: Town Council Consent Calendar from the Planning Commission Decisions of the April 17, 2012, 

Meeting. 
 
DECISIONS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA OF April 17, 2012: 
 
CLASS C APPLICATIONS: 
1. Caldwell Residence PC#2012023, 211 Marksberry Way 
Construct a new, single family residence with 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, 3,830 sq. ft. of density and 4,695 sq. 
ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:4.87. Approved. 
2. Ski Side Condominium Remodel PC#2012022, 1001 Grandview Drive 
Exterior remodel of three connected residential buildings, hot tub building and dumpster enclosure, to 
include: new fiber cement siding and trim on the residential and hot tub building; natural wood post and 
beam timbers at decking; corrugated metal siding at base and metal handrails and railings, upgrades to the 
insulation and heating system. Continued. 
3. Nordin Garage and Driveway PC#2012025, 517 Wellington Road 
Construct a new, 812 sq. ft. garage and regrade driveway to existing single family residence. Approved. 
4. Pray Residence PC#2012026, 306 Lake Edge Drive 
Construct a new, single family residence with 3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms, 4,717 sq. ft. of density and 5,334 sq. 
ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:5.14. Approved. 
5. “House A” Residence PC#2012027, 738 Highfield Trail 
Construct a new, single family residence with 4 bedrooms, 4 bathrooms, 3,139 sq. ft. of density and 3,932 sq. 
ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:11.30. Approved. 
6. Lot 10, Corkscrew Flats PC#2012028, 168 Corkscrew Drive 
Construct a new, single family residence with 5 bedrooms, 4.5 bathrooms, 3,593 sq. ft. of density and 4,153 
sq. ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:3.40. Approved. 
7. Goldflake Residence PC#2012024, 207 North Gold Flake Terrace 
Construct a new, single family residence with 4 bedrooms, 5.5 bathrooms, 4,634 sq. ft. of density and 5,647 
sq. ft. of mass for a F.A.R. of 1:7.26. Approved. 
8. Shores Duplex, Lot 4A & 4B PC#2012021, 312 & 344 Shores Lane 
Construct a new duplex with 4 bedrooms, 3.5 bathrooms, 2,667 sq. ft. of density and 3,340 sq. ft. of mass 
(312 Shores Lane side), 3 bedrooms, 3.5 bathrooms, 2,273 sq. ft. of density and 2,969 sq. ft. of mass (344 
Shores Lane side). Approved. 
 
CLASS B APPLICATIONS: 
None 
 
CLASS A APPLICATIONS: 
None 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Kate Christopher Jim Lamb Dan Schroder 
Gretchen Dudney Michael Rath Dave Pringle 
Trip Butler and Gary Gallagher, Town Council Liaison, were not present 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Ms. Dudney: On page 5 of the packet, at the top of the page, please change “incoherent” to “inherent”. 
With no other changes, the April 3, 2012 Planning Commission meeting minutes were approved unanimously 
(6-0). 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Staff and Applicant for Ski Side made a request for call up on the Ski Side Condominium Remodel 
PC#2012022, 1001 Grandview Drive. 
With no other changes, the April 17, 2012 Planning Commission meeting agenda was approved unanimously 
(6-0). 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 
1) Caldwell Residence (JP) PC#20120123, 211 Marksberry Way 
2) Ski Side Condominium Remodel (JP) PC#2012022, 1001 Grandview Drive 
3) Nordin Garage and Driveway (MM for MGT) PC#2012025, 517 Wellington Road 
4) Pray Residence (MM for MGT) PC#2012026, 306 Lake Edge Drive 
5) “House A” Residence (MM for MGT) PC#2012027, 738 Highfield Trail 
6) Lot 10, Corkscrew Flats (MM for MGT) PC#2012028, 168 Corkscrew Drive 
7) Goldflake Residence (MM for MGT) PC#2012024, 207 North Gold Flake Terrace 
8) Shores Duplex, Lot 4A & 4B (MM) PC#2012021, 312 & 344 Shores Lane 
 
Mr. Pringle made a motion to call up the Ski Side Condominium Remodel, PC#2012022, 1001 Grandview 
Drive. Ms. Dudney seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (6-0) and moved to the end of the 
consent calendar for discussion. 
 
With no other requests for call up, the remainder of the consent calendar was approved as presented. 
 
Ski Side Condominium Remodel, PC#2012022, 1001 Grandview Drive Call-Up:  
 
Ms. Puester gave a short presentation about the application for the Commission and the public in attendance. 
Ms. Puester also pointed out a modification regarding siding in the staff report on the Skipper/Sutter remodel 
that occurred as a Class D permit. 
 
Ms. Puester discussed the proposed plans for remodel for the residential buildings, hot tub and dumpster. 
Staff commended the Applicant for an upgrade to the property including energy conservation improvements. 
Regarding Policy 5/R, effective in April of 2011, the concern is how little natural material is being proposed. 
Ms. Puester discussed in detail the materials proposed for all of the structures and presented the color 
renderings, pointing out the natural material proposed and color board to the Commissioners. Staff 
recommended negative three (-3) points; concerned that the amount of accent materials proposed (deck 
columns on residential and corner trim on hot tub building) did not meet the intent of natural materials in 
Policy 5/R. Staff recommended denial of application due to a non-passing point analysis.  
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Mr. Paul Dunkleman, Attorney for the Applicant: Surprised that we are here; they are going beyond to 
include energy in the remodel. We thought we had a fairly straight forward remodel. I don’t see any language 
in the code that would recommend denial; says “natural materials on each elevation.” By the code, we are 
good. We should not get negative points. It is a tight budget project; the Applicant wants to do more than the 
aesthetics with energy upgrades.  
 
Ms. Michelle Tonti, Applicant: Units gross about $20,000/year. Approached it from building performance 
perspective: improving insulation, hybrid hot water heaters, looking to cut energy consumption. Wants to put 
up a 50 year product instead of a 20 year project. Would rather spend money to cut an energy bill from $300 
to $100. We are also rewiring communications. This budget is so tight that we are leaving wood siding on the 
dumpster. I think it meets many of the Town’s goals. It is good decent workforce housing beyond what is out 
there. It reduces the carbon footprint and the bottom line is I don’t believe the code says “some” natural 
materials, not trying to work a loop-hole. Looking to put out a project with better performance.  
 
Ms. Darcy Hughes, Architect:  We are approving the appearance and performance of the building. The 
Applicant is trying to limit the maintenance of the exterior and trying to increase the performance. Know that 
we are setting precedent here, but believe that we are meeting the code with the natural materials; don’t think 
we are trying to get by with anything.  
  
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Mr. Schroder: Have you discussed with Staff Policy 33 Energy Efficiency to make up positive points? 

(Ms. Hughes: Yes, but studies that determine the rating and the uncertainty of the outcome 
is also a factor with the budget and timing. We are trying to meet the code without needing 
those positive points.) (Ms. Dudney: Do you know how much it would cost?) (Ms. Hughes: 
No.) (Ms. Tonti: Matt from HC3 (High Country Conservation Center) has been involved in 
those from the beginning and has done some studies on the building but not a finalized 
HERS rating). From the planning side of things the budget is not something that we can 
consider. We have to look at per the Development code. Other perspectives can be taken by 
the Town Council. 

Mr. Pringle:   Is it a price difference between the materials? Both cementitious and wood will need 
maintenance. Not sold that one will take less than the other. (Ms. Tonti: To me it is a 
maintenance issue. The wood is on a completely different cycle; probably staining every 5 
years verses 10 years for cementitious.) We have many concerns and maintenance is one of 
those issues and we aren’t compelled to think of budgets but it is in the back of our minds. 
Part of the dialog when we talked about when the policy was changed to allow the 
cementitious material wasn’t meant to make the entire building of synthetic materials. This 
is where we get into the question about how much is enough. We have to think about the 
look that the Town is trying to maintain. (Ms. Tonti: It is not in the code today and the 
problem with aesthetics is that it is always someone’s opinion. Unless you walk up to it, 
can you really tell me the difference from cementitious siding and wood?) Yes, and part of 
the Commission’s role is to recommend what looks appropriate per code.  

  
Mr. Schroder opened the hearing to public comment. There was no public comment and the hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Schroder: I like the effort made for energy conservation; we don’t have a way in the code to look at 

energy savings over time. I wish there was some way to get some positives towards what you 
are doing for energy regarding HERS. I do support Staff regarding the amount of natural 
materials used. We were at 25% synthetic at one point and I don’t think that a wood beam 
every so many feet meets out current policy intent. I support negative three (-3) points. 

Mr. Lamb: I love hardiplank; it is cheaper and it does last. I can tell the difference up close. The energy 
upgrades, I support those. But those aren’t a part of the application for positive points, wish we 
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could give you points for that. The flip side of that is, I’m not seeing that threshold. I think it 
looks good; it does have some natural materials. Language is vague and I would feel better is 
we had a number to go off of. 

Mr. Pringle: Was personally opposed to the fiber cement boards outside of the historic district in Town 
when the policy went through but it is in place because we are being sensitive to the needs for 
the Town and changing times. The siding is fine. I think we still have to go back and take a 
look at the trim boards and the belly board. All of this would go away if you put the wood trim 
on there; that would be my suggestion. I concur with the Staff’s analysis.  

Ms. Dudney: Concur with the three statements before me. The words in the code talks about accents but the 
paragraph before it suggests otherwise. The code needs to be subjective and this is the first 
project coming through with this little amount of natural material proposed. It just wasn’t what 
we had in mind and so I concur with the Staff’s analysis. Suggest that trim be wood, or add a 
stone base. If not, then look at energy and landscape to regain some positive points. 

Mr. Rath: Agrees with Staff as well. Natural materials help sell the rest of the exterior building as well as 
positive aesthetics. Our concern is where does this all end; hardiplank now and then in 10 
years we are fighting off aluminum. We have to draw the line somewhere. 

Ms. Christopher: Agree with Staff.  How much is enough? The reason why we made it subjective is what 
happens when a 19% project comes in and it looks good but we can’t pass it, so no number in 
there. This just isn’t in the ballpark of what we are looking for with natural materials. It is 
subjective but that is how we meant it. (Ms. Dudney: I am not in favor of the percentages. I 
would be in favor of the wood trim. That is a very low percentage of the façade.) We have to 
set precedent with this application. (Mr. Lamb: But if they wrapped the building in stone then 
it would probably pass.) If there is a way to get positive points then I am in favor for that but I 
have to go with the negative three (-3) points now. 

Mr. Pringle: Would the applicant be willing to come back and make some changes to the application? 
(Mr. Mosher:  Besides a denial, there is the option to continue this application to another 
meeting so they could make changes and not have the application denied completely.) 

Mr. Schroder: We would love to have this work. (Ms. Dudney: It seems as though some ways it could 
work: wood trim, stone trim, and offset with landscaping or energy.) We would recommend 
a continuance. (Mr. Dunkleman: Could we request a call up to Town Council? (Mr. 
Mosher: Yes, the Council could call it up as requested or could pass it as is with a denial.) 
(Mr. Tim Berry, Town Attorney: If the Council calls it up, it would be called up next 
Tuesday and scheduled for a hearing the following Council meeting.) 

Mr. Rath: Does it make any sense for us to make suggestions for what would be more acceptable? 
Stone is an expensive remedy. Aesthetically, window trim, the majority of the material is 
the siding in itself. Speaking as a builder, it isn’t going to cost more to put up wood over 
fiber cementitious. The maintenance difference is minor. The reason the metal is there is it 
is aesthetically pleasing but it is a quarter of the cost of the stone.  

 
Mr. Schroder then opened the floor to Applicant about their preference or where this Application is going to 
go to a future meeting. Mr. Dunkleman stated the Applicant would like a continuance to another meeting to 
work on finishing up the HERS rating. 
 
Mr. Pringle made a motion to continue the Ski Side Condominium Remodel application, PC #2012022, 1001 
Grandview Drive.  Ms. Christopher seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously (6-0). 
 
PRELIMINARY HEARINGS: 
1) Harris Residence Rehabilitation, Restoration and Addition (MM) PC#2012020, 206 South French Street 
Mr. Mosher presented. This property was subject to a Development Permit, the Cummins Residence and 
Setback Variance request, PC#2002014. This application was approved but never acted upon and has since 
expired. This application represents new applicant/owners and a similar proposal. 
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• The applicants propose to restore the historic house with new roof, replace damaged or non-historic 
siding, repair or replace windows, remove the non-historic bay window and attached shed.  

• Add a new dormer to the east facing roof of the historic house.  
• Relocate the historic out-building further back on the lot. 
• Create a new full basement beneath the historic portion of the house (leaving the house in the historic 
location at the zero front-yard setback) and a portion the connector link. 

• Build a 1.5 story addition at the rear of the property. 
• Create a paver-strip driveway along the south edge of the property with a paver courtyard in front of 
the two-car garage, which will be access off of French Street. 

• Locally Landmark the building creating ‘free’ basement density beneath the historic portion of the 
house. 

 
Staff expressed concerns about the proposal to move the historic sheds inside the absolute 10-feet setback, 
cannot see a hardship that would support a variance. Moving the sheds so close to the property edges also is 
requiring the only tree on the property to be removed. There are concerns with the solid to void ratio on one 
elevation. The Agent is also questioning the assignment of the restoration points.  
 
Ms. Janet Sutterley, Architect: Applicants are eventually applying for rear property access (as a separate 
application); hence where the programming for the design of the project is coming from. Their main priority 
is to have a courtyard where they will have all their outdoor living; no front yard with property. This will be 
their only area for living and they want it to be private. This is what generated this design so it wasn’t a 
lengthy telescope type layout.  
 
9A/9-R: We are 20 square feet over density. We have no points on the table with density. Going for zero for 
the point analysis for density. Respectfully disagree with staff for the negative five (-5) points for the 
relocation of the shed, the precedents all seem like a different situation. If we were taking it off the site, we 
are keeping it within the historical context of where sheds are supposed to be. It is reinforcing the historical 
context. I don’t see there is any precedent set for that and disagree with the ones provided. We aren’t moving 
the building at all; we are literally talking inches to square this building up.  
 
Rear-setback: We aren’t asking to move the outhouse. (Ms. Sutterley presented visual scenarios through a 
shed placement site plan with three options for locations; yellow being the preferred possibility.) 
 
Historic points: This house is going to be as clean of a historic house restoration as you can get. We are taking 
everything that is non-historic. We are going to be able to obtain points due to the restoration. If you feel like 
the dormers are a problem we can take them off; it is not a make or break it thing. I don’t think we should get 
dinged again for moving the historic shed on restoration points.  
 
Trees: The front trees are off our property; they belong to the Town. They are really close to the house, but we 
don’t have a problem with saving them. I do have a problem with the tree in the back. It is a young lodge pole 
and it is 20 feet tall. We will replace any trees that staff sees necessary. I don’t know if 4” is enough, the tree 
might die anyway. The bottom line is I don’t understand why it is law everywhere else where we have to have 
the 15” defensible space but here it is different. I’d rather replace it with whatever the necessary amount of 
trees will be. (Mr. Schroder: Where is the land where the possible tree replacements would go?) We could 
replace and put aspens. We could put some along the south side. 
 
My initial point analysis, negative nine (-9) points for three setbacks; negative two (-2) for the heated 
courtyard, and then we don’t have to worry about the snow stack; this ultimately makes sense. Hoping to get 
positive twelve (+12) points for restoration.  
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Moved out of context and it doesn’t look like a shed. (Mr. Mosher: Negative points were assigned for moving 
sheds in two projects. I’m specifically citing the code as found in the report. It is a historic structure and it 
could be given negative points for relocating it. Staff’s take is that sheds are just as important as the primary 
structures and contribute to the character of the site.) (Mr. Pringle: I could understand the Silverthorne House 
example.) (Mr. Mosher: Staff’s interpretation of the code is that the shed is equal importance as a historical 
structure.) (Mr. Pringle: Is it possible to incorporate the shed into the addition and leave the shed intact?) (Mr. 
Mosher: Policy 80A comes into play.) 
 
I’m trying to be creative, if we could take the shed itself and plug it onto the back of the structure. You 
wouldn’t lose any of the fabric. We could also find that it isn’t applicable in that specific case. (Mr. Mosher: 
Making sure that we don’t go haywire on precedent. We have to be specific and maybe we could make it a 
special finding.) (Mr. Rath: You would end up losing two walls of the structure though.) (Mr. Pringle: From a 
historical precedent a lot of sheds have been placed into the homes.)   
 
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Ms. Dudney: If it was an alley it would only have to be 5 feet? (Mr. Mosher: Correct.) (Mr. Lamb: Could 

it be an alley?) (Mr. Mosher: It would become an easement because it is on Town 
property.)  

Mr. Pringle:   Didn’t really get the feeling of a preliminary point analysis; where do they currently stand? 
(Mr. Mosher: Not miles away, but they are going to work out some of the key issues on 
that.)  

Mr. Lamb: Where is the window in the east Elevation? (Mr. Mosher: There are three but I suggested a 
possible skylight.)  

Ms. Dudney:  The connector was fine? (Mr. Mosher: Yes.) 
 
Mr. Schroder opened the hearing to public comment. There was no public comment and the hearing was closed. 
 
Staff believes that this project is off to a good start. Most of the policies of the Development Code and 
Handbook of Design Standards for the Historic and Conservation District are being met. Staff had the 
following questions for the Commission: 
 
1. Would the Commission support a variance allowing the historic house to be replaced along the west 
property line at the existing zero-setback? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Yes. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes. 
d. Ms. Christopher:  Yes. 
e. Mr. Rath: Yes. 
f. Mr. Schroder: Yes. 

2. Did the Commission support assigning negative five (-5) points for the relocation of the historic sheds 
to accommodate the new addition? 
a. Ms. Dudney:   Don’t know, N/A. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Undecided. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Definitely there is precedent. 
d. Ms. Christopher:  Yes, I see negative points. 
e. Mr. Rath: Not sure I agree, but sees negative five (-5) as well. 
f. Mr. Schroder:  Viable, yes to the negative five (-5). 

3. Did the Commission support allowing a variance to be processed for locating the two out-buildings 5-
feet off the rear property line instead of 10-feet? (Mr. Mosher: The Klack Placer parcel is Town 
owned and not proposed to be a future alley.) 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Can’t agree to the variance. What is the intent of the rear property line? If 
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nothing is going to be built there, why not treat it similar to an alley and allow the 5-foot 
setback?  

b. Mr. Pringle:  Undecided; even if we thought 5-feet was right you would still have to 
meet the variance. 

c. Mr. Lamb:  Definite no, livability I don’t see as hardship. Could it be an alley 
someday? 10-feet? 

d. Mr. Schroder: Support of the variance of 5-feet. 
e. Ms. Christopher:  In support of the variance but not for livability hardship; 5-feet; it seems 
like imaginary space and that is why I feel like the 5-feet would work. 

f. Mr. Rath: Feels like an alley but it is private property; not a livability hardship; not 
in support of a variance. 

 
Mr. Pringle: (To the Agent): Variance hardship criteria; how do you intend meet that?  
 
4. Did the Commission support allowing the 1-foot encroachment of the roof eaves into the 3-foot side 
yard setbacks? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Yes. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes. 
d. Mr. Schroder: Yes. 
e. Ms. Christopher:  Yes. 
f. Mr. Rath: Yes. 

5. Did the Commission support awarding positive nine (+9) points for the restoration efforts? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Uncertain; reasons I would consider positive twelve (+12) are reasons 
stated by Applicant; not changing exterior, moving the sheds so little distance seems like not 
much of a change for me. 

b. Mr. Rath: Can you explain why they didn’t reach the positive twelve (+12)? (Mr. 
Mosher: Policy 24: identified this level of point to include: “respecting the historic context of 
the site”. Between moving the sheds, the only tree and adding an addition, Staff felt the site 
had been compromised enough to not meet this criteria.) I am in support of the positive 
twelve (+12) points. Moving the shed a few feet shouldn’t cause them to preserve this 
structure. We should be concerned about preserving these buildings not moving them. What 
if the Applicant chose not to restore the sheds? (Mr. Mosher: The points could be lower then.) 

c. Mr. Pringle:  I think that you and Staff can probably come to an agreement to the right 
amount of points. I would choose not to side on either one yet.  

d. Mr. Lamb:  I think it is a solid positive nine (+9) points; I have an open mind. An 
argument could be made for positive twelve (+12); but as for now I see it as a solid positive 
nine (+9).  

e. Ms. Christopher: Ok with either positive nine (+9) or positive twelve (+12). If the 
Applicant wanted to fight for positive twelve (+12), I would support that. 

f. Mr. Schroder: The site is being changed; we have changed the historic context, but there 
is a lot of good restoration. Not in support of positive twelve (+12) now but I am in support of  
positive nine (+9).  

 
Ms. Dudney:  What if we moved this to a completely different site? (Mr. Mosher: Taking it offsite could 

possibly warrant negative ten (-10) points as Chapter 6.0 strongly discourages moving 
historic buildings off-site. You want to keep it on the property at all costs if you can.) 

Mr. Rath:  Would Staff’s point analysis change if the shed was not reconstructed and preserved? (Mr. 
Mosher: It would play into other descriptions of 9 and 12.) 

Ms. Christopher:  They wouldn’t get as many restoration points? (Mr. Mosher: Important to consider site and 
the context changes; picking away at the context of the impact to the site.)  
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6. Did the Commission believe the size of the windows needs to be reduced to better meet the solid-to-
void ratio on the west facing gable end of the addition? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes, agrees with Mr. Mosher; it could have more ratio. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Concurs with Ms. Dudney’s point. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Ok with the vertical ones, yes. 
d. Ms. Christopher:  Yes. 
e. Mr. Rath: Yes. 
f. Mr. Schroder: Yes. 

7. Did the Commission support the smaller windows along the east elevation? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes, fine with design. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  I’d make them more historically accurate but in agreement . 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes, off of the main street; maybe it could be more historic but I am 
objectionable. 

d. Ms. Christopher:  In agreement. 
e. Mr. Rath: In agreement.  
f. Mr. Schroder: Yes; in agreement. 

8. Did the Commission support awarding positive two (+2) points for providing parking out of public 
view? 
a. Ms. Dudney: Yes. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Yes. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes. 
d. Ms. Christopher: Yes. 
e. Mr. Rath:  Yes. 
f. Mr. Schroder:  Yes. 

9. Did the Commission believe the mature Lodge pole tree along the northeast property line should be 
preserved? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Would like to hear from tree expert about if they think the tree will die 
anyway; however, I am influenced by neighbor’s requests to keep it  

b. Mr. Pringle:  Location of the shed will dictate the longevity of the tree. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Love to see it stay; like to hear from tree expert about alternatives; larger 
trees for significant replacements if it is removed. 

d. Ms. Christopher:  Be nice to see it stay; skeptical if the shed is there it might die; plan on 
landscaping anyway with suitable replacements. 

e. Mr. Rath: Depends on what it would be replaced with. If you put in sizeable spruce 
you might get more of a privacy wall; would be improvement from Lodgepole. 

f. Mr. Schroder: Sympathetic to neighbors, lose the Lodgepole, it doesn’t hurt my heart; 
we are in reforestation mode as is. In support of anything other than Lodgepole. 

 
Mr. Rath: What if they planted a buffer of trees creating more privacy for the public space? Could the 

shed be placed closer? (Mr. Mosher: The setbacks are absolute in Policy 9. Additionally 
site buffering is needed to meet Policy 7.) Is there some way with landscaping where points 
would be mitigated? (Mr. Schroder: Are points to be lost or gained by losing this tree?) 
(Mr. Mosher: The only reason the tree is being removed is because of the relocation of the 
shed so close to the property line. Also, this is the only tree on the property. Priority Policy 
1 of the Handbook of Design Standards specifies 1. Respect the natural setting of the 
building site. Avoid damage to natural resources on site, including established trees. 
Preserve existing trees in their original location.) 

 
10. Did the Commission support preserving the trees in the front yard that are located in the Town ROW? 

a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes, support preserving. 
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b. Mr. Pringle:  Yes, try to preserve them but they aren’t on her property. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes, preserve them; the excavation should be done in a sensitive manner 
to not damage its roots . 

d. Ms. Christopher:  Be careful to not kill them, and if they die in construction they should be 
replaced. 

e. Mr. Rath: Looks like trees are severely crowded, it might benefit them to lose a 
couple of them; the ones that are closest to the house if they are sacrificed then the other ones 
might survive better. 

f. Mr. Schroder: Agree with Mr. Rath; thin the trees, and that we are careful with what 
remains. The trees aren’t on the Applicants property; this actually brings us back to number 3. 

 
With Commission direction, Staff suggested this application return for another review. 
 
2) Stan Miller Master Plan Second Modification (MM) PC#2012012, 13541 Colorado Highway 9 
Mr. Mosher presented a proposal to modify the existing Amended Miller Master Plan with a change in 
previously allowed uses and density allocations. (Note: the portion of the property owned by Braddock 
Holdings, Parcels F and D-2, will be reviewed as a separate modification to the Master Plan for their 
property.) 
 
Since this is a Master Plan, it is subject to a Development Code based point analysis. However, this application 
seeks only to modify the density allocation and uses for a portion of the plan that should have no impact on the 
previously approved point analysis. As the property is developed, each development application will be subject to 
its own point analysis. 
 
As mentioned above, this preliminary hearing acts as a ‘preamble’ to guide this application, with Planning 
Commission input, on to the Town Council for the applicant’s desire to modify the Land Use Guidelines for 
33-North (to include commercial uses), and to modify the Annexation Agreement to reflect these changes too.  
 
Commissioner Questions / Comments: 
Ms. Dudney: Is that plan and the color rendering; is that the proposal? (Mr. Mosher: The map is the 

Master Plan subject to approval. The color rendering is a sample illustrative plan and not 
binding. )  It is very confusing in the report. Nowhere in the report does it say where it is 
going to go. (Mr. Mosher pointed out that the staff report and the included maps do show 
the location.)  The key doesn’t show commercial, it only shows mixed use. (Mr. Mosher: 
The commercial are included in “mixed uses”, i.e.: parcel B and E are noted as Mixed Use 
on the map. The rendering is not part of the approved master plan; just the map.) You are 
asking us to consider “Assisted Living”? The rendering doesn’t look anything like it. (Mr. 
Mosher: The rendering is not specific in showing every possible use. The illustrative plan 
addresses the required public access, public parking, pocket parks, that all were required 
from the previous approved Master Plan.) I want you to look at page 102 of what you gave 
to us. I need you to clarify. Look at the categories. If you look at the headings you have 3 
different categories. You are telling me there are only two categories; this is really 
confusing. So there really are only two categories? So if we approve 1-9 and 1-21? (Mr. 
Mosher: Perhaps the Master Plan Map included in your packet would help. The heading is 
in bold and underlined titled Allowed and Prohibited Uses in Mixed Use Parcels and shows 
Residential Uses and Commercial Uses beneath it. This is Mixed Use. Perhaps I could have 
used underlining and bold to match it better.)  (Mr. Bill Campie, Agent for the Applicant: 
The idea is that mixed use could have commercial and/or residential.)  

Mr. Pringle: At one time we thought that incorporating work force housing this far out of Town 
wouldn’t be the best. (Mr. Mosher: There would be a planned bus stop located here.) We 
are now not considering that consideration.   
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Ms. Dudney:  Have you thought of how you would work a deed restriction with assisted living? (Mr. 
Mosher: They are separated. We are discussing the impacts of the proposed uses, 
Residential and Mixed Use. We need to reflect on what the possible impacts could be and 
relay that back to the Town Council.) The new uses; what the Applicant would like would 
be to come back later and incorporate any of the uses on B, H and E? (Mr. Mosher: Yes.) 
(Mr. Grosshuesch: The Town Council housing committee has been pretty clear about not 
allowing assisted living to substitute for the affordable housing requirement. Assisted living 
would be in addition to the affordable housing units.)  

Mr. Campie: The way this was structured is that there was a very restrictive requirement of affordable 
housing. All of this is coupled with trying to meet some type of market demand. We are 
trying to get to the point where we can develop it based on the type of market. We are not 
changing the ratios of the affordable housing, the AMI requirements within that; anything 
we can do to promote development. Commercial, conflict of uses; concern how that with 
residential and how that affects ability to rent. The Town is trying to help service area, not a 
lot going on. Thinking that it will compete with downtown is pretty far-fetched; don’t see 
that becoming a real conflict. Required to preserve trees, pocket park within project and 
open space corridors to river access. With regard to assisted living, etc: age-targeted 
housing; great idea since there isn’t much in Town. Would create a sense of community. 
With regards to assisted living, big question with living at altitude. Is there really demand 
within that? Would the Town see it as public benefit? Not much certainty around it but a lot 
of questions around it as well; a lot of flexibility with that as well; placed here to create a 
sense of options. Independent living: basically independent with a few options, anyone can 
live there; can be rental, owned, etc. Assisted living: typically more staff on-site to support 
folks; inside of units would have small kitchenette, wheel chairs, where you need enough 
help but you are getting to that point where you can’t deal with day-to-day stuff on your 
own. Dementia: memory impairment, specific arrangement for design; vary state-by-state; 
full medical help state. 

Ms. Dudney:  What would be the minimum size of assisted living? (Mr. Campie: 20 units, 16 units, I have 
built some small ones. The trick is the density required for that since the units are small and 
there are a lot of common areas. Tough to say at this point.)  

Mr. Rath:  Altitude for anyone who is unwell is not much of a reality, wouldn’t build one here. Don’t 
really see the market for it. 

Ms. Christopher: Did the report mention that we wouldn’t do any of the sites where people aren’t well? (Mr. 
Campie: It was more of a demand study. We don’t want to rule it out. Usually a net win for 
the community; from a development standpoint it is totally up in the air.) (Mr. Mosher: I 
remind the Commission that we need to discuss the proposed uses of the site based on the 
Development Code.) (Mr. Grosshuesch: Want to steer Commission to discuss whether 
these uses are compatible together? Is this change going to introduce incompatibility?) 

Mr. Rath:  Unless we actually see the design how could we actually make a decision? (Ms. Dudney: 
Mr. Rath is right; you might not feel ok with a huge assisted living place as you drive into 
Breckenridge.) (Mr. Campie: There can be no commercial uses larger than the maximum 
20 SFE’s for the commercial.) 

 
Mr. Schroder opened the hearing to public comment. There was no public comment and the hearing was closed. 
 
Staff welcomed any Commissioner comments on the following: 
1. Did the Commission have any Code related concerns with the proposed uses listed on the Master Plan 
notes? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  On Page 102; 30 uses, non-obnoxious uses and uses that would be entirely 
inside. Child Daycare might be something that would be different since there has to be outside play 
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area; if they are limited to 20 SFE’s for commercial, I am ok with all of it because it is just small 
projects that are market based 

b. Mr. Pringle:  No, all would be compatible with Town; I don’t feel that all listed would be 
compatible together; not opposed to introducing some of the commercial uses into this area. 

c. Mr. Lamb:  Like the mix of commercial and residential; support. 
d. Ms. Christopher:  No code issues, liked the mixed use. 
e. Mr. Rath:  No code issue, don’t like master plan; it has been here since 2008 and it might 
be needing another review.  

f. Mr. Schroder:  No code issues.  
2. Did the Commission support adding a Master Plan note be added similar to that on the Select 10, 
Snowflake Blocks 1 and 2 Master Plan (Reception #530269) stating “Other commercial uses as may be 
approved by the Town under special review”? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  Yes. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  Yes. 
c. Mr. Lamb:  Yes. 
d. Ms. Christopher:  Yes. 
e. Mr. Rath:  Yes. 
f. Mr. Schroder:  Yes. 

3. Did the Commission have any comment on the sizes and hours of operations of the proposed commercial 
uses? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  No comment unless could hear specific use of proposals is. 
b. Mr. Pringle:  The sizes probably work; not so sure I want to be tied to hours of operation if I 
don’t know what the uses are going to be (i.e.: coffee shop). 

c. Mr. Lamb:  Sizes are good; hours of operation are limited. Hours could keep it in check; if 
someone wanted to argue hours that could fit into # 2 as a special review for an argument.   

d. Ms. Christopher:  Like hours and square footage; would be nice if they needed different hours to 
submit and support their case. 

e. Mr. Rath:  Agree with keeping the hours open; I see that there is enough density where 
there might be a satellite village where people don’t have to drive all the way to town to get 
something; all of this could be integrated. 

f. Mr. Schroder: Hours will sort itself out; we will see all these things in the application. 
4. Did the Commission have any special comments regarding the proposed residential uses that are not 
identified in the Development Code; “Assisted Living” , “Cooperative Housing units”, “Dementia Care (as 
defined by the Colorado Department for Public Health and Environment)” and “Nursing Care (as defined 
by the Colorado Department for Public Health and Environment)”? 
a. Ms. Dudney:  As long as there is a square footage limitation, I am in favor of giving the 
developer flexibility in this regard. Changing market forces will always happen; wouldn’t presume 
to tell them what they could or couldn’t put in there, as long as it isn’t a nuisance to the surrounding 
areas and uses.  

b. Mr. Pringle:  Assisted Living/Senior Living; state of CO has specific requirements. Don’t 
want to weigh in with the Town of Breckenridge and the potential of these facilities; agree. 

c. Mr. Lamb:  Good we are accommodating uses that may be difficult to sell up here; nice to 
know there might be a need. 

d. Ms. Christopher:  Market will handle this; independent living might be the only thing to squeeze 
in; if it were to happen, parking like Wellington Neighborhood by spreading it out might be a better 
look instead of a huge parking lot. 

e. Mr. Rath:  We need to have some green and reestablish the trees to start to get rid of the 
rubble; example: Buena Vista; community feel; if assisted living worked up here I know it could be 
done well. No concerns, it is all about size and massing. The gateway to Town is important. The 
Town it creates an impression and I want it to be a good impression. 
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Mr. Schroder:  Do these fall into hotels where they have X amount of parking spaces? How many of these 
would we want? Do we anticipate writing new code to address these facilities or is the 
Master Plan going to be the baseline? (Mr. Mosher: Yes, the master plan would be the 
baseline.) I would say maybe the assisted living could be here; would like to see no more 
than the one. 

 
OTHER MATTERS: 
Mr. Mosher: The Council Representative, Gary Gallagher, will be at the next meeting. Plan on 

discussing the topics for the joint Town Council and Planning Commission Meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT:  
The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 
 
   
 Dan Schroder, Chair 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Breckenridge Town Council 
FROM: Julia Puester, AICP 
DATE: April 12, 2012 (for April 24th meeting) 
RE:  Policy 4/A-Mass (Renewable Energy Sources); First Reading 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Town of Breckenridge encourages the use of renewable sources of energy and energy 
conservation.  This is done through the assignment of positive points in Policy 33/R (Relative) 
Energy Conservation. The Town also encourages high quality design through various policies in 
the Development code including a limit on the allowed mass of a building.  Staff has recently been 
approached with a situation where additional mass would be needed to accommodate a mechanical 
room for a solar hot water system. Staff proposes to modify Policy 4/A (Absolute) Mass, to allow a 
mass bonus to accommodate the additional mechanical room for renewable energy systems. 
 
The Planning Commission discussed this proposed policy during three worksessions and approved 
the attached draft on April 3rd. This issue addresses two different goals of the Town 1) encouraging 
energy efficiency and renewable sources of energy, and 2) maintaining community character 
(including building massing limitations). The goal of this policy modification was to find a way to 
encourage the use of renewable energy without compromising character.   
 
Staff’s research shows that almost all older multi-family buildings in Town have been built to or 
over the allowed mass and therefore would be in need of additional mass square footage to install a 
renewable energy system.  We believe that in most cases, mechanical room additions for 
renewable energy systems could be accommodated within the existing building footprints but 
would consume additional mass. Many buildings in town have existing boilers with mechanical 
rooms which could accommodate needed improvements to convert to a renewable energy source 
by reconfiguring the existing mechanical room with no additional mass required.  However, other 
buildings would need additional mass to accommodate a new mechanical system. 
 
To develop this policy, staff had discussions with experts in the field including local mechanical 
engineers, designers, solar thermal installers and plumbers. Based on these consultations, large 
multi-family buildings on an electric heat source would require the most additional square footage 
with the addition of boilers, solar hot water holding tank and piping.  Commercial (restaurant, 
retail and office) uses would require a much smaller mechanical system.  As proposed, any 
additional mass approved under this policy would have a covenant recorded against the property 
which states that the mass is permitted only for the mechanical room with a renewable energy 
source and may not be converted into any other use in the future. 
 
Summary 
Staff has attached the proposed policy modification and will be at the meeting Tuesday to address 
any questions or concerns that the Council may have.   
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FOR WORKSESSION/FIRST READING – APRIL 24 1 
 2 

Additions To The Current Breckenridge Town Code Are 3 
Indicated By Bold + Double Underline; Deletions By Strikeout 4 

 5 
COUNCIL BILL NO. ___ 6 

 7 
Series 2012 8 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING BRECKENRIDGE DEVELOPMENT CODE POLICY 4 9 
(ABSOLUTE), ENTITLED “MASS”, AND MAKING MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 10 

TO THE BRECKENRIDGE TOWN CODE RELATED TO SUCH AMENDED 11 
DEVELOPMENT POLICY 12 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, 13 
COLORADO: 14 
 15 

Section 1.  The definition of “Class D Development” in Section 9-1-5 of the 16 
Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the addition of the following item: 17 

 18 
- Application for a renewable energy mechanical system under Policy 9-1-19-4A 19 
 20 
Section 2.  Section 9-1-5 of the Breckenridge Town Code is amended by the addition of 21 

the following new definition of “Renewable Energy Mechanical System”: 22 
 23 
 RENEWABLE ENERGY 
 MECHANICAL SYSTEM: 

A mechanical system required to process 
onsite renewable energy from natural 
resources such as sunlight, wind, and 
geothermal heat. 

 24 
Section 3.  Section 9-1-19-4A of the Breckenridge Town Code, entitled “Policy 4 25 

(Absolute) Mass”, is amended by the addition of the following new subsection F: 26 
 27 

F.  Mass Allowance for Onsite Renewable Energy Mechanical System in 28 
Multi-family and Commercial Uses: The goal of this subsection F is to 29 
encourage renewable energy production in existing multi-family and 30 
commercial structures. This subsection is not applicable to new construction. 31 
This subsection seeks to improve energy efficiency by permitting existing 32 
nonconforming structures to install appropriate onsite renewable energy 33 
mechanical systems to help protect the health, safety, and welfare of the 34 
community.  35 

1.  Any existing multi-family residential or commercial structure constructed 36 
prior to ________, 2012 may be permitted additional aboveground mass 37 
square footage for the installation of a renewable energy mechanical system, 38 
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even if the structure already exceeds applicable mass limitations. The 1 
additional square footage shall be the lesser of the following: 2 

a. the space necessary for an efficiently designed mechanical room;  3 

b. 350 square feet: or 4 

c.  2% of the existing mass square footage, whichever is less.   5 

2.  Design Standards 6 

 a. An onsite renewable energy mechanical system shall be located based upon 7 
the following order of preference. Preference 1 is the highest and most 8 
preferred; preference 4 is the lowest and least preferred. An onsite 9 
mechanical energy mechanical system shall be located as follows: (1) within 10 
the existing building footprint; (2) out of view from the public right of way 11 
and adjacent properties and screened; (3) partly visible from the public right 12 
of way or adjacent property and screened and; (4) highly visible from the 13 
public right of way or adjacent properties. An application for a system to be 14 
located in a least preferred location must adequately demonstrate why the 15 
system cannot be located in a more preferred location. 16 

 b. Any structural modifications or additions made for a renewable energy 17 
mechanical system shall meet the intent of Policy 5/A (Architectural 18 
Compatibility) and Policy 5/R (Architectural Compatibility), in addition to 19 
all other applicable policies of this Code.  20 
 21 
Section 4. Except as specifically amended by this ordinance, the Breckenridge Town 22 

Code, and the various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force 23 
and effect. 24 
 25 

Section 5. The Town Council finds, determines, and declares that this ordinance is 26 
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and 27 
improve the order, comfort, and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants 28 
thereof. 29 
 30 

Section 6. The Town Council finds, determines, and declares that it has the power to 31 
adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) the Local Government Land Use Control Enabling Act, 32 
Article 20 of Title 29, C.R.S.; (ii) Part 3 of Article 23 of Title 31, C.R.S. (concerning municipal 33 
zoning powers); (iii) Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (iv) 34 
Section 31-15-401, C.R.S.(concerning municipal police powers); (v) the authority granted to 35 
home rule municipalities by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (vi) the powers 36 
contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter. 37 

Section 7.  This ordinance shall be published and become effective as provided by 38 
Section 5.9 of the Breckenridge Town Charter. 39 
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 INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED 1 
PUBLISHED IN FULL this ____ day of _____, 2012.  A Public Hearing shall be held at the 2 
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the ___ day of 3 
____, 2012, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the 4 
Town. 5 
 6 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado 7 
     municipal corporation 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
          By______________________________ 12 
          John G. Warner, Mayor 13 
 14 
ATTEST: 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
_________________________ 19 
Mary Jean Loufek, CMC, 20 
Town Clerk 21 
 22 
  23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
 51 
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500-325\Renewable Energy Mechanical System Ordinance (04-05-12) 4 
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FOR WORKSESSION/ADOPTION – APRIL 24 1 
 2 

A RESOLUTION 3 
 4 

SERIES 2012 5 
 6 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 7 
STATE OF COLORADO ACTING BY AND THROUGH THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT 8 

OF TRANSPORTATION 9 
(Four O’clock Road Roundabout) 10 

 11 
 WHEREAS, governmental entities are authorized by Article XIV of the Colorado 12 
Constitution and Part 2 of Article 1 of Title 29, C.R.S., to co-operate and contract with one 13 
another to provide any function, service, or facility lawfully authorized to each of the co-14 
operating or contracting governmental entities; and 15 
 16 
 WHEREAS, the Town  desires to contract with the State of Colorado acting by and 17 
through the Colorado Department of Transportation (“CDOT”) to construct a roundabout at the 18 
intersection of Colorado Highway 9 and Four O’clock Road; and 19 
 20 
 WHEREAS, a proposed intergovernmental agreement for such project has been prepared, 21 
a copy of which is marked Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference (the 22 
“Intergovernmental Agreement”); and 23 
 24 
 WHEREAS, the Town Council has reviewed the proposed Intergovernmental 25 
Agreement, and finds and determines that it would be in the best interest of the Town to enter 26 
into such agreement. 27 
 28 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 29 
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO, as follows: 30 
 31 
 Section 1.  The Intergovernmental Agreement between the Town and the State of 32 
Colorado acting by and through the Colorado Department of Transportation related to the 33 
construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Colorado Highway 9 and Four O’clock Road 34 
(“Exhibit “A” hereto) is approved, and the Town Manager is authorized, empowered, and 35 
directed to execute such Intergovernmental Agreement for and on behalf of the Town of 36 
Breckenridge. The Town is authorized to expend so much of its funds as required by the 37 
approved Intergovernmental Agreement. 38 
 39 
 Section 2.  This resolution is effective upon adoption. 40 
 41 
RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS _____ DAY OF __________, 2012. 42 
  43 
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      TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE 1 
 2 
 3 
 4 
      By________________________________ 5 
         John G. Warner, Mayor 6 
 7 
ATTEST: 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
___________________________ 12 
Mary Jean Loufek, CMC, 13 
Town Clerk 14 
 15 
APPROVED IN FORM 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
____________________________ 20 
Town Attorney  date 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
800-102\Four O’clock Road Roundabout IGA Resolution (03-19-12) 45 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Town Council 
 
FROM: Mark Truckey, Assistant Director of Community Development 
     
SUBJECT: Density Sunset Covenant for the Carter Museum Property 
 
DATE: April 6, 2012 for April 24 Meeting 
 
JUBMP Policy Direction 
 
The Joint Upper Blue Master Plan (JUBMP) provides policy direction on a number of land use 
issues in the Upper Blue Basin.  The JUBMP has been adopted by the towns of Breckenridge and 
Blue River and Summit County. One of the major policy discussions that occurred in the 2011 
update to the JUBMP was density for affordable housing.  
 
The 1997 JUBMP contained a policy that essentially exempted deed restricted affordable housing 
projects from density requirements, as an incentive to encourage more affordable housing in the 
community.  The 2011 JUBMP update recognized that affordable housing was still a high priority 
goal, but that there were impacts to the community from adding the housing density on top of the 
density already zoned in the basin.  As a result, the 2011 JUBMP contains policies that address this 
issue and attempt to mitigate the impacts of new affordable housing development.  The Council 
addressed this issue at numerous meetings, finally agreeing to a policy that for every four units of 
affordable housing constructed, one development right would be transferred from Town-owned 
property to partly mitigate the impacts of the new density.  The JUBMP policy is listed below, with 
the Breckenridge provisions highlighted: 
 
 Policy/Action 2. The impacts of new affordable workforce housing on the overall density 

and activity levels within the Basin should be mitigated by permanently 
extinguishing density on County and/or Town of Breckenridge-owned 
properties.  Recommended guidelines or goals for each jurisdiction to take 
into consideration when evaluating implementation of this policy are as 
follows: 

 
• The County should strive to permanently extinguish density on 

County-owned properties at a minimum 1:2 ratio (i.e., extinguish 1 
development right for every 2 affordable workforce housing units 
permitted to be built). 

• When new affordable workforce housing units are developed, the 
Town of Breckenridge should transfer density it owns to the 
affordable workforce housing site at a 1:4 ratio (i.e., transfer one 
development right for every four affordable workforce housing 
units permitted to be built).   

• This policy of extinguishing density to offset the impacts of new 
affordable workforce housing units is not applicable within the 
Town of Blue River. 

 
Density at Valley Brook and the Carter Museum  
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The Valley Brook affordable housing project is the first project subject to the above policy.  A total 
of 50,385 square feet of density (31.77 single-family equivalent units) are being constructed.  At the 
1:4 ratio, about eight units of Town-owned density need to be extinguished to account for the Valley 
Brook density.  Staff is proposing to extinguish nine units, in the event that some minor additions are 
proposed at a later date.          
 
In December staff took this issue to Council to discuss which town-owned properties should be used 
to strip density off to account for the Valley Brook density.  The Council agreed upon the Carter 
Museum property.  The attached resolution and density sunset covenant thus extinguish nine 
development rights off the Carter Museum property.  There will still be four development rights 
remaining on the property after the nine units are sunsetted. 
 
In March the Council adopted amendments to the Development Code that set the stage for the 
above-discussed density sunset.  The 1:4 ratio is now included in the Code. 
 
Council Action 
 
The Council is asked to review the attached resolution and density sunset covenant, provide any 
additional direction or revisions regarding the wording in the documents, and then take action to  
adopt the attached resolution.   
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FOR WORKSESSION/ADOPTION – APR. 24 1 
 2 

 A RESOLUTION 3 
 4 

SERIES 2012 5 
 6 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION AND RECORDING OF A DENSITY 7 
SUNSET COVENANT 8 

(For the Valley Brook Attainable Workforce Housing Project) 9 
 10 

WHEREAS, pursuant to policies set forth in the recently adopted Joint Upper Blue 11 
Master Plan, and in accordance with Section E of Policy 3(Absolute) (Density/Intensity) of 12 
Section 9-1-19 of the Breckenridge Town Code, the Town is required to transfer density it owns 13 
to approved attainable workforce housing projects at a 1:4 ratio (i.e., transfer one development 14 
right for every four attainable workforce housing development rights permitted to be built); and 15 

 16 
WHEREAS, the Summit Housing Development Corporation, a Colorado nonprofit 17 

corporation, recently developed an attainable workforce housing project known as “Valley 18 
Brook”; and 19 

 20 
WHEREAS, the Town Council finds and determines it is therefore necessary and 21 

appropriate to permanently extinguish nine (9) single family equivalents of density from the 22 
Town’s “Carter Museum” property in order to account for the density that was used to construct 23 
the “Valley Brook” attainable workforce housing project; and 24 

 25 
WHEREAS, a proposed “Density Sunset Covenant” has been prepared by the Town 26 

Attorney, a copy of which is marked Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and incorporated herein by 27 
reference; and 28 

 29 
WHEREAS, the proposed Density Sunset Covenant permanently extinguishes nine (9) 30 

single family equivalents of density previously allocated to the Town’s Carter Museum property 31 
in order to account for the density that was used to construct the “Valley Brook” attainable 32 
workforce housing project; and 33 

 34 
WHEREAS,  the Town Council has reviewed the proposed Density Sunset Covenant, and 35 

finds and determines that it should be approved. 36 
 37 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 38 
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO, as follows: 39 
 40 

Section 1.  The Density Sunset Covenant that is attached as Exhibit “A” to this 41 
resolution is approved, and the Town Manager is authorized, empowered, and directed to sign 42 
such document for and on behalf of the Town. After it is signed, the approved Density Sunset 43 
Covenant shall be recorded in the real property records of the Clerk and Recorder of Summit 44 
County, Colorado in order to give record notice that the Town has accounted for the density that 45 
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was used by Summit Housing Development Corporation to construct the “Valley Brook” 1 
attainable workforce housing project. 2 

 Section 2.  This resolution is effective upon adoption. 3 
 4 
 RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of ___, 2012. 5 
 6 
     TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
     By: ________________________________ 11 
            John G. Warner, Mayor 12 
 13 
ATTEST: 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
_______________________ 18 
Mary Jean Loufek, 19 
CMC, Town Clerk 20 
 21 
APPROVED IN FORM 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
___________________________ 26 
Town Attorney  Date 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
 51 
 52 
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DENSITY SUNSET COVENANT  
 
 Page 1 of 3 

DENSITY SUNSET COVENANT  1 
          2 
 This Covenant (“Covenant”) is made ______________________, 2012 by the TOWN 3 
OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado municipal corporation (“Town”). 4 
 5 
 WHEREAS, Town owns the following described real property situate in the Town of 6 
Breckenridge, Summit County, Colorado: 7 
   8 

Parcel “A” 9 
 10 

A parcel of land lying wholly within the Abbett Addition to the Town of 11 
Breckenridge, known also as the Abbett Placer, U.S. Mineral Survey No. 843 and 12 
more particularly described as follows: 13 
 14 
Beginning at Corner No. 8 of U.S. Survey No. 843, Abbett Placer;  15 
thence North  7° East, 123.32 feet along the West line of said Abbett Placer; 16 
thence East 158.2 feet to the West line of Ridge Street; 17 
thence South 123.16 feet to line 7-8 of Survey No. 843; 18 
thence North 89° 45' West 173.25 feet to the Point of Beginning. 19 

 20 
Parcel “B” 21 

 22 
A parcel of land lying wholly within the Abbett Addition to the Town of 23 
Breckenridge, known also as the Abbett Placer, U.S. Mineral Survey No. 843 and 24 
more particularly described as follows: 25 

 26 
Beginning at a point whence Corner No. 8 of U.S. Survey No. 843, Abbett Placer, 27 
bears South 7° West, 123.32 feet; 28 
thence North 7° East, 75.76 feet to the South line of Carter Avenue; 29 
thence East 149 feet to Corner of Carter Avenue and Ridge Street; 30 
thence South 75 feet; 31 
thence West 158.2 feet to the Point of Beginning. 32 

 33 
       (“Town’s Property”) 34 
; and 35 
 36 
 WHEREAS, the Town’s Property is commonly known as the  Town’s “Carter Museum” 37 
property; and 38 
 39 

WHEREAS, pursuant to policies set forth in the recently adopted Joint Upper Blue 40 
Master Plan, and in accordance with Section E of Policy 3(Absolute) (Density/Intensity) of 41 
Section 9-1-19 of the Breckenridge Town Code, the Town is required to transfer density it owns 42 
to attainable workforce housing projects at a 1:4 ratio (i.e., transfer one development right for 43 
every four attainable workforce housing development rights permitted to be built); and 44 
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DENSITY SUNSET COVENANT  
 
 Page 2 of 3 

 1 
WHEREAS, the Summit Housing Development Corporation, a Colorado nonprofit 2 

corporation, recently developed an attainable workforce housing project known as “Valley 3 
Brook“; and  4 

 5 
WHEREAS, the Town Council finds and determines it is therefore necessary and 6 

appropriate to transfer nine (9) single family equivalents of density from the Town’s “Carter 7 
Museum” property in order to account for the density that was constructed at the “Valley Brook” 8 
attainable workforce  housing project. 9 
 10 
NOW, THEREFORE, Town agrees as follows: 11 
 12 

1. Extinguishment of Density. Nine (9) single family equivalents (“SFEs”) of density 13 
previously allocated to Town’s Property is forever extinguished. Following the execution 14 
of this Covenant, there will be four (4) SFEs of density remaining on the Town’s 15 
Property. 16 

 17 
2. Recording; Covenant to Run With Land. This Covenant shall be placed of record in the 18 

real property records of Summit County, Colorado, and the covenants contained herein 19 
shall run with the land and shall bind the Town and all subsequent owners of Town’s 20 
Property, or any interest therein. 21 

 22 
3. Town’s Acknowledgment of Covenant Validity. Town agrees that any and all 23 

requirements of the laws of the State of Colorado to be satisfied in order for the 24 
provisions of this Covenant to constitute a restrictive covenant running with the land shall 25 
be deemed to be satisfied in full, and that any requirements of privity of estate are 26 
intended to be satisfied, or, in the alternative, that an equitable servitude has been created 27 
to insure that the covenant herein contained shall run with the land. This covenant shall 28 
survive and be effective as to successors and/or assigns of all or any portion of Town’s 29 
Property, regardless of whether such contract, deed or other instrument hereafter 30 
executed conveying Town’s Property or portion thereof provides that such conveyance is 31 
subject to this Covenant. 32 

 33 
4. Authorization By Resolution. The execution and recording of this Covenant was 34 

authorized by Town of Breckenridge Resolution No. ____, Series 2012, adopted April 35 
24, 2012. 36 

 37 
       38 

39 
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DENSITY SUNSET COVENANT  
 
 Page 3 of 3 

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado 1 
      municipal corporation 2 
 3 
 4 
                     5 
      By:____________________________________  6 
             Timothy J. Gagen, Town Manager 7 
 8 
ATTEST: 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
__________________________ 13 
Mary Jean Loufek CMC, 14 
Town Clerk 15 
     16 
 17 
STATE OF COLORADO ) 18 
    ) ss. 19 
COUNTY OF SUMMIT )  20 
 21 
 The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of 22 
_______________________, 2012, by Timothy J. Gagen, Town Manager, and Mary Jean 23 
Loufek CMC, Town Clerk, of the Town of Breckenridge, a Colorado municipal corporation. 24 
 25 
 WITNESS my hand and official seal. 26 
 27 
 My commission expires:  _____________________. 28 
 29 
 30 
      ___________________________________ 31 
      Notary Public 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 
 44 
500-324\Density Sunset Covenant _2(03-30-12) 45 
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO:          TIM GAGEN, TOWN MANAGER  

FROM:  CLERK AND FINANCE DIVISION 

SUBJECT:  MARCH 2012 FINANCIAL VARIANCE HIGHLIGHTS MEMO 

DATE:  4/17/2012  
                                                                                                                                                                                   
 
This report highlights variations between the 2012 budget and actual figures for the Town of 
Breckenridge for the first three months of 2012.   
 
Fund Updates:  
 
Excise Fund: Revenue and Expense are both at 100% of YTD budget  
     Items of Note: 

• Sales Tax slightly ahead of budget (101% or $19k) 
• Accommodation Tax revenues at 100% of budget  
• RETT collections slightly ahead of budget at 101% ($4,636 ahead of budget) 
• Medical Marijuana tax revenues are at 42% of budget.  As this is the first year we are 

collecting this tax, we will continue to monitor the estimated revenues and budget 
distribution (timing). 

 
General Fund Revenue: 102% of YTD budget 
              Items of Note: 

• Municipal Court Program ahead of budget by 47% ($22k), primarily due to traffic 
and penal fines. 

• Special Events/Comm Program at 50% of YTD budget, but in line with 2011 
revenue-timing, will clear as the event season kicks in. 

• Transit Admin in receipt of a $33k grant that was not budgeted. 
• Public Safety Admin/Records at 24% of budget-timing.  Grant of $32k budgeted 

in January, not yet received. 
• Planning Services Admin at 204% of budget-ahead of budget in all fee categories 

and ahead of prior year as well. 
• Arts District at 238% of YTD budget primarily due to Workshop Fees. 
• Public Works Admin at 60% of budget-timing.  County Road and Bridge Levy 

received in April-subsequent to this report. 
• Facilities Admin at 233% of YTD budget due to rental income ($16k) 
• General Revenue: Property Tax collections-timing 

 
 
General Fund Expenses: 102% of YTD budget 
              Items of Note:  

• Transit Admin: over budget due to Other Professional Services.  These are 
expenses related to the grant received (see above). 

• Arts District: ahead of budget due to Artist Commissions, which are related to 
Workshop Fees (see above). 
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All Funds Net of Transfers: 

Utility Fund:  
• Revenue: Utility Fund over budget by $47k, primarily due to Plant Investment Fees (PIFs) 
• Expense: (all of 2012) expense variance is due to Major System Improvement budgeted expenses 

of $2 million for the pump back project for which no expenditures have been made. 
 

Capital Fund: the budget for expenditures in the Capital Fund is reflected at 100% as the expenditures 
in the Capital Fund do not follow a particular trend. 

Housing Fund:  
• Revenue: Sales Tax (received from County) and SHA Development fee under budget. 
• Expense: variance due to Claimjumper land acquisition.  Reimbursement of $344k from County 

received in April (subsequent to this report). 
 
Open Space:  

• Revenue: $108k Forest Restoration Grant received from Colorado State University 
• Expense: variance due to Cucumber Gulch land acquisition.  Reimbursement of $400k from 

County received in April. 
 
Garage Fund:  

• Revenue: variance of $18k due to Insurance Recoveries ($5k), Fuel Reimbursements ($7k), and a 
Federal transportation Grant ($6k) 

• Expense: variance due to Fuel, Oil, and Lubricants expense and acquisition of large snowblower.  
 

Information Technology:  
• Expense: variance of $34k due to purchases of Software and Computer Equipment 

 
Facilities Maintenance:  

• Expense: variance of $17k due to Building Improvements 
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

EXCISE TAX FUND

CURRENT YEAR TO PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING MARCH 31, 2012

25%  OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

2011 vs.

YTD YE % OF YE 2012 ACTUAL YTD YTD ACTUAL/BUDGET ACTUAL/BUDGET ANNUAL % OF BUDGET

ACTUAL TOTAL REC'D/SPENT % VARIANCE ACTUAL BUDGET $ VARIANCE % VARIANCE BUDGET REC'D/SPENT

TAX REVENUE

SALES TAX 2,319,294 12,706,676 18% 96% 2,415,858 2,397,077 18,781                          101% 13,684,401 18%

ACCOMMODATIONS TAX 488,395 1,790,093 27% 88% 552,489 557,206 (4,717)                           99% 1,668,701 33%

CIGARETTE TAX 12,661 51,304 25% 101% 12,504 11,079 1,425                            113% 44,003 28%

TELEPHONE FRANCHISE TAX 6,322 25,282 25% 14620% 43 5,884 (5,841)                           1% 23,500 0%

PUBLIC SERVICE FRANCHISE TAX 71,408 592,916 12% 86% 82,972 89,737 (6,765)                           92% 524,299 16%

CABLEVISION FRANCHISE TAX 0 154,971 0% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 163,200 0%

MEDICAL MARIJUANA TAX 0 0 0% 0% 7,839 19,019 (11,180)                         41% 57,996 14%

REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX 1,038,457 3,411,973 30% 215% 482,107 477,471 4,636                            101% 2,800,001 17%

INVESTMENT INCOME 2,559 22,714 11% 108% 2,359 4,281 (1,922)                           55% 17,124 14%

TOTAL FUND REVENUE 3,939,095 18,755,928 21% 90% 3,556,171 3,561,754 (5,583)                           100% 18,983,225 19%

EXCISE TAX DEBT SERVICE

COP FEES 650 1,950 33% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 1,300 0%

2005 COP'S PRINCIPAL 0 165,000 0% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 170,000 0%

2005 COP'S INTEREST 0 137,013 0% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 129,588 0%

2007 COP'S PRINCIPAL 0 135,000 0% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 140,000 0%

2007 COP'S INTEREST 0 132,865 0% 0% 0 0 -                                0% 127,466 0%

TOTAL EXCISE TAX DEBT SERVICE 650 571,828 0% 0% 0 0 -                                N/A 568,354 0%

TRANSFERS

TRANSFER TO GENERAL FUND 2,590,524 10,362,096 25% 92% 2,830,230 2,830,233 (3)                                   100% 11,320,932 25%

TRANSFER TO GOLF FUND 62,499 249,996 25% 82% 76,251 76,251 -                                100% 305,004 25%

TRANSFERS TO CAPITAL FUND 352,749 1,835,996 19% 61% 577,374 577,374 -                                100% 2,309,496 25%

TRANSFER TO MARKETING 121,184 336,762 36% 88% 138,122 140,349 (2,227)                           98% 420,312 33%

TRFS TO AFFORDABLE HSG FUND 645,267 2,581,068 25% 100% 643,449 643,449 -                                100% 2,573,796 25%

TRFS TO SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND 98,751 395,004 25% 102% 97,251 97,251 -                                100% 389,004 25%

TOTAL TRANSFERS 3,870,974 15,760,922 25% 113% 4,362,677 4,364,907 2,230                            100% 17,318,544 25%

TOTAL FUND EXPENDITURES 3,871,624 16,332,749 24% 113% 4,362,677 4,364,907 2,230                            100% 17,886,898 24%

NET REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES 67,471                   2,423,179              (806,506)                 (803,153)             (7,812)                           1,096,327           

CURRENT YEARPRIOR YEAR
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

GENERAL FUND

CURRENT YEAR TO PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING MARCH 31, 2012

25%  OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

2011 ACTUAL/ ACTUAL/BUDGET

YTD YE % OF YE  2012 ACTUAL YTD YTD $ VARIANCE ACTUAL/BUDGET ANNUAL % OF BUDGET

ACTUAL TOTAL REC'D/SPENT % CHANGE ACTUAL BUDGET FAVORABLE/(UNFAVORABLE) % VARIANCE BUDGET REC'D/SPENT

REVENUE

MUNICIPAL COURT PROGRAM 59,979 281,167 21% 85% 70,703 48,086 22,617                           147% 223,237 32%

ADMINISTRATIVE MGT PROGRAM 471 716 66% 0% 0 0 -                                  0% 0 N/A

SPECIAL EVENTS/COMM PROGRAM 27,384 550,204 5% 100% 27,457 54,777 (27,320)                          50% 478,102 6%

TOWN CLERK ADMIN PROGRAM 13,327 46,167 29% 117% 11,358 6,656 4,702                             171% 26,996 42%

FINANCE ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM 84 309 27% 116% 73 351 (278)                               21% 504 14%

TRANSIT ADMIN PROGRM 0 15,000 0% 0% 33,200 0 33,200                           0% 47,000 71%

TRANSIT SERVICES PROGRAM 79,175 558,208 14% 65% 122,636 108,879 13,757                           113% 597,069 21%

PUBLIC SAFETY ADMIN/RECORDS 13,609 49,480 28% 150% 9,097 37,524 (28,427)                          24% 66,755 14%

PUBLIC SAFETY PATROL SVCS PROG 0 10,000 0% 0% 0 0 -                                  0% 0 N/A

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMNTY SVC PROG 328,556 599,507 55% 208% 157,665 135,679 21,986                           116% 485,604 32%

PLANNING SERVICES ADMIN PROGRM 21,122 113,794 19% 59% 35,823 17,524 18,299                           204% 90,479 40%

ARTS DISTRICT 11,605 40,240 29% 93% 12,526 5,270 7,256                             238% 29,700 42%

BUILDING SERVICES ADMIN PROGRM 248,253 882,764 28% 199% 124,820 129,596 (4,776)                            96% 450,008 28%

PUBLIC WORKS ADMIN PROGRAM 81,978 589,246 14% 126% 65,230 108,617 (43,387)                          60% 474,005 14%

STREETS PROGRAM 7,826 39,191 20% 48% 16,451 7,872 8,579                             209% 35,096 47%

PARKS PROGRAM 7,832 19,537 40% 0% 0 0 -                                  0% 0 N/A

FACILITIES ADMIN PROGRAM 43,741 79,754 55% 149% 29,433 12,651 16,782                           233% 85,648 34%

ENGINEERING ADMIN PROGRAM 2,390 4,408 54% 621% 385 858 (473)                               45% 2,101 18%

RECREATION ADMIN PROGRAM 0 61 0% 0% 0 0 -                                  0% 0 N/A

RECREATION PROGRAM 81,459 405,097 20% 77% 105,442 99,816 5,626                             106% 392,291 27%

RECREATION OPERATIONS PROGRAM 414,913 1,509,776 27% 110% 378,653 396,520 (17,867)                          95% 1,473,517 26%

NORDIC CENTER OPERATIONS 98,527 184,554 53% 118% 83,644 90,164 (6,520)                            93% 161,260 52%

ICE RINK OPERATIONS PROGRAM 227,742 632,324 36% 116% 195,543 235,021 (39,478)                          83% 644,896 30%

GENERAL REVENUE 3,951,277 15,699,173 25% 96% 4,102,202 3,996,630 105,572                         103% 15,362,323 27%

TOTAL REVENUE 5,721,252                22,310,674             26% 102% 5,582,365               5,492,491               89,874                           102% 21,126,591             26%

PRIOR YEAR CURRENT YEAR
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

GENERAL FUND

CURRENT YEAR TO PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING MARCH 31, 2012

25%  OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

2011 ACTUAL/ ACTUAL/BUDGET

YTD YE % OF YE  2012 ACTUAL YTD YTD $ VARIANCE ACTUAL/BUDGET ANNUAL % OF BUDGET

ACTUAL TOTAL REC'D/SPENT % CHANGE ACTUAL BUDGET FAVORABLE/(UNFAVORABLE) % VARIANCE BUDGET REC'D/SPENT

PRIOR YEAR CURRENT YEAR

EXPENDITURES

LAW & POLICY MAKING PROGRAM 27,555 119,782 23% 120% 22,922 31,167 8,245                             74% 139,008 16%

MUNICIPAL COURT PROGRAM 47,704 192,266 25% 108% 44,047 47,212 3,165                             93% 217,390 20%

ADVICE & LITIGATION PROGRAM 39,522 135,796 29% 73% 53,831 56,319 2,488                             96% 227,725 24%

ADMINISTRATIVE MGT PROGRAM 157,476 522,688 30% 87% 180,185 167,839 (12,346)                          107% 552,743 33%

HUMAN RESOURCES ADMIN PROGRAM 81,511 384,621 21% 76% 106,827 100,651 (6,176)                            106% 446,638 24%

SPECIAL EVENTS/COMM PROGRAM 122,218 1,014,423 12% 91% 133,666 178,226 44,560                           75% 1,007,246 13%

TOWN CLERK ADMIN PROGRAM 65,625 263,137 25% 96% 68,694 66,862 (1,832)                            103% 302,814 23%

FINANCE ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM 65,288 291,978 22% 77% 84,391 61,802 (22,589)                          137% 312,110 27%

ACCOUNTING PROGRAM 81,441 328,426 25% 79% 102,465 88,553 (13,912)                          116% 382,192 27%

TRANSIT ADMIN PROGRM 57,981 175,852 33% 53% 108,750 33,230 (75,520)                          327% 226,410 48%

TRANSIT SERVICES PROGRAM 510,320 1,726,062 30% 82% 624,942 566,482 (58,460)                          110% 2,176,353 29%

PUBLIC SAFETY ADMIN/RECORDS 239,191 867,299 28% 91% 261,765 227,449 (34,316)                          115% 933,233 28%

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATN PROG 70,414 305,632 23% 87% 80,848 157,562 76,714                           51% 322,231 25%

PUBLIC SAFETY PATROL SVCS PROG 387,933 1,534,062 25% 102% 380,170 436,179 56,009                           87% 1,701,026 22%

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMNTY SVC PROG 104,550 424,249 25% 100% 104,316 118,824 14,508                           88% 491,178 21%

PLANNING SERVICES ADMIN PROGRM 255,788 1,041,952 25% 92% 278,578 274,136 (4,442)                            102% 1,151,247 24% -1

ARTS DISTRICT 6,006 40,820 15% 61% 9,908 4,682 (5,226)                            212% 29,697 33%

BUILDING SERVICES ADMIN PROGRM 90,291 372,846 24% 87% 103,982 97,058 (6,924)                            107% 412,601 25%

PUBLIC WORKS ADMIN PROGRAM 114,291 494,526 23% 100% 114,609 91,942 (22,667)                          125% 384,614 30%

STREETS PROGRAM 425,237 1,805,824 24% 103% 413,725 390,560 (23,165)                          106% 1,503,145 28%

PARKS PROGRAM 221,644 1,128,348 20% 86% 258,219 245,797 (12,422)                          105% 1,180,840 22%

FACILITIES ADMIN PROGRAM 346,072 1,291,306 27% 114% 303,512 287,321 (16,191)                          106% 1,359,657 22%

ENGINEERING ADMIN PROGRAM 77,370 303,897 25% 76% 101,315 94,109 (7,206)                            108% 406,940 25%

CONTINGENCIES 120,850 126,350 96% 56% 215,781 234,499 18,718                           92% 277,996 78%

RECREATION ADMIN PROGRAM 153,504 608,784 25% 97% 158,848 156,916 (1,932)                            101% 646,618 25%

RECREATION PROGRAM 118,780 634,441 19% 73% 163,717 149,503 (14,214)                          110% 703,815 23% -1

RECREATION OPERATIONS PROGRAM 370,903 1,658,585 22% 96% 384,519 394,673 10,154                           97% 1,816,321 21%

NORDIC CENTER OPERATIONS 75,168 245,589 31% 103% 72,669 56,666 (16,003)                          128% 253,673 29%

ICE RINK OPERATIONS PROGRAM 238,590 967,765 25% 97% 246,473 253,624 7,151                             97% 1,057,364 23%

LONG TERM DEBT 75 419,997 0% 0% 0 0 -                                  0% 415,312 0%

GENERAL EXPENDITURES 2,867 662,307 0% 3359% 85 0 (85)                                  0% 0 N/A

COMMITTEES 749 30,979 2% 100% 750 8,559 7,809                             9% 55,751 1%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 4,676,914                20,121,620             23% 90% 5,184,511               5,078,402               (106,109)                        102% 21,093,888             25%

REVENUE LESS EXPENDITURES 1,044,337                2,189,054               397,854                  414,089                  (16,235)                          32,703                     
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

ALL FUNDS, NET OF TRANSFERS

CURRENT YEAR TO PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING MARCH 31, 2012

25%  OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

2011 ACTUAL/ ACTUAL/BUDGET

YTD YE % OF YE 2012 ACTUAL YTD YTD $ VARIANCE ACTUAL/BUDGET ANNUAL % OF BUDGET

ACTUAL TOTAL REC'D/SPENT % CHANGE ACTUAL BUDGET FAVORABLE/(UNFAVORABLE) % CHANGE BUDGET REC'D/SPENT

REVENUE

1 GENERAL FUND 3,027,177 11,534,374 26% 114% 2,645,473 2,555,599 89,874                               104% 9,379,023 28%

2 UTILITY FUND 700,074 3,271,842 21% 131% 535,965 488,317 47,648                               110% 2,961,582 18%

3 CAPITAL FUND 39,851 265,285 15% 18% 227,287 179,217 48,070                               127% 716,868 32%

4 MARKETING FUND 551,086 2,008,761 27% 94% 586,104 598,683 (12,579)                             98% 2,022,929 29%

5 GOLF COURSE FUND 9,094 2,630,466 0% 103% 8,836 11,288 (2,452)                                78% 2,031,201 0%

6 EXCISE TAX FUND 3,939,095 18,755,928 21% 111% 3,556,171 3,561,754 (5,583)                                100% 18,983,225 19%

7 HOUSING FUND 98,574 730,318 13% 149% 65,949 82,963 (17,014)                             79% 3,256,311 2%

8 OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND 445,360 1,860,502 24% 79% 564,046 444,053 119,993                            127% 1,828,710 31%

9 CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 9,999 80,471 12% 94% 10,587 7,582 3,005                                 140% 33,024 32%

10 GARAGE SERVICES FUND 18,714 115,725 16% 52% 36,088 18,419 17,669                               196% 81,494 44%

11 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       0%

12 FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       N/A

13 SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       N/A

TOTAL REVENUE 8,839,024 41,253,674 21% 93% 8,236,507 7,947,875 288,632                            104% 41,294,367 20%

EXPENDITURES

1 GENERAL FUND 3,934,150 16,491,104 24% 89% 4,420,815 4,315,895 (104,920)                           102% 18,037,933 25%

2 UTILITY FUND 353,268 2,728,137 13% 93% 378,655 1,087,500 708,845                            35% 4,628,564 8%

3 CAPITAL FUND 20,731 1,403,261 1% 19% 109,763 2,989,500 2,879,737                         4% 2,989,500 4%

4 MARKETING FUND 686,549 2,309,298 30% 84% 813,341 800,909 (12,432)                             102% 2,525,274 32%

5 GOLF COURSE FUND 154,791 1,819,079 9% 97% 159,718 221,901 62,183                               72% 2,273,056 7%

6 EXCISE TAX FUND 650 571,828 0% 0% 0 0 -                                     0% 568,354 0%

7 HOUSING FUND 785,387 2,741,831 29% 72% 1,089,392 345,354 (744,038)                           315% 3,294,336 33%

8 OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND 1,746,353 3,230,897 54% 147% 1,187,961 296,114 (891,847)                           401% 1,688,050 70%

9 CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 -                                     0% 0 N/A

10 GARAGE SERVICES FUND 435,473 1,661,682 26% 82% 532,374 435,903 (96,471)                             122% 1,784,688 30%

11 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND 248,824 951,032 26% 87% 284,978 250,866 (34,112)                             114% 780,242 37%

12 FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND -                       51,000                0% 0% 33,810 17,064                (16,746)                             198% 76,815 N/A

13 SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND 67,500 329,716 20% 21% 318,775 413,750 94,975                               77% 740,000 43%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 8,433,676 34,288,864 25% 111% 9,329,581 11,174,756 1,845,175                         83% 39,386,812 24%

Revenue Less Expenditures 405,348           6,964,810       (1,093,075)      (3,226,881)      2,133,806                    1,907,555       

PRIOR YEAR CURRENT YEAR
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE

ALL FUNDS, NET OF TRANSFERS

CURRENT YEAR TO PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING MARCH 31, 2012

25%  OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

2011 ACTUAL/ ACTUAL/BUDGET

YTD YE % OF YE 2012 ACTUAL YTD YTD $ VARIANCE ACTUAL/BUDGET ANNUAL % OF BUDGET

ACTUAL TOTAL REC'D/SPENT % CHANGE ACTUAL BUDGET FAVORABLE/(UNFAVORABLE) % CHANGE BUDGET REC'D/SPENT

REVENUE

1 GENERAL FUND 3,027,177 11,534,374 26% 114% 2,645,473 2,555,599 89,874                               104% 9,379,023 28%

2 UTILITY FUND 700,074 3,271,842 21% 131% 535,965 488,317 47,648                               110% 2,961,582 18%

3 CAPITAL FUND 39,851 265,285 15% 18% 227,287 179,217 48,070                               127% 716,868 32%

4 MARKETING FUND 551,086 2,008,761 27% 94% 586,104 598,683 (12,579)                             98% 2,022,929 29%

5 GOLF COURSE FUND 9,094 2,630,466 0% 103% 8,836 11,288 (2,452)                                78% 2,031,201 0%

6 EXCISE TAX FUND 3,939,095 18,755,928 21% 111% 3,556,171 3,561,754 (5,583)                                100% 18,983,225 19%

7 HOUSING FUND 98,574 730,318 13% 149% 65,949 82,963 (17,014)                             79% 3,256,311 2%

8 OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND 445,360 1,860,502 24% 79% 564,046 444,053 119,993                            127% 1,828,710 31%

9 CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 9,999 80,471 12% 94% 10,587 7,582 3,005                                 140% 33,024 32%

10 GARAGE SERVICES FUND 18,714 115,725 16% 52% 36,088 18,419 17,669                               196% 81,494 44%

11 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       0%

12 FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       N/A

13 SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND -                       -                       0% 0% -                       -                       -                                     0% -                       N/A

TOTAL REVENUE 8,839,024 41,253,674 21% 93% 8,236,507 7,947,875 288,632                            104% 41,294,367 20%

EXPENDITURES

1 GENERAL FUND 3,934,150 16,491,104 24% 89% 4,420,815 4,315,895 (104,920)                           102% 18,037,933 25%

2 UTILITY FUND 353,268 2,728,137 13% 93% 378,655 1,087,500 708,845                            35% 4,628,564 8%

3 CAPITAL FUND 20,731 1,403,261 1% 19% 109,763 2,989,500 2,879,737                         4% 2,989,500 4%

4 MARKETING FUND 686,549 2,309,298 30% 84% 813,341 800,909 (12,432)                             102% 2,525,274 32%

5 GOLF COURSE FUND 154,791 1,819,079 9% 97% 159,718 221,901 62,183                               72% 2,273,056 7%

6 EXCISE TAX FUND 650 571,828 0% 0% 0 0 -                                     0% 568,354 0%

7 HOUSING FUND 785,387 2,741,831 29% 72% 1,089,392 345,354 (744,038)                           315% 3,294,336 33%

8 OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION FUND 1,746,353 3,230,897 54% 147% 1,187,961 296,114 (891,847)                           401% 1,688,050 70%

9 CONSERVATION TRUST FUND 0 0 0% 0% 0 0 -                                     0% 0 N/A

10 GARAGE SERVICES FUND 435,473 1,661,682 26% 82% 532,374 435,903 (96,471)                             122% 1,784,688 30%

11 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND 248,824 951,032 26% 87% 284,978 250,866 (34,112)                             114% 780,242 37%

12 FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND -                       51,000                0% 0% 33,810 17,064                (16,746)                             198% 76,815 N/A

13 SPECIAL PROJECTS FUND 67,500 329,716 20% 21% 318,775 413,750 94,975                               77% 740,000 43%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 8,433,676 34,288,864 25% 111% 9,329,581 11,174,756 1,845,175                         83% 39,386,812 24%

Revenue Less Expenditures 405,348           6,964,810       (1,093,075)      (3,226,881)      2,133,806                    1,907,555       

PRIOR YEAR CURRENT YEAR
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FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: TIM GAGEN, TOWN MANAGER 

FROM: CLERK AND FINANCE DIVISION 

SUBJECT: FEBRUARY TAX COLLECTIONS 

DATE: 4/18/2012 

  

This memo explains significant items of note in relation to collections that occurred within the Town of Breckenridge 
in the month of February.   

New Items of Note: 

• Overall, tax collections for February were up .4% from 2010 and 98.1% of the month’s budget.   

• Sales tax was up 7.8% from 2011, but down 6.9% from budget.  This is still related to 2010 January that 
affects the high distribution for January 2012.   

• Accommodations tax was ahead of prior year by .6% and ahead of budget by 4.4% for the month.  YTD we 
are also ahead of prior year and ahead of budget. 

• Real Estate Transfer Tax in February was down from prior year by 33.1% and 38.7% of budget.  For March, 
while we are considerably behind prior year, we seem to be tracking with YTD budget. 

• Housing tax was up 16.9% from 2011, and up 2.1% from budget. 

Continuing Items of Note: 

• Tax collections are reported in the second Council meeting following the due date of the tax remittance to 
the Town of Breckenridge.  The taxes in these reports are listed in the month that they were paid by the 
customer.  The tax may have been remitted to the Town in any month and therefore these reports will vary 
from the amounts reported in the financial statements. 

• Town of Breckenridge taxes collected from the customer by the vendor are remitted to the Town on the 20th 
of the following month.   

• Taxes remitted to the State of Colorado, department of revenue for Summit County are distributed to the 
Town around the 8th business day of the month following the due date – ex. taxes collected by the vendor in 
January are due to the State on February 20th and distributed to the Town on the 8th business day of March.   

• Quarterly taxes are reported in the last month of the period.  For example, taxes collected in the first quarter 
of the year (January – March), are include on the report for the period of March. 

• Sales and accommodations tax collections are continually updated as late tax returns are submitted to the 
Town of Breckenridge.  Therefore, you may notice slight changes in prior months, in addition to the 
reporting for the current month. 

• Sales & accommodations tax collections are reported as of the day that the reports are generated.  Therefore, 
if late returns have been remitted in the current month that revenue is included in the tax collection reports.  
However, that revenue would not be included in the financial statements provided to Council for the same 
meeting.  This difference can cause the total collections to exceed the total tax reported in the financial 
statements. 
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
CASH TAX COLLECTIONS - ALL SOURCES - SALES, LODGING, RETT, ACCOMMODATIONS

2011 Collections 2012 Budget 2012 Monthly 2012 Year to Date
Sales Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent % Change % of % Change % of
Period Collected To Date of Total Budgeted To Date of Total Actual from  2011 Budget Actual from  2011 Budget

JAN 2,241,907$      2,241,907$      12.5% 2,380,436$      2,380,436$         12.9% 1,944,494$     -13.3% 81.7% 1,944,494$      -13.3% 81.7%

FEB 2,168,967$      4,410,874$      24.5% 2,212,365$      4,592,801$         24.9% 2,178,179$     0.4% 98.5% 4,122,672        -6.5% 89.8%

MAR 2,626,574$      7,037,447$      39.1% 2,350,673$      6,943,474$         37.6% 114,921$        -95.6% 4.9% 4,237,593        -39.8% 61.0%

APR 1,200,896$      8,238,343$      45.8% 1,327,067$      8,270,541$         44.8% 105,884$        -91.2% 8.0% 4,343,477        -47.3% 52.5%

MAY 736,115$         8,974,458$      49.9% 822,135$         9,092,676$         49.3% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -51.6% 47.8%

JUN 969,668$         9,944,126$      55.2% 1,028,725$      10,121,401$       54.9% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -56.3% 42.9%

JUL 1,252,760$      11,196,886$    62.2% 1,315,918$      11,437,320$       62.0% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -61.2% 38.0%

AUG 1,412,682$      12,609,568$    70.0% 1,342,085$      12,779,404$       69.3% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -65.6% 34.0%

SEP 1,096,069$      13,705,636$    76.1% 1,200,980$      13,980,384$       75.8% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -68.3% 31.1%

OCT 760,436$         14,466,072$    80.4% 778,969$         14,759,353$       80.0% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -70.0% 29.4%

NOV 951,760$         15,417,832$    85.6% 944,049$         15,703,402$       85.1% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477        -71.8% 27.7%

DEC 2,584,245$      18,002,077$    100.0% 2,748,099$      18,451,501$       100.0% -$               n/a 0.0% 4,343,477$      -75.9% 23.5%

REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
SALES TAX COLLECTIONS

2011 Collections 2012 Budget 2012 Monthly 2012 Year to Date

Sales Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent % Change % of % Change % of
Period Collected To Date of Total Budgeted To Date of Total Actual from  2011 Budget Actual from  2011 Budget

JAN 1,520,200$   1,520,200$    12.1% 1,888,658$   1,888,658$     13.8% 1,518,893$   -0.1% 80.4% 1,518,893$       -0.1% 80.4%

FEB 1,512,509$   3,032,709      24.1% 1,741,629     3,630,287       26.5% 1,629,746$   7.8% 93.6% 3,148,639         3.8% 86.7%

MAR 1,951,264$   4,983,972      39.6% 1,838,986     5,469,273       40.0% -$              n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -36.8% 57.6%

APR 766,847$      5,750,820      45.6% 943,740        6,413,013       46.9% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -45.2% 49.1%

MAY 374,458$      6,125,278      48.6% 533,132        6,946,146       50.8% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -48.6% 45.3%

JUN 651,643$      6,776,921      53.8% 714,458        7,660,603       56.0% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -53.5% 41.1%

JUL 1,036,063$   7,812,985      62.0% 1,039,211     8,699,814       63.6% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -59.7% 36.2%

AUG 941,699$      8,754,684      69.5% 960,640        9,660,454       70.6% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -64.0% 32.6%

SEP 752,984$      9,507,667      75.5% 792,398        10,452,852     76.4% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -66.9% 30.1%

OCT 512,816$      10,020,483    79.5% 547,043        10,999,895     80.4% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -68.6% 28.6%

NOV 658,161$      10,678,644    84.8% 652,433        11,652,328     85.2% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639         -70.5% 27.0%

DEC 1,921,211$   12,599,854$  100.0% 2,032,073$   13,684,401     100.0% n/a 0.0% 3,148,639$       -75.0% 23.0%

REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
ACCOMMODATION TAX COLLECTIONS

2011 Collections 2012 Budget 2012 Monthly 2012 Year to Date

Sales Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent % Change % of % Change % of
Period Collected To Date of Total Budgeted To Date of Total Actual from  2011 Budget Actual from  2011 Budget

JAN 245,846$    245,846$       14.7% 261,985$   261,985$      15.7% 253,386$    3.1% 96.7% 253,386$        3.1% 96.7%

FEB 266,709$    512,555         30.7% 256,979     518,965        31.1% 268,346$    0.6% 104.4% 521,732          1.8% 100.5%

MAR 370,804$    883,359         52.8% 337,077     856,042        51.3% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -40.9% 60.9%

APR 82,270$      965,629         57.8% 85,104       941,145        56.4% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -46.0% 55.4%

MAY 16,670$      982,299         58.8% 16,687       957,832        57.4% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -46.9% 54.5%

JUN 49,178$      1,031,477      61.7% 43,386       1,001,218     60.0% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -49.4% 52.1%

JUL 105,956$    1,137,433      68.0% 86,772       1,087,990     65.2% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -54.1% 48.0%

AUG 86,632$      1,224,065      73.2% 68,417       1,156,407     69.3% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -57.4% 45.1%

SEP 57,631$      1,281,696      76.7% 45,055       1,201,462     72.0% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -59.3% 43.4%

OCT 25,677$      1,307,372      78.2% 26,699       1,228,161     73.6% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -60.1% 42.5%

NOV 53,347$      1,360,719      81.4% 53,398       1,281,559     76.8% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732          -61.7% 40.7%

DEC 311,116$    1,671,835$    100.0% 387,142$   1,668,701     100.0% -$            n/a 0.0% 521,732$        -68.8% 31.3%

Accommodation tax amounts reflect collections at the 2% rate.

REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED

2012 Monthly Accommodations Tax Activity 2012 Y.T.D Accommodations Tax Activity 
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX COLLECTIONS

2007 Collections 2011 Collections 2012 Budget 2012 Monthly 2012 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  2011 Actual Budget from  2007 from  2011

JAN 352,958$     352,958$         6.2% 436,605$        436,605$        12.8% 174,140$          174,140$          6.2% 132,557$     76.1% -62.4% -69.6% 132,557$          76.1% -62.4% -69.6%

FEB 342,995       695,953           12.3% 350,866          787,471          23.1% 169,224$          343,364$          12.3% 234,630       138.7% -31.6% -33.1% 367,186            106.9% -47.2% -53.4%

MAR 271,817       967,770           17.1% 250,986          1,038,457       30.5% 134,107$          477,470$          17.1% 114,921       85.7% -57.7% -54.2% 482,107            101.0% -50.2% -53.6%

APR 564,624       1,532,394        27.0% 333,424          1,371,881       40.3% 278,570$          756,040$          27.0% 105,884       38.0% -81.2% -68.2% 587,991            77.8% -61.6% -57.1%

MAY 533,680       2,066,074        36.4% 337,577          1,709,458       50.2% 263,303$          1,019,342$       36.4% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            57.7% -71.5% -65.6%

JUN 522,999       2,589,073        45.6% 251,806          1,961,263       57.6% 258,033$          1,277,375$       45.6% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            46.0% -77.3% -70.0%

JUL 343,610       2,932,683        51.7% 83,522            2,044,785       60.0% 169,527$          1,446,903$       51.7% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            40.6% -80.0% -71.2%

AUG 594,349       3,527,032        62.1% 350,730          2,395,515       70.3% 293,235$          1,740,138$       62.1% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            33.8% -83.3% -75.5%

SEP 711,996       4,239,028        74.7% 276,774          2,672,289       78.5% 351,278$          2,091,416$       74.7% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            28.1% -86.1% -78.0%

OCT 392,752       4,631,779        81.6% 208,831          2,881,120       84.6% 193,773$          2,285,189$       81.6% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            25.7% -87.3% -79.6%

NOV 459,147       5,090,926        89.7% 223,271          3,104,391       91.2% 226,530$          2,511,719$       89.7% -                   0.0% n/a n/a 587,991            23.4% -88.5% -81.1%

DEC 584,308$     5,675,235$      100.0% 301,397$        3,405,788$     100.0% 288,281$          2,800,000$       100.0% -$             0.0% n/a n/a 587,991$          21.0% -89.6% -82.7%
2012 budget is based upon 2007 monthly distribution
April Collections through 4/16/12

REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED
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TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SALES TAX COLLECTIONS

2011 Collections 2012 Budget 2012 Monthly 2012 Year to Date

Sales Tax Year Percent Tax Year Percent % Change % of % Change % of
Period Collected To Date of Total Budgeted To Date of Total Actual from 2011 Budget Actual from 2011 Budget

JAN 39,257$        39,257$         12.1% 55,654$        55,654$          18.7% 39,658$        1.0% 71.3% 39,658$            1.0% 71.3%

FEB 38,882$        78,139           24.1% 44,532          100,186          33.6% 45,457$        16.9% 102.1% 85,115              8.9% 85.0%

MAR 53,520$        131,660         40.6% 40,504          140,690          47.1% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -35.4% 60.5%

APR 18,354$        150,014         46.2% 19,654          160,343          53.7% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -43.3% 53.1%

MAY 7,409$          157,423         48.5% 9,013            169,356          56.8% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -45.9% 50.3%

JUN 17,042$        174,465         53.7% 12,848          182,204          61.1% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -51.2% 46.7%

JUL 27,219$        201,684         62.1% 20,408          202,612          67.9% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -57.8% 42.0%

AUG 33,621$        235,305         72.5% 19,793          222,406          74.5% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -63.8% 38.3%

SEP 8,679$          243,984         75.2% 12,249          234,654          78.6% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -65.1% 36.3%

OCT 13,113$        257,097         79.2% 11,454          246,108          82.5% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -66.9% 34.6%

NOV 16,982$        274,079         84.4% 11,688          257,796          86.4% n/a 0.0% 85,115              -68.9% 33.0%

DEC 50,521$        324,600$       100.0% 40,603$        298,399          100.0% n/a 0.0% 85,115$            -73.8% 28.5%

REPORTED IN THE PERIOD EARNED

2012 Monthly Aff. Housing Sales Tax Collections 2012 Y.T.D. Aff. Housing Sales Tax Collections

4/18/2012
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MEMO 
 

 
TO:  Mayor & Town Council 

FROM:  Tim Gagen, Town Manager 

DATE:  April 19, 2012 

SUBJECT: Committee Reports for 4.24.2012 Council Packet 
 

 
The following committee reports were submitted by Town Employees and/or the Town Manager: 
 
Liquor Licensing Authority                   MJ Loufek              March 20, 2012  

• All consent calendar items were approved. 
• A transfer of the beer & wine license from Ten Mile Café to Broken Ski Pizza & Pub Inc. d/b/a Broken 

Ski Pizza & Pub, 1900 Airport Road, Unit A3-4 was approved. 
 
Summit Stage Advisory Board Meeting  James Phelps March 28, 2012 

• John Jones reported under ‘Old Business’ a progress update for the Strategic Planning Study.  
Transit Plus, Inc. held two meetings to date.  The first meeting involved all stakeholders and was 
designed to verify and discuss study goals.  The second, public invited meeting listened to 
comments, questions, and concerns relative to overall Summit Stage Transit improvements.  The 
study is scheduled for several information pieces prior to project completion – July 2012.  The 
Summit Stage summer schedule will commence on April 22nd and includes continued ½ hour 
service on the (3) Main line routes.  Last year this service was reduced for budgetary savings. 

• Total Ridership for February 2012: increase of 4.42% over 2011.  Para transit Ridership for February 
2012: increase of 10.10% over 2011. Late Night Ridership for February 2012: increase of 10.89% 
over 2011. Lake County February 2012 Ridership: increase of 6.07% over 2011.  Mass Transit Tax 
Collections for January 2012 were down 8.9% or $72,703.00 under January 2011. 

 
 
Committees   Representative Report Status 
CAST Mayor Warner  Verbal Report 
CDOT Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
CML Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
I-70 Coalition Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
Mayors, Managers & Commissions Meeting Mayor Warner Verbal Report 
Summit Leadership Forum Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
Liquor Licensing Authority* MJ Loufek Included 
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 
CMC Advisory Committee Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report 
Note:  Reports 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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Memorandum 
 

TO:   TOWN COUNCIL 
 
FROM: Dale Stein, Assistant Town Engineer  
 
DATE:  April 18, 2012 
 
RE:        Public Projects Update 
  

 

Main Street Revitalization 

Work has begun on the 2012 Main Street project. Northbound traffic on Main Street is currently 
detoured at Lincoln Ave, while the southbound traffic remains open. Demolition and removals 
will continue through the beginning of the week and underground work in the vicinity of Watson 
Ave is planned to begin the week of April 23rd as well. 

Flagstone paver installation on the 100 block of S. Main, part of the fall 2011 Main Street 
Project, has also started and should be completed by the week of April 30th. 

Median Rock Replacement 

Replacement of the “rip-rap” rock with new flagstone pavers in the median north of the round-a-
bout is completed. This work was directed by Council to be included as part of the fall 2011 
Main Street project, which was not completed in 2011 due to the onset of winter weather. 

Asphalt Overlays and Concrete Replacement 

The recent weather has delayed the opening of the local asphalt plant. Major work on the Rec 
Path and overlay locations on Boreas Pass Rd. and Broken Lance Dr. will begin the week of 
April 30th. Prior public noticed stated that the Rec Path will be closed beginning April 23rd. Staff 
has attempted to update all outlets that the 2-week Rec Path closure will now begin April 30th. 

Harris Street Library & Town Hall Design – Feasibility & Programming Phase  

Staff is finalizing contract agreements with our architectural group, jointly selected by the County 
and Town staff, for the initial Feasibility and Programming Phase of the project.  Anderson 
Hallas Architects of Golden, Colorado teamed with local architect Janet Sutterley, was selected 
for the project based on their impressive background in both historic renovations and library 
design.  Work investigating the existing building has kicked off this week with an extensive top 
to bottom, hands-on investigation and assessment of the existing Harris Street building. 
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M  E  M  O 
 
Date:   April 18, 2012 (for 4.24.12 meeting) 
To:  Mayor and Town Council Members 
Cc:  Town Manager, Assistant Town Manager 
From:   Riverwalk and Events Manager 
RE:   Proposed rodeo- updated feedback and revised proposal    
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Updated public feedback: 
 
We continue to receive and log feedback regarding the rodeo.  Here is the latest summary: 

  
   In opposition       In support       Maybe/Neutral       

Airport Road             14                     12                     2 
Silver Shekel             22                     22                     5 
Highlands                  34                     24                     4                        
Peak 7 east                   3                      1                     0 
Other                            3                      0                     0 
                                ---------            ----------         ---------- 
Total                           76                    59                    11 
 
Revised Proposal: 
 
In response to Town Council’s feedback during the April 10 work session, Mr. Bays has submitted a revised 
proposal for six rodeo weekends or 12 event days (instead of eleven weekends or 22 event days): July 28 & 29, 
August 4 & 5, August 11 & 12, August 18 & 19, August 25 & 26 and September 1 & 2.  Mr. Bays has indicated 
that he still has considerable sponsor interest and his relationship with the Professional Rodeo Cowboys 
Association (PRCA) will continue.   
 
Based on public and Town Council feedback, Mr. Bays has stated he would be implementing plans that will 
address concerns he heard about the following: arena lights off by 8:30pm and low lights for  
livestock area; no livestock will be allowed outside the permitted area and/or near the river; noise must not 
exceed town established code; no idling of vehicles as per Town Code; dust mitigation; and smell mitigation.  
Town staff would work with the applicant to address and mitigate these and any other concerns.    
 
Conclusion: 
 
The Special Event Permit Application group requests feedback from Town Council about the revised proposal. 
Also, we request direction regarding any potential sponsorship of this event as Mr. Bays would like the Town to 
become a sponsor of this event by providing the space for the rodeo free of charge or at a reduced cost.   
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M  E  M  O 
 
Date:   April 18, 2012 (for 4.24.12 meeting) 
To:  Mayor and Town Council Members 
Cc: Town Manager, Assistant Town Manager, Director of Public Works & Director 

of Community Development 
From:  Director of Communications and Riverwalk & Events Manager 
RE:   Riverwalk Center background & update  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
The Riverwalk Center (RWC) is entering its 20th year of operation, with three years under the 
‘new’ roof.  Town Council identified the expansion of programming and business model as a 
goal. The purpose of this memo is to provide background and status of this Council goal.   
 
RWC History/Timeline: 
1992 – ToB successfully ‘bid’ for the National Repertory Orchestra (NRO) to move their ‘home’ 
from Keystone to Breckenridge which provided the town with two summer orchestras; the 
Breckenridge Music Institute Orchestra (BMF) began in 1979.   
 
1993 – RWC’s first season hosted 44 concerts from June 26 to August 21, NRO, BMI and ToB 
produced concerts.   
 
1993 to 2001 – ToB acted as promoter/co-promoter (i.e.  contracted with musical acts for 
ticketed musical events). Starting in 2002, ToB only produced Kidz Calliope and Celebration of 
Dance performances.   
 
2000 – BMF began presenting popular music under the moniker of Blue River Series (BRS). 
Through the years, there have been as many as 18 BRS concerts; there were six during the 2011 
summer season.   
 
1994 to current – RWC concerts, programs and events increased to include the week-long 
International Snow Sculpture Championships, Dew Tour concert(s), Town Party, 13+ NRO 
concerts, 14+ BMF concerts, two July 4th free concerts, 8 - 11 Family/Kids summer shows, BRS 
concerts, various dinners and receptions (including Western Governors, Colorado Municipal 
League, weddings, memorial/celebrations of life), miscellaneous benefit events (CAIC, BOEC, 
Backstage to Broadway, Spelling Bee), sports swaps (benefiting nonprofits), and others.    
 
During the summer of 2011, there were a total of 67 performance days and 104 rehearsals over 
the course of 95 days.  During the fall/winter/spring of 2011/2012, the Riverwalk Center hosted a 
total of 23 events over 38 event days (Snow Sculpture and conference are multiple day events).   
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In addition, the outside area around the Riverwalk Center (Tiger Dredge lot and lawn) are used 
for events, such as car shows, art show, Town Party, Duck Races, Oktoberfest children’s 
activities, Nike/Dew Tour Rail Jam, ISSC, and Boy Scout’s Christmas tree sales.    
 
Current Operating Model: 
The Town of Breckenridge operates the Riverwalk Center (RWC) as a performing arts facility 
with the National Repertory Orchestra (NRO) and Breckenridge Music Festival (BMF) as anchor 
tenants, and with the philosophy that it operates primarily as a ‘rental house’.  The NRO and 
BMF utilize the facility free of charge except for a ticket surcharge (to fund the Box Office 
operations) and minimal cleaning fee.   
 
ToB acts as a promoter and takes financial risk only when booking Imagination Express 
(formerly Kidz Calliope), which basically breaks even. The philosophy is to fill in where needs 
are being unmet such as children’s/family programming.  The Town funds and produces Town 
Party and funds/books the July 4th afternoon entertainment and fireworks (as well as New Year’s 
Eve).  
 
Future Direction: 
After last summer’s successful AEG Live-produced Lyle Lovett/John Hiatt concert, Council and 
staff have been discussing an expansion of programming and the operating model.  Staff 
continues to work with AEG on concerts this summer.    
 
At the March 13, 2012 work session, Council approved moving forward on forming a 
comprehensive vision and action plan for the Riverwalk Center and the surrounding ‘open 
space’.  The scope of this master plan will include an evaluation of the current programming and 
users, how to maximize the interior space (technical, programming, audio/visual, acoustics, etc.), 
what other uses can be accommodated (and costs associated) as well as the feasibility of the 
expanded uses.  The scope will also focus on the surrounding spaces and how the exterior fits in 
to the overall vision of this core area (i.e. parking, park space, access, facilities, bathrooms, etc.).   
 
The scope will include working with the current users, so they have an understanding of the 
opportunities for their organizations and to involve them in solving the challenges (i.e. 
scheduling, etc.). Staff also heard that the Arts District should be included in this comprehensive 
master planning, as the Riverwalk Center is the western anchor.   
 
Town staff members Tom Daugherty, Peter Grosshuesch, Kim Dykstra-DiLallo and Vanessa 
Agee are developing an RFP to hire a consultant team with experience in the areas noted in the 
scope above, and to include but not be limited to performing arts venues, concert halls, park/open 
space planning and utilization.  The initial cost estimate for this study is expected to come in 
around $50,000 to $70,000.  The actual capital expenses will depend upon the results.  Currently 
there is $225,000 in the CIP for this item.      
 
The RFP is slated to be released by early May, and the study completed by late summer.   
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Memorandum 

 
TO:   Town Council 
 
FROM: Tom Daugherty, Public Works Director  
 
DATE:  April 17, 2012 
 
RE:        Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
  

The Town Charter requires a long term capital program to be presented to the Council 
that describes the capital projects and their cost estimates.  The Town has developed a 
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) that meets that requirement.   

The CIP has developed over the years to include an “A” and “B” list for a five year 
period.  Typically the “A” list was limited to those projects that the budget could 
financially support and if revenues came in higher than budgeted the Council could 
choose to move a “B” list project to the “A” list and provide funding.  

The CIP projects are developed based on Council direction as well as needs identified 
by staff.  All projects are reviewed with the Council at the retreats and modified as 
necessary after Council feedback for adoption into the budget. 

Staff provides an update every Council meeting for ongoing projects.  If there are no new 
developments on a project then the update is omitted. 

The previous Council expressed interest in revisiting the CIP and how it is organized and 
presented.  This discussion will be an item on the Council retreat of May 29th.  

A detailed description of each project is included in appendix 1 of the 2012 budget book 
if you would like more detail. 

Below is a brief description of the projects for 2012 

Welcome Center Exhibit Update - The original idea with Welcome Center was to keep 
the displays up to date and refresh them approximately every 5 years. 2012 will be 5 
years since the Welcome Center was completed and $50,000 is a place holder for this 
project. 

Riverwalk Center Bathroom Remodel - The existing bathrooms where constructed with 
the original building in 1992/93. They are dated and showing wear. This project would 
remodel the bathrooms to give it a new updated look but it has been placed on hold until 
the master plan is completed. 

Riverwalk Center Master Plan - This project would evaluate the future capital needs at 
the Riverwalk Center.  The evaluation would take into consideration the business model 
for the Riverwalk Center and establish the improvements needed to facilitate the 
business model.  This evaluation will look at the Tiger Dredge Parking Lot, parking, the 
green, the river and the Blue River Plaza. 

Roadway Overlay - This represents a commitment to keeping street surfaces in good 
condition.  This project is occurs every year and the amount per year is roughly the 
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amount needed to overlay every street once every twenty years which is the estimated 
life of the asphalt surface. Staff evaluates which streets will receive the overlay every 
year based on the current surface condition. 

Main Street/Riverwalk – The Town hired Design Workshop to develop a master plan for 
Main Street.  This process involved public forums and meetings to determine what the 
most appropriate treatment is for Main Street.  Following the Main Street master plan 
project improvements include the following: sanitary sewer system improvements, 
paving, curb & gutter, storm sewer system, sidewalks, crosswalks, way finding, 
pedestrian spaces, street furniture, event space enhancements, connections to 
Riverwalk, transit stop improvements, lighting, landscaping and river restoration. This is 
a multi-year project which has been ongoing for several years.  The 2012 budget 
included an amount to complete the 2011 project that was never started and some funds 
to install the landscaping between completed intersections. The remaining years include 
the rest of the intersections and the landscaping. 2012 also includes $150,000 to get 
power through Blue River Plaza which will feed the power for Main Street events. 

Harris Street Building (Old High School) - This project is intended to determine how this 
building will be used into the future.  Currently the building is being considered as a 
Library along with other uses such as Town Hall. 

North Main Street Alley - The increased use of the North Main Street Alley as it 
intersects North French Street will require a realignment to improve the sight distance for 
cars entering French Street. 

Public Works Admin Building - The Town and Summit County are negotiating a common 
use of the public works facilities for their road and bridge department (upper blue river 
operations). In order to create space for storage for their equipment, public works 
administration operations would have to move from their existing location. This would be 
to design and build a new admin building and free the space up for Summit County. 

Public Art Commission - This item funds the Breckenridge Public Art Commission for the 
acquisition, placement and maintenance of the collection, as well as ongoing 
Commission programs. The Commission's goal is to commission at least one new piece 
of art per year for the Town's public collection with this funding, although no new pieces 
have been added since 2007. In 2011 final payment will be made on the Popsicle, the 
piece located by Little Red day care. This item annually funds the Gallery at the 
Breckenridge Theatre, Sculpture on the Blue, other Public Education projects, and 
annual Public Art Commission programming.   This is funded for 2012 as follows 

1. $15,000 – Ongoing programs (Breckenridge Theatre Gallery, Sculpture on the 
Blue and maintenance of collection);  

2. $4,500 – Ongoing program improvements (3 new bases for Sculpture on the 
Blue @ $2,500 and additional track lights at the Breckenridge Theatre Gallery @ 
$2,000);  

3. $25,000 – Save towards a North Entrance piece in the round-about. (Piece will 
likely be $50,000 to $100,000, save for 2 to 4 years) 

Robert Whyte House Restoration – This project is part of the Arts District which has 
been funded sparingly over the last few years. This is the highest priority for the historic 
district in 2012. The Historic Structure Assessment would be completed and a grant 
applied for to restore windows and doors, reroof and structural stabilization to the 
foundation as needed. This project has been delayed until 2013 to allow for the grant 
cycle to be completed in April of 2013. 

-104-



Barney Ford Parking Lot - This project is part of the Arts District improvements and is 
considered the second highest priority. The Barney Ford Lot improvements would 
include paving with decorative stone borders, landscaping improvements, a permanent 
pit, and wood fire kiln.   

Burro Barn - This project is the 3rd priority for the arts district. The "A" list amounts 
($15,000) would clean up and panelize the historic fabric to keep it from continued 
deterioration. The "B" list amount ($185,000) would build the bathrooms in the Burro 
Barn and purchase and place the transformer needed for the Burro Barn and any 
additional buildings brought online in the Arts District in future years. 
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Other Funding Capital Fund Total cost

Administration

Welcome Center Exhibit Update 0 50,000 50,000 0 50,000
RWC Bathroom Remodel 0 50,000 50,000 0 50,000
Riverwalk Center Master Plan 0 230,000 230,000 0 230,000

TOTAL 0 330,000 330,000 0 330,000

Recreation

Rec Center Major Maintenance 0 0 0 400,000         400,000
Rec Ctr Renovation & Upgrades 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 400,000 400,000

Public Works

Utility Undergrounding 0 0 0 100,000 100,000
Roadway Resurfacing 0 500,000 500,000 0 500,000
Main Street/Riverwalk 0 600,000 600,000 0 600,000
McCain MP/Implementation 80,000 0 80,000 0 80,000
Old High School Building 0 250,000 250,000 250,000 500,000
North Main Street Alley 0 100,000 100,000 0 100,000
Blue River Reclam/ACOE 0 0 0 1,750,000 1,750,000
Public Works Admin Building 600,000 200,000 800,000 0 800,000
Town Hall HVAC Upgrade 0 0 0 40,000 40,000

TOTAL 680,000 1,650,000 2,330,000 2,140,000 4,470,000

Community Development

Public Art Commission 0 44,500 44,500 0 44,500
Robert Whyte House Resoration 0 120,000 120,000 0 120,000
Barney Ford Parking Lot 0 150,000 150,000 0 150,000
Burro Barn 0 15,000 15,000 185,000 200,000

TOTAL 0 329,500 329,500 185,000 514,500

GRAND TOTAL 680,000 2,309,500 2,989,500 2,725,000 5,714,500

Funding Sources Other Funding Capital Fund Total Funds

Current Revenue/Reserves -                 2,277,500  2,277,500         
McCain Royalties 80,000           80,000              
Arts District Bldg Grants 0 -                    
Public Works Admin Building 600,000 600,000            
Conservation Trust Transfer 32,000 32,000              

TOTAL 712,000                2,277,500         2,989,500         

*Added after initial presentation to Council

A list Total of A & 

B ProjectsB List

Capital Improvement Plan Summary for 2012 (11-22-11)
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Dept/Project 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 TOTAL

Administration

Welcome Center Exhibit Update 50,000       -             -             -             -               50,000          

RWC Bathroom Remodel 50,000       -             -             -             -               50,000          
Riverwalk Center Master Plan 230,000     -             -             -             -               230,000        

TOTAL 330,000     -             -             -             -               330,000        

Recreation

Rec Ctr Major Mtce & Repl 400,000     -             -             -             -               400,000        

Rec Ctr Renovation & Upgrades -             -             1,000,000  1,000,000  625,000        2,625,000     

Artificial Turf Field -             885,000     -             -             -               885,000        
Water Slide Replacement -             -             -             130,000     -               130,000        

TOTAL 400,000     885,000     1,000,000  1,130,000  625,000        4,040,000     

Public Works

Utility Undergrounding 100,000     200,000     200,000     200,000     200,000        900,000        

Roadway Resurfacing 500,000     380,000     400,000     420,000     440,000        2,140,000     

Main Street/Riverwalk 600,000     450,000     450,000     250,000     250,000        2,000,000     

Core Parking Lot Improvements -             -             -             150,000     2,000,000     2,150,000     

McCain MP/Implementation 80,000       80,000       80,000       80,000       80,000          400,000        

Old High School Building 500,000     1,250,000  1,250,000  1,250,000  1,250,000     5,500,000     

North Main Street Alley Realignment 100,000     -             -             -             -               100,000        

Blue River Reclam/ACOE 1,750,000  -             -             -             -               1,750,000     

Transit Next Bus -             -             -             115,000     -               115,000        

Public Works Admin Building 800,000     -             -             -             -               800,000        

Town Hall HVAC Upgrade 40,000       -             -             -             -               40,000          

Gondola Lot Development Partnership -             -             -             -             1,000,000     1,000,000     

Childcare Facility #2 -             -             -             250,000     3,500,000     3,750,000     

Coyne Valley Road Bridge -             1,500,000  -             -             -               1,500,000     

Robert Whyte House Resoration -             -             -             -             1,450,000     1,450,000     

S. Park Avenue Underpass -             -             -             -             1,650,000     1,650,000     
Solar Buy Out -             -             -             -             500,000        500,000        

TOTAL 4,470,000  3,860,000  2,380,000  2,715,000  12,320,000   25,745,000   

Community Development

Public Art Commission 44,500       100,000     100,000     100,000     100,000        444,500        

Arts District Improvements -             120,000     100,000     100,000     100,000        420,000        

Robert Whyte House Restoration 120,000     -             -             -             -               120,000        

Barney Ford Lot 150,000     -             -             -             -               150,000        
Burro Barn 200,000     -             -             -             -               200,000        

TOTAL 514,500     220,000     200,000     200,000     200,000        1,334,500     

GRAND TOTAL 5,714,500  4,965,000  3,580,000  4,045,000  13,145,000   31,449,500   

Funding Sources

Current Revenue/Reserves 2,277,500  4,853,000  3,468,000  3,933,000  11,833,000   26,364,500   

McCain Royalties 80,000       80,000       80,000       80,000       80,000          400,000        

CDOT-S.Park Underpass -             -             -             -             1,200,000     1,200,000     

PW Admin Building funds 600,000     -             -             -             -               600,000        

Arts District Bldg Grants -             -             -             -             -               -               
Conservation Trust Transfer 32,000       32,000       32,000       32,000       32,000          160,000        

Total 2,989,500  4,965,000  3,580,000  4,045,000  13,145,000   28,724,500   

Five Year Capital Improvement Plan Summary 2012 to 2016
11/22/2011
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To:  Town Council 

From:  James Phelps, Assistant Director Public Works 

Date:  April 18th, 2012 (for April 24th Meeting) 

Subject: Transportation Update – Breckenridge Free Ride & Summit Stage 

 

This memo provides Transportation history and current information as related to the Breckenridge Free Ride 
and Summit Stage Transportation Systems. 

Breckenridge Free Ride 

The Town of Breckenridge’s Transportation initiative began with rubber tired Trolleys in the mid-80’s.  This 
vision has led to what is now known in parts of the World as the Breckenridge Free Ride.  This November 
2012 will mark the 15th Anniversary of the Breckenridge Free Ride.  To date, the system has provided 
passenger trips for over 6.4 M and has saved 1.887 M pounds of CO2 from the environment.  The funding for 
the Breckenridge Free Ride comes from the General Fund.  Since the 1997 formal inception, the Transit 
Division has additionally benefitted from over $9.5 M in Grant Funding via Federal and State sources.   This 
grant funding has assisted in the construction of Breckenridge Station, Fleet Maintenance Facility, New bus 
purchases, bus refurbishments, minor equipment, and operation expenses.    Over the past number of years 
these grant dollars are increasingly more challenging and competitive and no longer can be counted on as a 
sustainable funding source.   

In 2008, the Town contracted with LSC Transportation Consultants to prepare a long-term Transit Master 
Plan (TMP).  The TMP had final approval March 2009.  The plan identified that 77% of the system ridership 
occurred during the winter and 23% during summer.  The year 2008 proved historic as the transit system set 
an all time ridership high (688,461 passengers) and adopted a total Transit budget of $2.61M. The operations 
total cost for 2008 was $1.67A M.  The 2008 service plan included ½ hr service, all (6) routes, year round (see 
Map).   

Today’s Free Ride transit has implemented many of the recommendations from the study in effort to 
maximize operational and financial efficiencies.    The economic downturn of the past years has further 
contributed to the current transit service plan.  The reduced summer service plans were indentified from the 
findings of the 2009 TMP (summer = 23%) as a possible budget savings.  Summer Service for 2009 & 2010 
included (3) buses, all (6) routes, 1 hr service.    Last summer 2011, reduced service to:  (1) bus, (2) routes, 1 
hr service.  This Council adopted plan was further supported by Transit Service Criteria - Performance 
Standard and funding abilities.  The same Service Criteria is used when evaluating an area for new transit 
service or evaluating current transit service routes.  As was the case for the Main St. Express Route (2002-08), 
this route connected the now Gondola Parking Lots to Main St. (15 min. service).  This route did not meet 
Performance Criteria metrics and therefore was eliminated.  

ANumber represents only Operational Costs - no Fixed Charges (Insurance, Garage Fund, and Computer & Facilities Allocations)  
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The 2012 Town Council adopted transit service plan includes a full 24 weeks of winter service – all (6) routes, 
½ hour service and 28 weeks of summer service - (2) two routes, 1 hour service, this has an adopted total 
Transit budget of $2.39 M.  The operations total cost for 2012 equals $1.26A M.  This total operations 
reduction equals 24.53% under 2008 operations budget.  

In 2011, the Breckenridge Free Ride began a transportation feasibility study to examine transit options 
(operating structures, integration synergies, technology enhancements, and operational efficiencies) for 
possible integration of the Breckenridge Free Ride and the Breckenridge Ski Resort Transit services.  This 
study is being completed in conjunction and cooperation with the Breckenridge Ski Area.  The final report, 
due June 2012 should provide valuable data/information for future Breckenridge Transportation discussions 
for senior leadership of the Town and the Breckenridge Ski Resort.  In general, the community desires a 
transit system worthy of a world-class ski town destination and a better guest experience.  The main 
question:  How to best pay for that transit system? 

The Breckenridge Free Ride concurrent to the study, will soon be implementing several technological 
advancements that will provide even greater guest experience.  The technology advancements include: (1) 
Automatic vehicle location technology (AVL) - this technology coupled with a LED screen/s will allow riders to 
view the bus location visually on a Town Map.  Initially, a screen will be located at Breckenridge Station but 
will be expanded to include additional locations.  This technology will then be integrated into a Transit 
website that riders will be able to view on their Smartphone.  (2) Predictive Schedule Widget that will allow 
riders to plan their transit trips (similar to Google transit).  This will allow riders to enter information as to 
Origin and Destination and the software will provide bus information including times and transfers.  This 
scheduling project is being completed in conjunction with the Summit County Summit Stage Transportation.  
This will provide information for system transfers and time schedules.  The project is scheduled to launch 
winter ’12. 

Summit Stage 

Summit County operates a separate Transportation System called the Summit Stage.  The history of the 
Summit Stage originally started back in the late 1970’s to connect the towns and resorts. When the Summit 
Stage was organized in its present form, the mission was to connect Towns to Towns and Towns to Resorts 
within Summit County. Agreements were put in place in terms of governance, and a voter approved 
dedicated mass transit sales tax was established to pay for the Summit County transit service.  The dedicated 
tax collection is currently 0.75%.   Historically speaking for 2008 this TOB tax payment was $1.2M.  2011 
payment is estimated to be $900K.  The 2011 Breckenridge (Frisco-Breckenridge route) Town to Town 
ridership is 21.73% of total 2011 system ridership.  This ridership percentage has historically been similar 
over the years and historically represents the largest percentage ridership for Town to Town routes. 

Over the years, the original mission has been modified and there has been ancillary service to neighborhoods 
and unincorporated areas that have been added to the Stage’s route configurations.  The Town of 
Breckenridge has maintained over these years, since 2002, that an inequity exists in that there is not a 
mechanism to credit or compensate our community for the service that is being provided to other 
communities.  Breckenridge’s own transit system provides this neighborhood service at our cost, in addition 
to the annual Summit County Mass Transit tax payments collected of Breckenridge.  The Board of County 
Commissioners ultimately makes all final operational decisions with direction of the Summit Stage Director & 
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advisory recommendations of the Summit Stage Advisory Board.  This advisory board is (11) eleven members 
that include: 4 Towns, 3 Resorts, 3 at large, 1 county.   

Two transportation related IGA’s exist with Summit County.  The first provides complementary paratransit 
(ADA) services for the Free Ride.  This paratransit service component is federally mandated as a federal grant 
recipient to fixed route service.  The Town as part of the other IGA operates the Purple Route (formerly the 
French Gulch) under contract with Summit Stage.  The Town is compensated for the route which financially 
covers all Operating & Capital Expenses.  

The Summit Stage also has a transit strategic planning study currently underway which is examining:  plan for 
future development, route plans, route expansion, recommendations for the development of future funding 
streams, etc.  We are an active stakeholder in this study with goals of both the aforementioned concerns as 
well as development of long range Transit plan that may develop alternatives to a one regional transit system 
in future.  As information from this study is released staff will provide updates and request Council feedback 
for future alternatives. 

Staff will be present at the Council Work Session to answer any questions that Council may have. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
To:  Mayor and Town Council 
From:   Town Manager’s Office 
Date:  April 18, 2012 
Subject: “Top Ten” List update 

 
At the February 14, 2012 Town Council work session, a review was conducted of the Council’s 
“Top Ten” list (there are no longer ten but this sounds better).  At that time, there were the first 
eight items on this list and the council wanted to add one additional item, “public engagement 
process”.   Below is the revised list as it stands now with a short summary outlining the progress 
made: 
 

1) Riverwalk Center – expansion of programming and business model – we had some 
experiments this past season w/AEG and other types of concerts and events.  Ongoing 
discussions and work with AEG.  Continued discussions and collaborative efforts w/NRO 
and BMF on scheduling/useage issues. In the next couple of weeks the Town will be 
releasing a RFP for a comprehensive vision and action plan for the Riverwalk Center and 
immediate surrounding area. 

2) Amusement Tax – revisited at recent council meetings.  Discussions w/Ski Area regarding 
how to work together to attain the goals of what types of infrastructure, including transit 
improvements, would benefit from a tax.  There was past debate about the potential of a 
community grass roots effort to put such a tax question on the ballot.   The Mayor and others 
will continue discussions with the ski area about this issue. 

3) Old Harris Street Bldg (former CMC bldg).  Anderson Halas Architects out of Golden, Co 
has been selected to perform phase one of the design/fit test for this building.   The Town is 
now looking at this building as a possible location for the new library for the County. The 
first phase of the study will examine the feasibility of locating the library along with a 
secondary use in the building.  County staff is working collaboratively with Town staff 
through this phase of the project.  Results of this first phase will be brought to the Council at 
the end of May. 

4) Sustainable Breck Biz (formerly “Plastic Bags”) – A SustainableBreck Business Task Force 
was established in January 2012 consisting of representatives from various sectors of the 
business community (e.g., retail, restaurant, and lodging) with the responsibility of forming 
a green business certification program as well as investigating the feasibility and ideas to 
reduce the use of plastic bags.   As of April 6, the Task Force had met three times and was 
close to finalizing the business certification program that would involve gathering 
information from businesses to create a baseline at the base level, and at the next level 
provide funding assistance from the Town for energy/sustainability audits for businesses, 
along with technical assistance and green coaching provided by High Country Conservation 
Center staff.  Businesses that perform audits and implement energy upgrades would be 
recognized as certified SustainableBreck businesses through a variety of recognition tools. 
Once the Task Force has completed its business certification recommendations, it will move 
on to address the plastic bag issue. 
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5) Summit Stage –  Council continues to receive updates from James Phelps and Tim Gagen 

regarding Summit Stage issues and business.  The Strategic Planning Study is currently 
underway.  The first Technical Memo is being released on April 23rd and discussed at the 
April 25th Summit Stage Advisory Board meeting.  Council will be briefed on the progress 
of this study as we proceed. 

6) Long Term Water Planning – In addition to the ongoing Water Task Force meetings and 
work regarding potential pump back project, council thought it important to list this as a top 
10 item so that other water rights issues and sustainability of current water system continue 
to be priorities for the future.  Critical component of our overall sustainability as a 
community.  No additional updates at this time. 

7) Traffic Management – Council wanted this included as we continue w/proposed CIP 
projects (roundabouts) and other planning efforts that relate to in-town traffic management, 
as well as Highway 9 infrastructure/CDOT and potential I-70 issues, all under one inclusive 
“umbrella”.  At the April 24th meeting the council will review a resolution that allows the 
Town to enter into an IGA with CDOT for the construction of the roundabout at S. Park 
Avenue and Four O’Clock Road.  Tim Gagen continues to serve on the I-70 Coalition and 
also the High Performance Transportation Enterprise for the state.  

8) Fund Balances – Council wanted to clarify the various discretionary and non-discretionary 
fund balances and ensure clearer understanding and commitment to what those are and how 
they are considered as part of our overall financial health.  This task has been completed 
with the exception of how those fund balances play a role in our CIP process, this will be 
discussed at the Town Council May retreat. 

9) Public Engagement Process -   The Senior Leadership staff is currently meeting and 
outlining the creation of a “Public Engagement Toolkit” for Town government.  Staff is 
identifying opportunities to enhance timely, accurate, and relevant information flow to the 
community, secondly, we are identifying strategies to assist in measuring the potential 
polarity that may exist in the community on items being brought to the council for action.  
Those items we identify that may create higher public conflict could result in increased 
public outreach for feedback.  Staff is hoping to find some time at the May 29th spring 
retreat to discuss this goal further with the Council. 

 
As you can see, many of these items on the list are actively being addressed at this time.  Over the 
next two months there will be several opportunities for updates to the Council for the majority of 
these topics.  Staff will be available at the work session to expand upon or highlight any item on the 
list if desired.  
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MEMORANDUM 
To:  Mayor & Town Council  
From:   Tim Gagen, Town Manager 
Date:  April 17, 2012 
Subject: Peak 6 MOU 

 

 
In our continuing effort to acquaint the new council with key agreements the Town has 
approved, we have attached the Peak 6 MOU.  
 
This MOU had its start during 2008/2009 when the Ski Area proposed submitting their 
application to the Forest Service for the expansion of the ski resort onto Peak 6. Then 
COO Lucy Kay recognized that the Town and County had potential issues with the 
expansion beyond the normal environmental review that the Forest Service performs. 
These issues were referred to as the social impacts of the expansion. In response, the 
Ski Area formed a Social Issues Task Force and invited the Town and County to 
participate. This task force submitted their findings to the Town and County after 
extensive public meetings in July, 2009. The Town Council and Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) then took these findings and working with the Ski Area 
developed the attached MOU that was finally adopted in July, 2011 and signed by all 
parties. 
 
The key provisions in the MOU include: 
 

1. A commitment by the Ski Area to not do any development on or at the base of 
Peak 6. 

2. A commitment to not propose any further expansion of the Ski terrain beyond 
Peak 6. 

3. To provide employee housing for new employees generation by the expansion. 
4. Work with the County to address impacts to the social service organization 

created by BSR employees and maintain its continued support of non-profits in 
the County. 

5. Work with the Town on transportation and parking issues including participating 
in the transit consolidation study and as part of the Gondola Lot development 
business plan. 

 
In addition to this MOU, the Town Council and BOCC did submit comments to the 
Forest Service regarding the proposed expansion. All parties are now awaiting a final 
decision from the Forest Service on the proposed expansion. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Town Council 
 
FROM: Scott Reid, Open Space & Trails Manager 
 
DATE: April 17, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Breckenridge Open Space Advisory Commission (BOSAC) Vacancies 
 
 
 
 
Attached please find seven letters of application for BOSAC.  There are three vacancies for terms from 
April of 2012 through March of 2014.  The terms that are up are Dennis Kuhn, Devon O’Neal and Scott 
Yule.  Devon and Scott are reapplying, and we also have applications from Eric Buck, Rick Hague, 
Chris Tennal, Jeffrey Bergeron and Alexis Bohlander. 
 
Suggested interview questions and a ballot have been included in a separate email to the Town Council. 
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