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BRECKENRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL WORK SESSION
Tuesday, October 22, 2013; 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.

3:00-3:15pm | PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS 2
3:15-3:30pm 1 LEGISLATIVE REVIEW*
Planning Classifications Ordinance 16
Transit Title VI Plan Update Resolution 25
3:30-4:00pm 1 MANAGERS REPORT

Public Projects Update

Housing/Childcare Update

Committee Reports 89
Financials 90
U.S. Forest Service Water Permitting Clause

4:00-5:30pm v OTHER
Old Masonic Hall (Abby Hall) 100
North Main Street Park 109
Median Landscape 114
Art Fairs Continued Discussion 115

5:30-5:45pm \V EXECUTIVE SESSION

6:00-7:15pm VI JOINT MEETING - SUMMIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 119

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.



MEMORANDUM

To: Town Council

From: Peter Grosshuesch, Director of Community Development
Date: October 16,2013

Re: Planning Commission Decisions of the October 15, 2013, Meeting.

DECISIONS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA OF October 15, 2013:

CLASS C APPLICATIONS:

1) Cedars #13 Addition and Remodel (SG) PC#2013088, 505 Village Road, Unit 13

Addition to an existing townhome to create a total of 3 bedrooms (1 new), 3.5 bathrooms (1 new), 1,642
sq. ft. of density and 1,955 sq. ft. of mass. Approved.

2) Wellington Block 4, Lot 1A New Detached Garage (SG) PC#2013089, 57 Midnight Sun

Construct a new, 484 sq. ft. detached 2-car garage and parking pad. Approved.

CLASS B APPLICATIONS:

1) Peak 8 Infiltration Gallery PMA Variance (JP) PC#2013084, 1627 Ski Hill Road

Construct and maintain a groundwater infiltration gallery within the Cucumber Gulch Preserve PMA in
association with the approved Breckenridge Grand Vacations Lodge on Peak 8 Development Permit.
Approved.

CLASS A APPLICATIONS:
None.

TOWN PROJECT HEARINGS:

1) Pence Miller Village (MGT) PC#2013087, 837 & 841 Airport Road

Construction of an 81-unit affordable rental complex designed with two buildings. Advice and
recommendations on Development Code policies- Application does not comply with Policy Section 9-1-
19-3A Density/Intensity as the density applied is not from a contiguous parcel as previously reviewed by
Town Council. Negative twenty (-20) points under 6/R Building Height; Positive one (+1) point under
15/R Refuse; Positive two (+2) points under 18/R Parking; Positive two (+2) points under Policy 22/R
Landscaping; Positive ten (+10) points under 24/R Social Community; Positive four (+4) points under
25/R Transit; Positive four (+4) points under 26/R Infrastructure. This results in the application failing an
absolute policy and passing a point analysis with positive three (+3) points.
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm

ROLL CALL
Kate Christopher Jim Lamb Eric Mamula
Trip Butler Gretchen Dudney Dan Schroder, arrived at 7:11 pm

Dave Pringle, arrived at 7:06 pm
Jennifer McAtamney, Town Council Liaison, Absent

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
No Town Council report this evening as Ms. McAtamney is not present. The amended October 15, 2013
Planning Commission meeting agenda was approved unanimously (5-0).

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
With no changes, the October 1, 2013, Planning Commission Minutes were approved as presented.

CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Cedars #13 Addition and Remodel (SG) PC#2013088, 505 Village Road, Unit 13
2. Wellington Block 4, Lot 1A New Detached Garage (SG) PC#2013089, 57 Midnight Sun

With no requests for call up, the Consent Calendar was approved as presented.

TOWN COUNCIL REPORT:
Ms. McAtamney was not present for the meeting.

COMINED HEARINGS:

1. Peak 8 Infiltration Gallery PMA Variance (JP) PC#2013084, 1627 Ski Hill Road

Ms. Puester presented a proposal to construct and maintain a groundwater infiltration gallery within the
Cucumber Gulch Preserve PMA in association with the approved Breckenridge Grand Vacations Lodge on
Peak 8 Development Permit.

Some alternatives to the construction of the proposed infiltration gallery:

1. Daylight the intercepted groundwater as surface water: This option would capture and divert the
groundwater intercepted by the BGV Lodge on Peak 8 foundation to a surface water channel such as
the 60-inch culvert that drains the Peak 8 watershed. Although this option would cause less ground
disturbance, it would also turn the groundwater, which is critical to fen wetland development, into
surface water. In the long term, this approach would likely contribute to the drying of some of the fen
wetlands in Upper Cucumber Gulch.

2. Construct the infiltration gallery outside of the Cucumber Gulch PMA or in another location: BGV
representatives and Town staff evaluated locations for the infiltration gallery but encountered several
challenges with alternate locations. Locating the infiltration gallery uphill of Ski Hill Road would not
directly benefit the wetlands and would likely prompt structural issues with the road. The Town
Engineer did not support this location for the infiltration gallery. Other locations considered were too
short to provide effective infiltration length needed, or caused greater wetland impacts.

It is the opinion of the Town Engineer and Town’s hydrogeologist that locating the water spreader at the
proposed location would minimize disruption of the natural groundwater flow caused by the building
foundation drains because the water would be replaced into the Cucumber Gulch wetlands immediately
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downhill of the proposed buildings. The Town Engineer is encouraged that the proposed location will also
result in minimal existing vegetation disturbance and further protection of natural ground water recharge.

Staff believes that the proposal meets the criteria (A) of the Relief Procedures section as the Town Engineer
and the Town’s consultant (URS) have collaborated on the proposed design, and have agreed that the
proposed plan is the most appropriate course of action for the health of the wetlands in the upper Cucumber
Gulch. Also, under subsection (i) the granting of the variance will not result in substantial degradation of the
natural and wildlife features and the granting of the variance will not nullify the intent and purpose of the
Cucumber Gulch regulation. The consultant suggested some conditions of approval which have been included
in the Findings and Conditions in the packet.

The granting of a variance from the prohibitions of Section 8.4 will in no way relieve the applicant, BGV
from complying with all of the Development Standards and Best Management Practices provided for in
Sections 11 and 12 of the PMA regulations. Engineering staff will comfirm BMPs are in place prior to any
site work starting.

Staff found that the proposal meets the requirements for a variance from the Preventive Management Area of
the Cucumber Gulch Overlay Protection District, and recommended that the Planning Commission approve
the Breckenridge Grand Vacations Lodge on Peak 8 Cucumber Gulch Variance from the PMA Regulations,
PC#2013084, along with the presented Findings and Conditions.

Commissioner Questions / Comments:

Mr. Mamula Condition # 9 binds in perpetuity the owners, but after awhile BGV will no longer own the
project and it will go to the HOA. Is Tim Berry satisfied that it is legally binding enough
when it is turned over to the HOA? Does he think that the people who are there will pay
attention to maintaining the infiltration unit?

Ms. Puester: Staff had this concern too. There will be a condition put in place per condition #9 that will
bind BGV and the future owners which Tim Berry worked on. They also have to meet the
intent of performance over the long term as well. We crafted a condition that the town
attorney will develop the covenant outlining the expectations. Tim understands this is the
intent as well. The Gulch is constantly monitored and it will trigger a review if the ground
water level is unusually off, and we can catch it then as well.

Mr. Rob Millisor, BGV Owner/Applicant:I don’t have a whole lot to say except that we’ve been working the
past 2-3 months with town and engineer and we believe this is the best for everyone. We
want to minimize impacts as much as possible. The gulch is the crown jewel of the
community and we will do whatever we can to mitigate any disturbance.

Ms. Dudney opened the hearing to public comment. There was no public comment and the hearing was
closed.

Mr. Schroder: We’ve been out for several site visits and looked at the runoff and this plan looks to
remediate the issues.

Mr. Pringle: I was concerned about long term monitoring and maintenance and I suppose the covenant
you write will be strong enough to hold 10-20 years from now. Condition #8 will allow for
us to find another solution if this doesn’t work. My concern is that the groundwater gets
into at the system at roughly the same rate as it would have normally.

Mr. Lamb: If Tim Berry is comfortable with the language then I'm good. I think this is good.

Ms. Dudney: I’m good with it

Ms. Christopher: I’'m good with it
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Mr. Butler: I’'m good with it

Mr. Mamula:  Is this imminent; to be done right away? (Mr. Millisor: Yes, as soon as Town Council
approves it hopefully on Oct 22.) I want to make sure that it gets done soon, because it is the
right thing to do and I don’t want it to get value engineered down the road if it is supposed to
be done much later.

Mr. Pringle: Is this eligible for negative points under 7R site disturbance? (Ms. Puester: It is a variance to
PMA. Not much site disturbance will occur in comparison to other projects that receive
negative points. It will also have the BMPs that will be in place, it won’t be too impactful as

designed.
Mr. Pringle: I’m good.
Mr. Dudney: If an applicant makes a modification to the design, they can’t just modify it without coming

back to the Town Council or the Planning Commission right? (Ms. Puester: If there are any
significant changes which are proposed, it would go back under review. The town’s
hydrogeologist as well as engineering, open space staff and the BGV hydrogeologist is fine
with this as designed, so if there is a significant change it would come back.)

Mr. Schroder made a motion to approve the Peak 8 Infiltration Gallery PMA Variance, PC#2013084, 1627
Ski Hill Road, with the presented findings and conditions. Ms. Christopher seconded, and the motion was
carried unanimously (7-0).

TOWN PROJECT HEARINGS:

1) Pence Miller Village (MGT) PC#2013087, 837 & 841 Airport Road

Mr. Thompson presented a proposal for an 81-unit, affordable rental apartment project. The project consists
of two buildings with a majority of parking under the buildings. Each building consists of studio, 1 bedroom,
and 2 bedroom units. The west building also contains one 3 bedroom unit and a leasing office. The trash
collection for each building is by way of one trash chute and one recycle chute that are collected in the garage
level.

Each parking garage contains 39 parking spaces and 39 storage lockers for tenants. The buildings are
proposed nearly parallel to Airport Road on the site with one building closer to Airport Road and one further
up the hill at the back of the site. The project style is typical mountain architecture incorporating stone veneer,
board and battens siding and lap siding with heavy timber accents. The Town of Breckenridge owns the land
for the proposed attainable housing project; hence this is being processed as a Town Project.

Changes From the Previous Submittal

e Height: An entire story from both Building 1 and Building 2 have been removed, which reduced their
overall height by 8.5’. (From their original design the buildings have been reduced in height by 21°- 3
%) The applicant has since proposed a height that is just below 50’ submitted just today-different from
packet.

e (Garages: The entries have been reconfigured so both enter from the side of the buildings, instead of the
front of Building 2.

o Elevations: The elevations have been reconfigured and some positive changes have been made to the roof
lines in response to the need to break them up more.

e Density: There has been a reduction in total density from 65,142 sq. ft. down to 61,055 sq. ft. (Density
reduced from 92,242 sq. ft. from first submittal).

e Number of units from 96 to now down to 81.

Point Analysis (Section: 9-1-17-3): Staff believes the proposal warrants the following points: Policy 24/R
Employee Housing positive ten (+10) points, Policy 18/R Parking positive two (+2) points, Policy 22/R
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Landscaping (+4) points staff believes this does provide above average landscaping for the community,
beyond the minimum requirements, Policy 15/R Refuse positive one (+1) for placing the trash dumpster
inside of a principal structure screened from public view, Policy 25/R Transit positive four (+4) points for a
bus pull out with shelter for waiting guest, Policy 26/A &R Infrastructure positive four (+4) for installation of
a sidewalk to the bus stop paralleling Airport Road, and installation of street lights, and negative ten points
(-10) under Policy 6/R as the building height is more than one story over the land use guidelines
recommendation, but are no more than one and (1) stories over the land use guidelines recommendation; for a
total passing point analysis of positive fifteen (+15) points (revised based on new height proposed).

Policy 3A: Density is proposed at half of allowed density. Two parcels north of and south of Claimjumper
Condos have been combined for the purposes of the density calculation even though they are not contiguous
(separated by 11.53”) per Council direction. The density would be permanently stripped from the north
parcel where the conservation values are higher than the south parcel.

Applicant is retaining trees east of Building 1 between the building and Airport Road to meet the condition in
Land Use District 9.2 to go from a two to three story land use district. Per LUD 9.2: “Buildings in excess of
two stories are discouraged. Buildings of three stories may be acceptable only if situated in such a way that
the hill to the west provides an appropriate backdrop, and sufficient trees are left to the east to provide
adequate screening.”

Snow removal plan did have some problems, push down into the detention pond, but staff believes need to
lose two parking spaces to allow for snow to realistically pushed in there. Applicant does have the necessary
25% for snow storage. Parking requirement would still be met even with two spots removed.

Emergency access gate near Pinewood. Internal access, there is a single track trail that will lead to
Claimjumper and allow for travel to the bus stop.

Received comments today from the County. This site is adjacent to SC Govt. property. Matt Thompson
handed them out. Concerns raised are that other than the single track trail there are no pedestrian connections
coming out of building to existing sidewalks. Also, had concerns that three of the units did not have storage
in the underground garage. Applicant agreed in writing to staff that they would add those pedestrian
sidewalks and three more storage units so every unit has a designated storage area.

Received 15 e-mails, also received 4 more since staff deadline, Mr. Thompson passed these out
Findings and conditions from the Town Attorney and are shown in tracked changes.

Drainage and detention pond met town codes.

Did the Planning Commission agree that the buildings are situated in such a way that the hill to the west
provides an appropriate backdrop, and sufficient trees are left to the east to provide adequate screening as
described in LUD 9.2?

This is a Town Project pursuant to the recently adopted ordinance amending the Town Projects Process
(Council Bill No. 1, Series 2013), effective April 12, 2013. As a result, the Planning Commission is asked to
identify any code issues they may have with this application. In addition, the Commission is asked to give
advice and recommendations to the Town Council.

Staff has identified that the only policy that this application does not comply with is Policy 3A/3R
Density/Intensity due to the lots not being contiguous.
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As the proposal has a positive point analysis the Planning Department recommends the Planning Commission
support approval of Pence Miller Village, PC#2013087 with the presented findings.

Questions

Mr. Schroder: If we approved, how are things like drainage that aren’t yet addressed, how will they be
worked out?

Mr. Thompson: I feel comfortable that the town’s engineers and the applicants engineer will work out the
final details on the drainage. The plan is to bring all the drainage from the site into a detention pond near the
front of the project and then slowly release into a ditch along Airport Road, which will lead to the Cucumber
Creek drainage.

Ms. Dudney: Addressing the letters. Want to confirm that there is a sidewalk and bus stop on the west side
of road? (Christopher and Butler also were concerned about this) (Mr. Thompson: Yes there will be a
sidewalk, bus pull out, and bus shelter on the west side of Airport Road at the proposed Pence Miller Village.
The big thing for transit is the need for an appropriate pull-out so the transportation department was in favor
of this new stop. The standard is that there should be a bus stop every 800-1200° along a street with
significant riders, especially because this project would be adding riders at this location.)

Mr. Lamb: In that area you have one across the street from the recreation center entrance and one at
Pinewood, would this be combined. (Mr. Thompson — No not combined, this would be an additional stop.)
Ms. Dudney: ~ What if 1 disagree with the interpretation of the base height being 2 stories instead of 3?
The project would still be approved, but with negative 15 points. (Mr. Thompson: If the Commission
considered this to be a two story land use district the proposal would warrant negative twenty (-20) points.)
Ms. Dudney: Parcel 1 as 8.979 and parcel 2 at 6.79 acres? (Mr. Thompson: The Claimjumper land
exchange was reviewed.When the land trade happened, the town decided to be consistent with land use
district 9.2 and LUD 1. When the slope becomes very steep LUD 9.2 ends and LUD 1 begins. For LUD
9.2 we are not using land that is so steep that it is in LUD 1.)

Ms. Dudney: Question, above average points on landscaping is minimum of 10’ for evergreens. (Mr.
Thompson: Felt that the 12’ trees off set having some of the 8’ trees, and it is good to have some of the trees
be of the larger sizes.)

Mr. Butler: Connectivity question, is it unusual to transfer density from the big plot to the little plot?
Mr. Thompson: I have never worked on a project that had the connectivity issue.
Mr. Butler: It is not a deal breaker, because this is a Town Project process.

Mr. Grosshuesch: The bigger parcel is a better candidate for open space and has best conservation values.
(Mr. Thompson pointed out the larger parcel and the connectivity gap of 11.5” for the commissioners and the
audience to help clarify.)

Mr. Butler:  Question on the elevation drawing, the conversion is a sticking point, between stories and feet.
If you look at the subfloors called out on the elevation that looks like 4 or 5 stories. Stories architecturally
don’t necessarily mean they are real on the inside. (Ms. Puester: The first 2 stories are 13’ each, every story
above that is 12°. This is the height conversion in the code. And 6’ for half stories, In a multi-family
development you are calculating stories to the median of the roof, halfway up that roofline and measure
straight down to get building height.)

Ms. Christopher: On the height, is it -10 points based on the 3 story assumption baseline? (Mr. Thompson:
Yes) Explain why it is off of 3 story not 2. (Mr. Thompson: Read the language on height LUD 9.2: “Buildings
in excess of two stories are discouraged. Buildings of three stories may be acceptable only if situated in
such a way that the hill to the west provides an appropriate backdrop, and sufficient trees are left to the east
to provide adequate screening.”

(Mr. Thompson: We believe that it meets the condition to go to 3 stories. Code allows any applicant take
any warranted negative points, but they cannot go over two stories over the land use guidelines
recommendation, or they fail the absolute policy.)

Ms. Christopher:  Still positive point analysis if the baseline is a 2 story assumption as I would propose. It
would be negative -20 points but I feel this is better than going with a 3 story baseline.
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Mr. Mamula: Explain how this has become a town project? I don’t understand how a for-profit company
is now allowed to use the Town Project process.

(Julia Puester: It is town land and is attainable housing. This ordinance was amended about a year ago.)
Mr. Mamula: This is a complete waste of this body’s time if the Council is going to do this anyway.
Frustrated with this process and disagree that it’s a town project.

Applicant Presentation:

Mr. Robert Miller from (PBA Studio) Paul Bergner Architect, 1575 Gilpin Street, Denver: Mr. Thompson did
a good job of the overview of site and plans. Mr. Miller wants to go over how feedback has been received in
the planning process. Miller showed graphical renderings. In July 2012, showed concepts for the project,
that included structured parking, originally proposed as Pinewood Village 2. At that time we showed a
basement parking garage at grade on Airport road and then it got buried behind and 4 habitable floors above.
As we heard feedback about the scale, massing and height concerns, we looked at different options.
Lowering roof, habitable living in the roof, differences from front building and back building. As feedback
and concerns continued we stepped it back again and looked at 2 story roofline along the front and building
into the roof, 3 story elements and a dichotomy between the two buildings. But more feedback showed that
the dichotomy between the 2 buildings is not what the town or neighbors wanted. Now both buildings are
the exact same height and design. We really tried and succeeded in getting this below a 50° height building.

It is a buried parking garage for the most part, then we have 2 stories of habitable floors on one part, and 3
story habitable element in the middle of the building, with 2 story eave line and then a 3 story eave line. We
are not providing a 4™ floor of habitable living. We feel like we’ve responded to critiques on height,
massing and scale and feel like it is compatible to the 9.2 district. Most of the housing along Airport Road is
3 stories because it is down sloping. This is similar in nature, but is pulled together so that we can provide
structured parking. And the site area is more compact.

Mr. Miller showed original site plan and showed how much they responded to concerns previously raised and
how it has re-oriented to save trees, comply with easements, improved landscaping and visuals along
Claimjumper.

Mr. Casey, 1031 Boreas Pass Road, resident Town of Breckenridge, Applicant. Needs Assessment by Reese
Consulting said that the demand for workforce housing far exceeds the supply. This is a town project,
because Pinewood and this project reverts back to the town after 65 years. There are rent payments on the
lease when there is appropriate cash flow. In this particular location, if we look at the available sites left in
our community in proximity to amenities, it is a unique site and that is why the town went after it and that is
why we were asked to create a product. Also, the building will have an elevator and will beaccessible to
anyone in the community. We are able to accommodate 81 storage units for residents toys and will install
pedestrian walkways from the buildings to the sidewalk along Airport Road. We’ve addressed most Summit
County Planning Department’s, the Planning Commission and neighbor’s concerns.

Ms. Christopher: Asked about the length of the middle ridge line, looks more than 50°?

Mr. Miller: We are 52°, but we will modify the design to get to less than 50’ in length.

Mr. Butler:  Will you have handicap accessible units on ground floor?

Mr. Miller:  All units will be type B, baseline accessibility, doorways will be big enough, the building code
requires to be type A units so we will comply with all of these. We’ve found historically that the percentage
of renters meet this code requirement.  There is an elevator so all units may be accessable.

Mr. Pringle:  Were you able to address concerns for more sidewalks?

Mr. Miller:  We fully commit to provide sidewalks to Airport Road, we also have 81 storage units.

Mr. Pringle: Did not comply with 3A with density — can you explain. (Mr. Thompson: Took this
proposal to the Council and they comfortable with combining the two parcels for the purpose of the density
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and mass calculations. Since it doesn’t meet 3A, 3 R doesn’t apply for this Town Project. Wanted to point
out density is from 2 parcels. Calculated all density numbers off of that.)

Mr. Pringle:  Shouldn’t we say that it doesn’t meet 3A?

Mr. Grosshuesch: That is what we intend to do.

(Ms. Puester:  Findings #6, you will see this is outlined how it does not comply with the density / intensity
this is highlighted in the findings and report.)

Mr. Pringle: We are looking at this as carefully as we can but we have to look at what the council has
presented as well.

Ms. Dudney opened the hearing to public comment.

Ms Carol Rockne: Owns 4 units across the street and long-term rents them. My son lives in one of my units.
I have a great deal of respect for planning staff and commission, I’ve lived here since 1963 when we didn’t
have a commission and we got some big things built by people that we didn’t want. This doesn’t fit in the
neighborhood. It is ironic that we’ve gone full circle. The planning commission and staff have saved this
town, but now we are full circle that this piece of land that is untouched and the town is building something
that is too big. The planning staff has been compromised by the town mayor and the town manager, I don’t
blame the developers. I don’t forgive the town leaders. I didn’t know that when they passed the town
projects ordinance that they can do whatever they want to do. Big government is making their own rules.
We have over 300 low income people living here. 1 know things are expensive, I don’t see businesses going
out of business because they can’t find employees or that they are even paying people more. District 9.2 is
10 units per acre, more than 2 stories are discouraged. This is a 2 story district. Every project in 9.2 has
met this. Previous projects in this area have met this. The points should be -20. Left old staff report for
the commissioners. They have an upper blue density transfer, so now they have put that on this. You
cannot take density from one parcel and put on another unless it fits. Can’t put 8 acres of density and mass
and put it on 3 acres and make it fit. The open space including detention plan is 85% of the site, the building
and hard surface is only 15% but if you look at the picture this is not true. Setbacks should not have anything
more than can fit on the parcel. The ordinance, there should be on the ballot to appeal this ordinance, the
town council should be separate from the planning commission. Employee housing positive points was
indented to encourage others to build, not the town. Landscaping, 4 positive points is what Kingdom park
got, 41 spruce, 110 aspen, 126 shrubs, meandering berm and sidewalk and save 44 mature trees we got 4
positive points. Corum has proposed 27 Colorado spruce trees (8°’-12’), 22 Engelmann spruce trees (8’-10),
and 7 aspen trees (3” minimum caliper). Pinewood put in landscaping and they got zero points and they put
in twice as much landscaping as they did. The planning staff has been compromised because they’ve been
told what to do. No surface drainage plan and they are doing a surface detention pond, looks like Mountain
Thunder Lodge but is not in district 9.2 but it is in district 2.1 where the height fits. The detention pond will
be filled with every rain, should all be going into a storm sewer not a detention pond. This is a residential
district not a mixed use district, the lease office doesn’t belong on this land.

Mr. Jeremy Worsester 1001 Riverstone Dr Parker, CO. I oppose the size of the building going on that size
of lot and it will put our Unit 16 of Claimjumper in the shade. Left 2 copies of his concerns for the
commissioners.

Mr. John Yelnick, Claimjumper 6 and 13. Do we have a volumetric of the amount of soil removed for the
project? I understand that this will be approved by city council regardless of the Planning Commission
recommendation tonight. This was federal property transferred to Breckenridge, it has an historical
designation and did not show up in the transfer. It also has prescriptions, the Claimjumper has not given
consent and the Town took these from the Claimjumper over a decade ago. These two parcels are both super
fund sites and the arsenic and heavy metals will be a great concern to the EPA for remediation. We should
be concerned about the dust and give notice to the residents living here. [’m sure that this is subject to

-10-
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federal jurisdiction and this has not been addressed. The city manager said he would address the
Claimjumper concerns at our HOA meeting and he has not. Policy 3A/ 3 R concerns — I have been a
professor of law for thirty years and I’ve never seen this done. The drainage down the side the building and
is going to pool on the Claimjumper property. Never seen a proposal where storm water is not addressed.
This information was not given to the public nor the planning commission in the packet.

Mr. Perry Keller Claimjumper 34. I’m not sure what is being proposed. There are internal inconsistencies
with real time changes just being introduced at this meeting. The comments about the two parcels being
connected versus what is actually being built on. The density is either 130-150% of what is allowed. I’ve
heard mention of 8-12° trees that look more like 5’ trees from the renderings. The last piece of land being
close to Rec Center, City market and library and it seems to me that it does not look like it is incredibly over
built. The master plan talks about mixed use and this doesn’t seem consistent. The facade of the claim
jumper facing these properties is 3 stories, but the roof ends at the top of the 3™ floor, if something was
similar that would take off 20°. The profiles between two properties are completely different. The garage
does not appear to be mostly below grade, but the garage does not add to the appearance, maybe better to be
completely below grade.

Mr. Rick Gleason, Overton Law Firm, speaking for Lacy Brewer, owner of unit 3 at Claimjumper. Why is
this scale the minimum that would be acceptable? Clearly the height is way out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhood. Agree completely with starting at the baseline of being 2 stories. The EPA
question, I saw information about this being a superfund site and with all of this dirt moved, what steps will
be taken to notify everyone. Final comment, the note for town to disregard the various standards that are
used for every other project in town. I don’t think the planning commission should go along lightly. It is
not acceptable.

Mr. Frank Steen, 832 Airport Road, Town of Breckenridge. I’m appalled at how the point system is being
used and pushed through. Too much height and density.

Ms. Barb Schaffer, 832 Kingdom Park. I don’t know if you are familiar with the neighborhood, but the
amount of density is too dense. If you cut the number of units in half it would be ok. Three quarters of
residents in Kingdom Park don’t live there year round and we have problems already with overcrowding with
parking and noise problems. It is too much for us as a community. I have no problem with employee
housing, reality is that when one person lives there are really 3 people living there. If we don’t diversify that
all the employees are living there with all of the marijuana shops and a school we are going to have a lot more
issues to deal with in 5-10 years. I don’t know the town code, I do know that people can manipulate points
to get what they want. But please listen to the people here tonight and make the points work. Kingdom
Park did not receive notice, so not sure if other neighborhoods didn’t also.

Ms. Robin Reade, owner in Claimjumper, also part of home owner’s board. 1 want to echo what others have
said and I agree with them. In addition, my condo is #5 and my deck is facing the proposed development
and back bedrooms of these units are close to the density. The elevations don’t compare how the back deck
from Claimjumper and views and sun light with the proposed buildings will block all of this. Robin showed
a drawing of how the proposed would appear to be a whole other story than the Claimjumper. An extreme
difference in elevation. The sunshine, view, landscaping will screen out the whole view.

Ms. Phyllis Emrich #33 Claimjumper. We all realize that property values will plummet, because parking lot
right next door and density. If it was your place that you have lived in for a long time that you plan to retire
too, it won’t be good 5 years down the road when you have 5-6 people living there because they don’t follow
the rules. We have been gracious to work with the mobile home park. No one is against employee
housing, but this is a monstrosity.
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There was no further public comment, and the hearing was closed.

Commissioner Questions / Comments:

Mr. Mamula:

Ms. Puester:

Mr. Mamula:
Mr. Tim Casey:
Mr. Mamula:

Ms. Christopher:

Mr. Butler:

Ms. Dudney:

The way that the ordinance reads, I don’t understand how this becomes a town project when
it is being built and funded by an outside business.
Read a section of 9-14-1 to the Planning Commission: b) the planning, design, construction,
erection, repair, maintenance, replacement, relocation, or improvement of any building,
structure, facility, excavation or any other project or work of any kind undertaken with the
consent of the town council on town owned real property by a nonprofit entity or the
planning, design, construction, erection, repair, maintenance, replacement, relocation or
improvement of an attainable work force housing project on town owned, leased, or
controlled real property, regardless of whether the attainable work force housing project
will be operated by the town or some other person.
It says construction by a non-profit entity. Tim Casey are you a non-profit?

We are not a non-profit.
There is very little planning commission experience on the Town Council and what we say
may not even work. I believe that rental affordable housing is a desperate need, however I
don’t think we can look at this project any differently just because it is employee housing.
I think we need to look at it like a Mountain Thunder Lodge. If Council just wants a
reference that it meets the rules. 1 do not think the reading of 9.2 says 2 story district with
possibility of 3, our code is very straight forward, it is 2 full stories, so 20 negative points.
I made a lot of comments that 9.2 is not the district for a building of this size.
Density issue: [’m sure there are other calculations that the town could do where there is
other property to make this land use density work. The Town would have treated you as a
private developer by counting the entire bulk of the property.
Landscaping: I argue the landscaping points and recognize Carol’s point.
Pinewood did an exemplary job, one of the best in landlord/ tenant relations. I don’t think
Corum will run it improperly, but I don’t think that this is the right size for this. I don’t think
this passes the point analysis for me.

We expect private homeowners to give us exact uses, without changes so this feels because
this is town project, it feels like it needs to come back with all of the changes. All of the
changes are in our packet and I don’t feel like I can approve this.

Drainage: Needs to be addressed, Internal Circulation: Not in packet, Height is not in our
packet, Ridgeline is more than 50° in length, landscaping and possibly additional berming
for neighbors so that headlights don’t shine.

2-story baseline with negative 20 points. [ have a problem with no points for 3A/3R just
because it is a town project, density addded. We need to show all the negative points to the
Council even though that is overall negative.

Even with negative 20 points, they have points to spare. I appreciate the efforts they have
made to make it fit. I think the conversion factor is a double edged sword. [ wish it said
that buildings in excess of 26’ are discouraged, buildings at 38’ are acceptable. I’'m glad
that Christopher and Mamula said what they did. It does fit on the site, but I think that the
scale is still pretty scary and the issues that the residents have pointed out make it difficult to
give the Town Council a positive recommendation.

Height: I agree with staff that baseline is 3 stories, if this wasn’t there then there wouldn’t be
language in 9.2 based on hillside and trees, negative 10 points as Mr. Thompson presented in
his staff report. I disagree with landscape points because minimum is a minimum, should
be positive 2 points. Density was decided by town council, they shouldn’t be combining
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two parcels but that parcel is really 8.96 acres but part is in a different district, it can be in
the building area so I’'m divided on this, as it is it doesn’t pass the density category and they
should know that. Drainage and EPA superfund is a big void, I don’t have enough
information on these.

Mr. Lamb: Pretty clearly the audience doesn’t like this project, but our job is to look at the code. This
is coming in % of the density and % the allowed mass allocated to the site and it makes sense
that this is combined between the two parcels. Employee housing is sorely needed in this
community. [ agree that we need more information with regards to height, drainage,
landscaping, but we’ve seen this a couple of times. I think it can be done responsibly.
Pinewood is a tight run operation and I don’t see 8 people living in one apartment.

Mr. Pringle: This applicant is not the bad guy. They build good projects, Pinewood had the same
objections initially but it is now one of the best run affordable housing projects we have.
On one hand I love this project because it is exactly what we need. This is the right project
for the site. Having said all that, I’ve always been uncomfortable when we have to deviate
from the policies and it is in violation of 3A and could not pass an absolute. I think it
should get -20 for being too high. Landscaping should be +2. This is a project that the
Council wants and we’ve discussed for well over a year. I understand that it is a nice
vacant lot and I don’t know what the Claimjumper residents would like. I am not sure there
is a project that Claimjumper would be happy with. It reminds me of solar panels on the
McCain property, its up and now no one says anything. Any building put here will be
fairly large. I think the project will pass on points and the town council will approve it as
they want to. We need to recognize that the community objects to this and this is important
to the process. These developers only want what’s best for the town too.

Mr. Schroder: 1 feel strongly that we are charged with upholding the code and reviewing code
requirements. There are a lot of things that aren’t in our packet. I can only comment on
what was presented before the meeting. Height — the mass density I agree that we are not
meeting the threshold, I would be in support of -20 points, Not sure about sufficient
screening to the east, hill is dramatic, but east is not. This would still pass a point analysis
and I would support the rest of what was presented. This is a public meeting and no one
came in support of this project. 1 feel uncomfortable with public feedback and then
submitting the passing point analysis, but the human side needs to be presented to Council as
well.

Mr. Pringle makes a motion to change on policy 6R from -10 to -20 points because it is two stories over than
over that allowed in LUD 9.2: Mamula seconded.

Mr. Butler: yes
Ms. Christopher: yes
Ms. Dudney:  no

Mr. Mamula:  yes
Mr. Pringle: yes
Mr. Schroder:  yes
Mr. Lamb: no

Motion passes.

Mr. Pringle makes a motion to change the points analysis on Policy 22/R from plus 4 to plus 2 on
landscaping, Ms. Christopher seconded.

Mr. Lamb: no
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Mr. Mamula:  yes
Ms. Dudney:  yes
Ms. Christopher: yes
Mr. Mamul: yes
Mr. Pringle: yes
Mr. Schroder:  yes

Motion passes.

Mr. Mamula: ~ We don’t have full information because this is a town project. Under a normal project we
would tell them to come back. This is a half-baked plan that we are proposing to send on

to Council.
Ms. Dudney: Let’s look at density and then make other motions.
Mr. Mamula: I don’t think we can make comments on the EPA because this is not a planning code issue.
Mr. Lamb: I thought the remediation was done before town bought it.
Ms. Dudney: It could be site and design, I think it would be helpful to make motions on the notes of the
items.
Mr. Lamb: It is tough to vote on something that we don’t have all the information on

Mr. Pringle moves that on page 48 on the packet that this project is not compliant with 3A to change point
analysis to say that 3A does not comply because the parcels are not contiguous, Seconded by Ms. Christopher.
Mr. Pringle: yes

Mr. Lamb: no

Mr. Butler: yes

Ms. Dudney:  yes

Mr. Mamula:  yes, I don’t know but I want council to see this.

Mr. Schroder:  no

Ms. Dudney: The Council can make the decision that the 11° gap doesn’t matter but at least they know that
we don’t think this is compliant.

Mr. Pringle: Can we point out to them that we would like more information on drainage?
Commission agreed that it is just in the minutes.

Mr. Schroder: We are asked to make recommendations on these policies? Any other point analysis issues to
bring up to town council?

Commission thanked all who showed up.

Mr. Pringle made a motion to approve the point analysis as amended for the Pence Miller Village,
PC#2013087, 837 & 841 Airport Road. Ms. Christopher seconded, and the motion was carried unanimously
(7-0). Point analysis of + 23 points total and -20 points, results in a point analysis of positive three (+3)
points, and a failing of absolute policy 3A.

Re-opened meeting after a 5 minute break 9:45pm

OTHER MATTERS:

Ms. Puester stated it was time for the annual election of Chair and Vice Chair, to serve from November 1,
2-13, until October 31, 2014.
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Mr. Pringle nominated Mr. Lamb for Chair as he has been Vice Chair and been doing a good job filling in.
Nomination was carried unanimously (7-0).

Mr. Pringle nominated Ms. Christopher as Vice-Chair of the Planning Commission. Nomination was carried
unanimously (7-0).

Planning Commission retreat on Friday 10/25 meet at 9:00am at Town Hall.
Today is the day which the disposable bag fee became effective day so in commemoration, Ms. Puester
handed out reusable Breckenridge bags to the Commission. Mr. Grosshuesch asked if there are any bag

questions and gave an overview of the program details.

Mr. Schroder asked about vegetable bags being used (Mr. Truckey: Those are still allowed and encouraged to
separate meats and vegetables from other groceries.)

Mr. Truckey: These bags are for sale for 99 cents, in 25-30 stores, Welcome Center is selling them.
Dave Pringle thanked Gretchen Dudney for being Chair the last year.

ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 9:51 p.m.

Gretchen Dudney, Chair
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Town Council

FROM: Julia Puester, AICP, Senior Planner

DATE: October 16, 2013 for meeting of October 22, 2013

SUBJECT: Classification of Development-1* Reading

Staff has recently reviewed the Development Classification definitions within the Development Code
and identified modifications that could assist with efficiencies and clean up issues within the
development review process. At their September 17 worksession the Planning Commission was
supportive of the changes and recommended that staff proceed to the Town Council with the changes.

Staff reviewed the proposed changes to the Development Classifications with the Town Council at
their October 8 worksession and received direction to proceed to first reading.

The main changes proposed in this ordinance include:

e Adding a new “Wireless towers and antennas” development under Class A applications.
Staff believes that a more stringent review process is warranted to address potential issues such
as land use, visibility and location, all of which have presented concerns in past applications.
Staff has begun researching how other jurisdictions have addressed wireless towers and
antennas in their regulations and intends to come back before the Council with a proposed
review process for these facilities at a future worksession.

o Reclassify “Vendor Carts, Small” development from a Class B to a Class C with the
stipulation that public notice is still required in accordance with the Class B development
permit application guidelines. This will allow for notice to adjacent property owners and
posting of the property.

e Adding “seasonal” structures into the Class C development temporary structures language
which are currently not accommodated by the Code (i.e. ski locker building). This will require
a future modification to Policy 9-1-36 A Temporary Structures.

o Reclassify “Single-family, duplex structure or major remodel outside of the conservation” to a
Class D development unless negative points are warranted or there is no platted building or

www.townofbreckenridge. com
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disturbance envelope. These Class D Permits, which are not reviewed by the Planning
Commission, will be discussed and evaluated after a year under the new classification system
by staff and the Planning Commission. Staff will also keep the Commission updated monthly
regarding permits recently reviewed and approved by staff. (Note that application fees would
remain the same as fees currently charged.)

Adding a new “Master Sign Plan Modification” development Class D application. This will
allow for older Master Sign Plans to be updated without a huge cost.

Adding “modification to unit floor plan” of an employee housing unit to be a Class D
development application. This would allow staff to have a formal check on any changes to
employee housing units to identify any potential issues such as change in floor plan (unit size,
kitchen, number of bedrooms, etc) which may affect the quality of the unit.

Strike existing wording in Minor Remodel definition: Additional residential square footage of

ten percent (10%) or less of the existing structure's square footage and—wo—change—to—the

exterior—ofthe—struetre. This is a clean up item. Staff is proposing to remove the conflicting
language addressing the “and no change to the exterior of the structure” (as any addition would

cause a change to the exterior of the structure).

Staff and the Town Attorney will be available to answer questions about this ordinance
during the meeting on Tuesday.
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DRAFT October 10, 2013 DRAFT

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

COUNCIL BILL NO. 41
Series 2013
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1 OF TITLE 9 OF THE BRECKENRIDGE

TOWN CODE, KNOWN AS THE “BRECKENRIDGE DEVELOPMENT CODE,”
CONCERNING THE CLASSIFICATION OF “DEVELOPMENT”

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

Section 1. The definition of “Class A Development” in Section 9-1-5 of the
Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as follows:

CLASS A DEVELOPMENT: Any development which includes any of the following
activities or elements:

A. Residential uses which include three (3) units or
more.

B. Lodging and hotel uses.

C. Any site work or landscaping which is in excess of
two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) in value,
to include ski lifts and parking lots.

D. Commercial and industrial uses, additions and
remodels thereto which are one thousand (1,000)
square feet in size or greater.

E. Approval of a master plan on a site five (5) acres or
more in size.

F. Major amendment to a master plan pursuant to
section 9-1-19-39A, "Policy 39 (Absolute) Master
Plan", subsection L, of this chapter.

G. Wireless communication facilities

Section 2. The definition of “Class B Development” in Section 9-1-5 of the
Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as follows:

CLASS B DEVELOPMENT: Any development which includes any of the following

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE

Page 1
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activities or elements:
Class B - Major:

A. New single-family non historic residential within
the historic district or the conservation district.

B. New duplex residential within the historic district
or conservation district.

C. Bed and breakfasts, and boarding houses.

D. Commercial and industrial uses and additions
which are less than one thousand (1,000) square feet in
size_or 10% of the existing square footage (unless
classified as a Class A development).

E. Approval of a master plan on a site of less than five
(5) acres.

F. Demolition or moving of a landmark or historic
structure (including any portion of the structure).

Class B - Minor:

A. New or major remodel' of any historic residential
structure within the historic district or the conservation
district.

B. Change of use within a residential district.

C. Site work, landscaping, grading, and utility
installations on steep slopes (greater than 15 percent)
or within environmentally sensitive areas.

D. Operation of a home childcare business.

E. Vendor carts, Large (arge-vendorearts-and-smal
vendor-earts)—Beeause-a-small-vendoreart
.\ . ’

].f. ETE i 1313]

. . 1 7[%
pe Lieation fee. e
F. Application for exempt large vendor cart
designation.

Class B development is divided into major and minor
categories for purposes of payment of application fees”
only. The procedures set forth in the development
code for the processing of class B development permit
applications apply to both major and minor categories.

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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Footnotes:

1. See asterisks following definition of “class D
development.”

2. See chapter 10 of this title.

1 Section 3. The definition of “Class C Development” in Section 9-1-5 of the
2 Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as follows:

CLASS C DEVELOPMENT:

Any development which includes any of the following
activities or elements:

A. Change of use outside of a residential district.

B. Master sign plans.

C. Temporary seasonal structures or uses greater than
three (3) days in duration.

D. Minerremedels-and-Additions to commercial,
office or industrial structures_of less than 10% of the
existing square footage.

E. Matters relating to nonconforming uses.

F. Minor amendment to a master plan pursuant to
section 9-1-19-39A, subsection L, of this chapter.

G. Installation of solar device within the conservation
district.

H. Vendor Carts, Small. A Small Vendor Cart shall

be processed as a Class C development permit with
public notice requirements per a Class B
development permit.

1. Major remodel to residential condominium,
lodging, or hotel structure.

lass O devel L« divided : -

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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1

2 Section 4. The definition of “Class D Development” in Section 9-1-5 of the
3 Breckenridge Town Code is amended to read as follows:

CLASS D DEVELOPMENT:

Any development which includes any of the following
activities and elements:

Class D - Major:

1.New single-family, duplex structure, or major
remodel outside of the historic district, with or
without an accessory apartment, except where the
proposed development either:

a. Warrants the assessment of any negative
points based upon the Director’s preliminary

assessment at the time the application is initially
filed: or

b. Is located on a lot, tract, or parcel
without a platted building or disturbance envelope
outside of the conservation district as defined in

Section 9-1-19 4A (Mass).

A Class D - Major permit application that meets
the conditions described in subsection a or b above,
shall be reclassified as a Class C development
permit application.

Class D - Minor:

A. Banners and sponsor banners (all).

B. Individual signs (all).

C. Demolition or moving of any structure outside of
the historic or conservation district.

D. Demolition of nonhistoric structure within the
historic or conservation district.

E. Fencing (all).

F. Home occupation.

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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G. Minor remodel' of any residential structure.

H. Temporary structures or events of three (3) days or
less in duration.

I. Operation of a chalet house.

J. Any painting of a structure within the historic or
conservation district, except for paint maintenance.
K. Any painting of a structure with a commercial or
lodging use outside of the historic district in land use
districts 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 13, 20, 23, 25, 28, 31, 32, 33, 35
or 39; except for paint maintenance.

L. The painting of a contemporary landmark as
provided in section 9-1-19-5A, "Policy 5 (Absolute)
Architectural Compatibility", subsection A(2), of this
chapter.

M. The placement of a commercial handbill dispenser
outside of a fully enclosed building as provided in
section 11-5-6 of this code.

N. Construction of approved trash dumpster enclosure
or conversion of nonconforming trash dumpster
enclosure to approved trash dumpster enclosure.

O. Placement of public art.

P. Substitution of employee housing unit or
modification to unit floor plan.

Q. Summer seasonal occupancy of employee housing
unit as provided in section 9-1-19-24R, "Policy 24
(Relative) Social Community", subsection A(5), of
this chapter.

R. Placement of a satellite earth station larger than two
meters (2 m) in diameter in land use districts where
industrial or commercial uses are recommended, or
larger than one meter (1 m) in diameter in land use
districts where any other use is recommended.

S. Repealed.

ES. Site work, landscaping, grading, and utility
installations unless done on steep slopes or within
environmentally sensitive areas.

YT. The outdoor display or storage of bicycles as
provided in subsection 9-7-6C of this title.

VU. Any other development described as a class D
development in any town ordinance.

WV. Installation of swimming pool, spa or hot tub.
XW. Seasonal noncommercial greenhouse.

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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¥X. Installation of solar device outside the
conservation district.

ZY. Creation of voluntary defensible space around a
building or structure, or on a parcel of land.

AAZ. Application for a renewable energy mechanical
system under section 9-1-19-4A of this chapter.

AA. Master sign plan modification.

Class D development is divided into major and
minor categories for purposes of payment of
application fees only. The procedures set forth in
the development code for the processing of Class D
development permit applications apply to both
major and minor categories.

*Major remodel - Additional residential square
footage of more than ten percent (10%) of existing
structure square footage and/or change of character to
the exterior of the structure.

*Minor remodel - Additional residential square
footage of ten percent (10%) or less of the existing

structure's square footage and-ne-change-to-the
extertor-of the strueture.

Footnote:
1. See asterisks following this definition

Section 5. The development permit application fees for Class C and Class D applications
shall be as follows: (i) the application fee for a Class C development permit application shall be
$705; (i) the application fee for a Class D — Major development permit application fee shall be
$1,410; and the application fee for a Class D — Minor development permit application fee shall
be $50. These fees shall remain in effect until a resolution modifying these fees is adopted by
the Town Council pursuant to Section 9-10-4 of the Breckenridge Town Code.

Section 6. Except as specifically amended hereby, the Breckenridge Town Code, and the
various secondary codes adopted by reference therein, shall continue in full force and effect.

Section 7. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that this ordinance is
necessary and proper to provide for the safety, preserve the health, promote the prosperity, and
improve the order, comfort and convenience of the Town of Breckenridge and the inhabitants
thereof.

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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Section 8. The Town Council hereby finds, determines and declares that it has the power
to adopt this ordinance pursuant to: (i) the Local Government Land Use Control Enabling Act,
Article 20 of Title 29, C.R.S.; (ii) Part 3 of Article 23 of Title 31, C.R.S. (concerning municipal
zoning powers); (ii1) Section 31-15-103, C.R.S. (concerning municipal police powers); (iv)
Section 31-15-401, C.R.S.(concerning municipal police powers); (v) the authority granted to
home rule municipalities by Article XX of the Colorado Constitution; and (vi) the powers
contained in the Breckenridge Town Charter.

Section 9. This ordinance shall be published as provided by Section 5.9 of the
Breckenridge Town Charter, and shall become effective on January 1, 2014.

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED IN FULL this day of , 2013. A Public Hearing shall be held at the
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge, Colorado on the  day of
_,2013, at 7:30 P.M., or as soon thereafter as possible in the Municipal Building of the
Town.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE, a Colorado
municipal corporation

By

John G. Warner, Mayor

ATTEST:

Helen Cospolich
Town Clerk

500-351\Development Classification Ordinance (10-09-13)

DEVELOPMENT CLASSIFICATION ORDINANCE
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October 13, 2013 — for Council Work Session on October 22, 2013
TO: Breckenridge Town Council

FROM: Maribeth Lewis-Baker and James Phelps

RE: Title VI Plan and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan Updates

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Breckenridge Town Council:

As a recipient of federal financial assistance grant funds, the Free Ride is required by the Federal
Transit Administration to prepare a Title VI Civil Rights Plan and file triennial updates related to
any complaints and how we are providing meaningful access to our Transportation Program for
people with Limited English Proficiency. A Limited English Proficiency Person is one who does
not speak English as their primary language and who has a limited ability to read, speak, write,
or understand English.

In 2009, the Council adopted by Resolution No. 1, a Title VI Program for the Free Ride Transit
System to submit to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). At this time, a triennial update is

now due and we are updating our Plan to conform to some new regulations that were recently
released in the FTA Circular 4702.1B

New in this Circular is the requirement to submit to the FTA some Service Standards to
document that we have sufficient methodology in place to where we are not being discriminatory
in how we assign buses to bus routes, place transit amenities such as bus shelters, benches, and
trash cans, and in our selection process for the spacing between bus stops. These basic Service
Standards for our transit system were previously adopted by the Council in the 2009 Master
Transit Plan.

Due diligence was conducted by staff to determine the potential number of LEP individuals that
are present within the Breckenridge community. We underwent a Four Factor Analyses using
data from the 2010 US Census, American Community Survey, and the Summit School District.
Upon conclusion of the exercise, we determined that we are below a 5% residential population
for LEP individuals.

Pursuant to public involvement requirements set forth by the Federal Transit Administration, the
proposed Title VI and LEP Plans are available for public review and comment. Public Notice
was published in the Summit Daily News on October 19, 2013. The Free Ride shall accept
comments for informational purposes from the public through November 13, 2013. Any public
comments received shall be included with the final submittal to the FTA.

By way of resolution, we are seeking your adoption and approval for the revised Title VI Plan,
inclusive of the LEP Plan, for the Free Ride Transit System.

Staff will be on-hand at the Council Work Session to answer any questions you may have
regarding the Title VI Plan, LEP Plan, or the process for our Title VI Compliance.
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FOR WORKSESSION/ADOPTION - OCT. 22

A RESOLUTION
SERIES 2013

A RESOLUTION APPROVING UPDATES TO AND ADOPTING THE REVISED “TOWN
OF BRECKENRIDGE TITLE VI PLAN RELATED TO TRANSPORTATION PLANNING,
IMPROVEMENTS, AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICES”

WHEREAS, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination against any
person on the basis of race, color, or national origin in the provision of benefits and services
from federally assisted programs and activities; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Breckenridge is currently receiving federal assistance under the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, and may seek further federal financial
assistance funds for its transportation program in the future; and

WHEREAS, it is necessary and appropriate for the Town of Breckenridge to approve and
submit to the Federal Transit Administration and the Colorado Department of Transportation a
plan evidencing the Town’s commitment and plan for fully complying with the requirements of
the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the implementing federal regulations, in
connection with the operation of the Town’s transit system; and

WHEREAS, the Breckenridge Town Council had previously approved and adopted a
Title VI Plan through Resolution No.1, Series 2009, and a triennial update of said plan is now
due along with revisions to meet additional regulations as outlined in the Federal Transit
Administration Circular 4702.1B; and

WHEREAS, a proposed “Town of Breckenridge Title VI Plan related to Transportation
Planning, Improvements, and Transportation Services* ("Title VI Plan”) has been prepared, a
copy of which is marked Exhibit “A”, attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, the Town’s Transit Division has advertised the availability of the Title VI
Plan for public participation and solicitation of comments on the Town website and in the
Summit Daily News; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has received and given due consideration to any
comments submitted concerning the Town’s Title VI Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Breckenridge has reviewed the proposed

Title VI Plan, and finds and determines that it should be approved and adopted as the Town’s
required Title VI Plan for the Town’s transit system.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
BRECKENRIDGE, COLORADO, as follows:

Section 1. The “Town of Breckenridge Title VI Plan Related to Transportation
Planning, Improvements, and Transportation Services* (Exhibit “A” hereto) is approved and
adopted as the Town of Breckenridge Title VI Plan for the Town’s transit system; and the Town
Manager and Transit Manager are authorized, empowered, and directed to execute such
document and all related certificates and assurances, and to file such document, certificates and
assurances with the Federal Transit Administration and other applicable state or federal agencies
as required.

Section 2. This resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

RESOLUTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of October, 2013.

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE
By
John G. Warner, Mayor
ATTEST:
Town Clerk
APPROVED IN FORM
Town Attorney Date
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MEMO

TO: Mayor & Town Council

FROM: Tim Gagen, Town Manager

DATE: October 17, 2013

SUBJECT: Committee Reports for 10-22-2013 Council Packet

No committee reports were submitted at this time.

Committees Representative Report Status
CAST Mayor Warner Verbal Report
CDOT Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report
CML Tim Gagen No Meeting/Report
[-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* Taryn Power No Meeting/Report
Wildfire Council Matt Thompson No Meeting/Report
Public Art Commission* Jenn Cram No Meeting/Report
Summit Stage Advisory Board* James Phelps No Meeting/Report
Police Advisory Committee Chief Haynes 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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Executive Summary
September 30, 2013

Our results thus far this year continue to be very strong. At the end of September, we were
at 115% of budgeted revenue in the Excise fund (51.9M over budget). August sales taxes
(received in September) were up from the prior year in all categories. RETT continues to be
strong (see Tax Basics); we are at 91% of the prior year's total RETT revenue as of 9/30/13.

The General Fund revenues are at 100% of budget and expenses slightly below YTD budget at
93%.

Other funds continue to perform according to budget with exceptions noted in the All Funds
report narrative.

Graph below shows the YTD revenue (both sales and accommodation taxes) from the
Lodging Sector as compared to the Sales Tax revenues received from all other sectors for the
YTD 2006-2013

Excise YTD Actual vs. Budget - by Source YTD Actual Revenues - Excise

$12,000,000

$10,000,000

M YTD 0,
Actual 22%
$8,000,000

$6,000,000

$4,000,000
K YTD

$2,000,000 Budget

ACCOM SALES TAX

SALESTAX  ACCOM TAX RETT OTHER TAX 64%
10%

s

YTD Taxes Received from Lodging Sector - Excise

SALES TAXES
__ FROM
$6,784,515 OTHER

| $6,204,014  $6273,833 || | ~%$6,307,212 [
$5,704,323 i $5,891,170  $5921,459 95,987,827 SECTORS
62% 61%
6% &% 6% e  e3% 6% : — : —— 1 TAXES FROM
| ¢3355,063  S3704966 3788223 3479336 ¢3411128  $3,543,865  $3.813281  $4317,540  iooainG
38% 37% 37% 38% 37% 37% 38% 39%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

% of
YTD Actual YTD Budget Budget Annual Budget | Prior YTD Actual Prior Annual Actual
SALES TAX S 9,628,492 S 9,286,451 104% $ 13,887,999 | S 8,819,032 $ 13,369,549
ACCOMMODATIONS TAX 1,473,563 1,187,421 124% 1,757,401 1,301,461 1,774,359
REAL ESTATE TRANSFER 3,349,376 2,241,178 149% 3,000,501 2,152,864 3,691,087
OTHER* 564,630 392,392 144% 648,101 528,712 841,322
TOTAL S 15,016,061 S 13,107,442 115% S 19,294,002 | S 12,802,069 S 19,676,316

* Other includes Franchise Fees (Telephone, Public Service and Cable), Cigarette Tax, and Investment Income
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The Tax Basics
Net Taxable Sales by Industry-YTD

Description YTD 2012 YTD 2013 $ Change % Change % of Total
Retail $56,572,650 $64,809,634 $8,236,984 14.56% 23.97%
Restaurant / Bar $59,179,952 $61,540,560 $2,360,607 3.99% 22.76%
Short-Term Lodging $66,211,282 $72,718,378 $6,507,096 9.83% 26.89%
Grocery / Liquor $32,947,200 $35,328,322 $2,381,122 7.23% 13.06%
Construction $9,456,171 $9,903,578 $447,408 4.73% 3.66%
Utility $16,775,038 $17,762,477 $987,439 5.89% 6.57%
Other* $5,814,358 $8,347,952 $2,533,594 43.57% 3.09%
Total $246,956,652 $270,410,902 $23,454,250 9.50% 100.00%

* Other includes activities in Automobiles and Undefined Sales.

Utility Other*
6% 3%

Construction
4%

Retail
24%

Grocery / Liquor
13%

Restaurant / Bar
Short-Term Lodging 23%

27%

$80,000,000

$70,000,000 -

NN N\

$60,000,000

$50,000,000 -

$40,000,000 mYTD 2012

$30,000,000 mYTD 2013

$20,000,000 -

$10,000,000

S0 T T T T T T f
Retail Restaurant/ Short-Term  Grocery/ Construction Utility Other*
Bar Lodging Liquor

New Items of Note:
e August net taxable sales are currently up from 2012 by 8.92% for the month. We are also ahead
of 2007 for monthly sales by 19.5%.

e All sectors were ahead of August 2012.

e The Retail sector was up over 17% and Construction up over 11% as compared to August 2012.
e Construction was the only sector still lagging behind 2007.

Continuing Items of Note:
e Taxes collected from the customer by the vendor are remitted to the Town on the 20t of the
following month.

e 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 included on the report for the period of March.

e Net Taxable Sales 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.
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% change

;:E 2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Mar Jan| $40,110,228 | $39,458,390 | $41,710,862 | $49,203,483 17.96%
Apr Feb| $39,472,293 | $39,800,228 | $43,263,471 | $47,478,236 9.74%
Mar| $50,006,174 | $51,130,458 | $53,057,483 | $58,970,300 11.14%
May Apr| $19,917,465 | $19,743,401 | $20,546,924 | $18,827,031 8.37%
June m2007 | | May| $11,425462 | 39,611,782 | $11,552,299 | $12,990,200 12.45%
Jul Jun| $16,219,027 | $17,062,992 | $20,147,361 | $21,657,380 7.49%
Aug 2013 Jul| $23,624,523 | $27,602,363 | $30,302,574 | $32,557,054 7.44%
Sep Aug| $20,834,028 | $24,678,734 | $26,375,678 | $28,727,218 8.92%
Oct Sep| $17,062,327 | $20,248,599 | $23,532,807 $0 n/a
Nov Oct| $11,637,368 | $13,185,469 | $14,052,163 $0 n/a
Dec Nov| $14,957,071 | $17,669,724 | $17,498,068 $0 n/a
% s40 060 000 Dec| $46,198,390 | $51,587,451| $50,189,412 $0 n/a
T Total| $311,464,356 | $331,779,590 | $352,229,102 | $270,410,902
% change
2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Jan|  $8530,276] $8,804,920  $9,220,717] $10,917,088 18.40%
Feb| $8378341] $8972,613| $9,459,511 $10,924,034 15.48%
Mar|  $12,850,864| $12,184,150 | $12,638,060 $14,263,592 12.86%
Apr|  $4,031,843] $4299,060 | $4,564,888] 4,855,632 6.37%
m2007 | | May|  $3,251,038] 1,876,216 |  $2,444,796]  $3,130,391 28.04%
Jun|  $3,895330] $3,973,630| $4,864,310]  $5,584,490 14.81%
2013 Jull 65,582,057 6,407,381  $7,266,795]  $7,968,861 9.66%
Aug|  s4301609] $5207,972| $6,113573]  $7,165,547 17.21%
Sep| $3,847,858] $4,344035[  $5,528,806 $0 n/a
Oct| 2,452,634 $2,946,071|  $3,274,787 $0 n/a
Nov| $3,763526] $4,370,374|  $4,709,433 $0 n/a
% $10 oc;o 000 Dec| $10,823,585] $12,275,994 [ $12,780,099 $0 n/a
Y Total| $71,708,960 | $75,662,415 | $82,865,774 | $64,809,634
% change
2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Jan|  $8,514,996] $9,083327| $10,000,475] $11,210,890 12.10%
Feb| $8342,961] $8,660,328 | $10,578,852| $10,529,654 -0.47%
Mar|  $9,185,595| $10,169,762 | $12,086,391| $12,880,787 6.57%
Apr|  s4041,861] $4204314| $4,662,012] $4,235116 -9.16%
May| 1,811,793 1,618,782 $1,975,658]  $2,494,464 26.26%
Jun|  $3,397,497] $3,724,982 | $5,006,301]  $4,950,071 -1.12%
Jull 86,222,078  $7,106,056 |  $7,964,540]  $8,014,839 0.63%
Aug|  $5728881| 96,594,385 |  $6,905,724] 7,224,738 4.62%
Sep| $3,882,885] 94683989 $5423,426 $0 n/a
Oct| 2,420,192 $2,662,113|  $2,924,663 $0 n/a
] Nov|  $3,006,237] $3,476,935|  $3,613,665 $0 n/a
50 $10,000,000 Dec| $8,351,439] $9,776,293 [  $9,534,760 $0 n/a
Total| $64,906,415 | $71,761,267 | $80,676,467 | $61,540,560
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Jan % change
Feb 2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Mar Jan| $12,493,479] $12,273,406 | $12,972,568] $15,727,956|  21.24%
Apr Feb| $12,368672| $12,861,701 | $14,088331| $15,888,392 12.78%
May Mar| $16,099,458| $18399,939 | $18,317,924| $21,131,863 15.36%
Apr|  $4,079,901| $4,053,070 | $4,473,786]  $2,984,064|  -33.30%
June w2007 | L May $773,209] 832,715 | $1,088,058]  $1,268358]  16.57%
Jul Jun|  $2,010,085] $2,532,271| $3,483,556]  $3,427,568 1.61%
Aug Jul| $4,188735| 5513083 | $6,616,644] $6,821,528 3.10%
Sep W2013 | T Aug|  $3,229,826] 94612218 $5170,416]  $5,468,648 5.77%
Oct Sep| $2,162,726| $3,118560 |  $3,499,692 %0 n/a
Nov Oct| $1,270,196] $1,351,146 |  $1,494,911 %0 n/a
Dec Nov| $2,298412| $2,981,024| $2,761,865 $0 n/a
Dec| $14,187,765| $16,009,018 | $15,239,457 $0 n/a
520, OOO Total| $75,162,464 | $84,538,151 | $89,207,207 | $72,718,378
% change
2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Jan|  $4,472,454] $4853.813| $4,857276]  $6,142,115 26.45%
Feb| $4590,195] $4,803,000 | $4,962,402|  $5,407,026 8.96%
Mar| $4,877,466] $5179,766 |  $5,219,990|  $5,386,799 3.20%
Apr|  $3,186,035| $3,261,348| $3,469,430] $2,938151| -15.31%
w2007 | | May|  $2,023,538] $2,053,046 | $2,309,947] $2,511,410 8.72%
Jun|  $2,682,462| $2,757,191| $3,097,820]  $3,351,678 8.19%
2013 Jul| 83,999,077 $4,219,220 |  $4,489,506|  $4,907,793 9.32%
Aug|  $3,896,400| $4,271,490 | $4,540,829|  $4,683,350 3.14%
Sep| $2,955420] $3,278,161|  $3,404,220 %0 n/a
Oct| $2,487,769] $2,647,930 |  $2,855,324 $0 n/a
Nov| $2,422,067| $2,598982 | $2,778,270 %0 n/a
: Dec| $7,431,683| $7,776,073 $7,705,640 50 n/a
25, OOO 000 510,000,000 | oo™ s 024,575 | 547,700,008 | $49,690,652 | $35,328,322
% change
2010 2011 2012 2013 from PY
Jan|  $1,094,954]  $561,988 $752,255]  $1,072,239]  42.54%
Feb| s1,111,001]  $619,675 $703,811 $964,673 37.06%
Mar|  $1,469,445] 903,899 $881,518 $996,930 13.09%
Apr|  s1,005902]  $721,817 $779,206 $464,575|  -40.38%
ln 2007 May| $1,138209]  $752,424| $1,761,256 $978,334|  -44.45%
Jun|  $1,569,000] $1,552,324 | $1,540,822|  $1,653,588 7.32%
Jul|  s1,351,864] $1,500,224 | $1,366,520]  $1,903,161]  39.27%
m2013 | [ Aug| 1444489 <$1450,106| $1,670,785] $1,870,078 11.93%
Sep| $1,468.840| $1,697,142 |  $2,297,356 $0 n/a
Oct| $1,594,643] $1,486,042| $1,521,388 %0 n/a
Nov| $1,495008| $1,339,040 | 51,482,393 %0 n/a
. ' r Dec| $1,211,382| $1,435591| $1,226,412 %0 n/a
$0 $2,000,000 $4,000,000 Total| $15,955,006 | $14,020272 | $15,983,720 | $9,903,578
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Real Estate Transfer Tax

New Items of Note:

e Revenue for the month of September surpassed prior year by 59.54%, and we surpassed the monthly budget by
$120,191.

e YTD Collections are up 55.42% from prior year and ahead of budget by $979,010 (through 9/30).

o We exceeded the prior year churn by an even greater amount - resulting in an increase of 67.1% in the churn year
to date.

e Vacant Land continues to track quite well, up 108.19% from prior year.

o Single Family homes account for the majority of the sales (29.98%), with condominiums coming in second
(26.76%).

Continuing Items of Note:

® 2013 Real Estate Transfer Tax budget is based upon the monthly distribution for 2007. The reasoning is that we
should compare to a year with a “normal distribution.”

Total RETT
Jan % change
2010 2011 2012 2013 fromPY 2013 Budget +/- Budget

Feb Jan| $588,874 $436,605 $132,557 $358,948 | 170.79% $186,609 | $172,339
Var Feb| $149,303 $350,866 $234,630 $234,357 -0.12% $181,342 $53,015
2ot Mar| $175,161 $250,986 $114,921 $281,202 | 144.69% $143,710 |  $137,492
Apr Apr|  $167,038 $333,424 $174,514 $380,279 | 117.91% $298,517 $81,761
May| $484,618 $337,577 $292,708 $446,840 52.66% $282,157 |  $164,682
e oon2 Jun|  $326,779 $251,806 $251,397 $255,184 1.51% $276,510 -$21,326
Jun Jull  $186,067 $83,522 $252,104 $373,510 48.16% $181,667 | $191,843
Aug|  $404,004 $350,730 $388,749 $393,244 1.16% $314,232 $79,012
l Sep| $227,440 $276,774 $311,285 $496,624 59.54% $376,433 $120,191
Ave Oct|  $297,809 $208,831 $387,028 $223,297 |  -42.30% $207,648 $15,649
Nov|  $249,583 $223,271 $389,275 $0 n/a $242,751 n/a
sep Dec| $406,078 $301,397 $761,919 $0 n/a $308,924 n/a
S s.0000 400000 $600000 Total| $3,662,755 | $3,405,788 | $3,691,087 | $3,443,484 $3,000,501 |  $994,659

*October #s are as of 10/09/2013

—— by Category

% change

Description 2012 YTD 2013 YTD S Change from PY % of Total

o Commercial $ 6,470 | $ 40,740 34,270 529.68% 1.18%

Townhome Condominium 523,533 922,572 | 399,039 76.22% 26.76%

"8 |Timeshare 534,823 864,692 | 329,869 61.68% 25.08%

singleFamiy Single Family 810,141 1,033,629 | 223,488 27.59% 29.98%

w012 |Townhome 159,715 203,712 | 43,997 27.55% 5.91%

. ™ |Vacant Land 183,760 382,564 | 198,804 108.19% 11.10%

Condominum Total $ 2,218,441 | $ 3,447,909 | 1,229,467 55.42%|  100.00%
Commercal

$- $1,000,000 $2,000,000

YTD Churn Analysis

$3,000,000 /
$2,000,000 /
/

$1,000,000

s,
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
m2012YTD m2013YTD
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General Fund Revenues Summary

September 30, 2013

General Fund Revenue: 2013 budget has been updated for Supplemental Apppropriations per
the September 24 resolution. 100% of YTD budget (total of $17.6M vs. $17.5M budget).
Results are consistent with prior year and budget. The variances explained below are all fairly
minor.

Variance Explanations:
Special Events over budget due to timing-NRO/BMF

Transit under budget due to timing.

Public Safety over budget due to Parking Tickets. GENERAL FUND YTD REVENUES

Spec. Events

Comm. Dev. over budget due to permits, plan
. Public Safet 2.95%
check and Planning Fees (Class A, B, C, etc.). o | Transit 2.32%

Community
Dev. 4.63%

Property Tax
19.08%
j Public Works
3.86%

Transfers/
other 51.61%

Public Works over budget due to Insurance
Recoveries and the sale of crushed asphalt.

Recreation over budget due to ice leagues,
climbing programs, and tennis lessons.

Recreation
11.51%

Gen. Fund YTD Revenue Act vs. Bud - by Program

$4,000,000
$3,500,000 3,347,461
| HYTD

3,000,000
i Actual
$2,500,000

2,019,6508 1,947,431

$2,000,000 bl VD
$1,500,000 Budget

707,205 577,109
$1,000,000 o

$500,000

$- 1 B

Public

Spec. Transit Community

Safety Events

Dev.

S 407,600
Vo g
B sl B

Public
Works

Recreation

Property
Tax
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General Fund Expenditures Summary

| September 30, 2013 |

The General Fund 2013 expense budget has been updated for Supplemental Appropriations
per the September 24 resolution (primarily Abby Hall and Theobald Lot purchase). Actual
expenditures are now are under budget for the YTD ending September 30 at 93% or $18.6M
vs. budgeted expenses of $19.9. There are favorable expense variations in most
departments due to staff turnover. Public Works expenditures are over budget due to last
winter's late season snow and the timing of sand purchases early in 2013.

Variance Explanations:

Special Events: over budget due to timing-

BMF/NRO pass through.
YTD Actual Expenses Public
Public Works: timing of purchases. Should Safety
"catch up" to budget by year-end. Other 14%
19% Admin.

Other: Abby Hall and Theobald Lot purchases- \
budget has been supplemented for these
appropriations. Other items should "catch up"
to the full budgeted amount by year-end
(timing).

Rec.
17%__|

Works Dev 6%
21%

Gen. Fund YTD Expenditures Act. vs. Bud. - by Program

$5,000,000

4,322,628

W YTD
Actual

$4,500,000

$4,000,000 3 817 932
$3,500,000 3 325,433
o 2,619,935
$2,500,000 1 999 11
$2,000,000 1 830 56
$1,500,000 [ | 1 244 15
782,147

W YTD
Budget

$1,000,000
$500,000
s

Public Safety Admin. Spec. Events  Transit Comm Dev Public Rec. Other
Works
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Combined Statement of Revenues and Expenditures
All Funds September 30, 2013

% of YTD
REVENUE YTD Actual YTD Budget Bud. Annual Bud.
General Governmental
1 General and Excise Fund $ 23,616,550 $ 21,635,623 109% $ 29,249,043
2 Special Revenue 3,869,079 3,568,333 108% 12,341,167
3 Internal Service 2,634,267 2,518,446 105% 3,362,045
4 Subtotal General Governmental S 30,119,897 S 27,722,402 109% S 44,952,255
5 Capital Projects 146,073 3,586,103 4% 5,133,004
Enterprise Funds
6 Utility Fund 2,264,923 2,213,539 102% 3,129,541
7 Golf 2,032,281 2,043,675 99% 2,097,780
8 Subtotal Enterprise Funds S 4,297,205 S 4,257,214 101% S 5,227,321
9 TOTAL REVENUE 34,563,174 35,565,719 97% 55,312,580
10 Internal Transfers 21,240,276 21,170,388 100% 26,540,466
11 TOTAL REVENUE incl. x-fers $ 55,803,450 S 56,736,107 98% S 81,853,046
W
EXPENDITURES
YTD Actual YTD Budget % of Bud. Annual Bud.
General Governmental
1 General and Excise Fund S 19,714,259 $§ 21,306,561 93% S 27,210,292
2 Special Revenue 11,176,762 13,890,494 80% 15,515,588
3 Internal Service 2,632,937 1,902,803 138% 2,612,717
4 Subtotal General Governmental S 33,523,958 $ 37,099,858 90% S 45,338,597
5 Capital Projects 3,004,274 12,741,250 24% 15,362,500
Enterprise Funds
6 Utility Fund 1,868,460 2,487,033 75% 3,387,385
7 Golf 1,499,022 1,583,908 95% 2,296,912
8 Subtotal Enterprise Funds S 3,367,482 S 4,070,941 83% S 5,684,297
9 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 39,895,714 53,912,050 74% 66,385,395
10 Internal Transfers 21,240,276 21,170,388 100% 26,540,466
11 TOTAL EXPENDITURES incl. x-fers $ 61,135990 $ 75,082,438 81% $ 92,925,861
12 TOTAL REVENUE less EXPEND. S (5,332,540) S (18,346,331) N/A S (11,072,815)

*Decrease in Fund Balances PRIMARILY due to acquisitions (Abby Hall, Theobald Lot) and
capital expeditures. See supplemental appropriation resolution from 9-24-13 meeting.

Marijuana

General Governmental Funds - General, Excise and Special Projects
Special Revenue Funds - Marketing, Affordable Housing, Open Space, Conservation Trust, and Medical

Internal Service Funds - Garage, Information Technology (IT), and Facilities
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ALL FUNDS REPORT

September 30, 2013

As stated in the Executive Summary section of this
month's report, tax revenues are performing ahead of
budget. Most other revenue variances are due to timing.

Expense variations are primarily from timing and will
typically "catch up" to budget over the course of the year.
Budgets have been supplemented for items in the
September 24 Resolution.

Special Revenue Funds:

*Revenues at 108% of budget due to Tax revenues in
excess of budget.

*Corum Loan expenditure and repayment included in
Affordable Housing budget.

*Expenditures at 80% of budget. Open Space and
Affordable Housing have budgeted for acquisitions which
have not yet taken place.

Internal Service Funds:

*Revenues ahead of budget due to insurance recoveries
and grants.

*Expenditures at 138% of budget. These funds are fully
appropriated during the budget process. The Garage Fund
budgeted the purchase of three low-floor buses in 2012
but the receipt was delayed until 2013 due to hurricane
Sandy. One Gillig bus scheduled for purchase in 2013 was
received in September.

Capital Fund:

*Revenue: under budget due to County contribution
budgeted for Harris Street building (timing).

*Expense: under budget due to timing of capital
expenditures.

*The Capital Fund is the primary cause of the gap in YTD
budget vs. actual in the graph at right.

Utility:
*Revenue: over budget due to PIF's
*Expense: under budget due to timing of capital

Fund Descriptions:

General Governmental -
General, Excise and Special
Projects

Special Revenue Funds -
Marketing, Affordable Housing,
Open Space, Conservation Trust,
and Medical Marijuana

Enterprise Funds: Golf, Utility
Internal Service Funds - Garage,

Information Technology (IT), and
Facilities

YTD Actual Revenues and Expenditures vs.

Budget
60,000,000
50,000,000 1 —
40,000,000 -
30,000,000 - -
M Actual
20,000,000 - —
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Memorandum
TO: Town Council
FROM: Shannon Smith, Engineering Department
DATE: October 15, 2013

RE: Old Masonic Hall Programming

The Old Masonic Hall (formerly called Abby Hall), located at 136 S. Main Street at the corner of
Washington Avenue and Main Street, is a historic building constructed circa 1892 and is listed
under the National Register of Historic Places. J.L. Sutterley, Architect was retained by the Town to
complete a building assessment, programming, and conceptual study of the Old Masonic Hall for
use as an Arts District facility. The goal of this study was to examine two distinct programming
options; one with the most minimized plan and smallest budget (Option A,) and a fully programmed
option for the Arts District (Option B). There are many ways that the two plans can be blended in the
next steps of the design process as preferred.

Option A. Minimized Construction and Renovations

Option A illustrates the most basic plan of bringing the existing structure into conformance with code
and to house the Arts District functions of dance, 2 staff offices, and a passive art studio for classes.
The limited function of the existing, non-commercial kitchen also remains on the first floor. Even for
this limited program, some foundation and structural repairs are recommended for safety and to
prevent further deterioration of the building. It is also required that the Town provide ADA
accessibility to both levels and convert the current restroom to meet accessibility standards. The
cost estimate considers only refinishing interior items disturbed by required structural improvements.

This programming option does not include a full historic rehabilitation of the structure, site
improvements, or Washington Avenue improvements, as Staff wanted to present a minimal option
for Council to consider.

Option A Programming:

This option maintains the dance studio, restrooms, and kitchen in their current locations on the main
level. This floor plan limits the ability of the public to enter the building when a class or function is
being held in the dance studio. Dance studio and yoga classes are typically considered “closed door”
activities and public entry to the building would be cut-off when a class is held. Catering from the
existing kitchen works well for functions in the first floor studio, however; using this kitchen for events
at the Arts District campus is not desirable as food and drink would need to be taken either up the
existing stairs and out the back stairs to the east, or through the front entrance and up Washington
Avenue. This floor plan also does not accommodate an Arts District information desk accessed from
Main Street due to the required length of the dance studio.

In this programming option, the second floor of the building would be partitioned to accommodate
two offices in the front (west) and a central art studio for classes. Additional partitioned areas could
be used as rental spaces for artists. The east end of the second floor is proposed as an exhibition
space.

ADA Accessibility Requirements:

An exterior ramp on the north side of the building would provide main level accessibility and a lift
would be added in the existing east addition to provide access to the second floor. A shed roof
element would be needed on the north side ramp.
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Recommended Structural Improvements:

JVA Consulting Engineers performed a thorough investigation of the current condition of the building.
As expected with a building of this age, both foundation repairs and structural shoring are needed to
keep the building from further deterioration. The minimal recommendations for the foundation and
structure include:

New frost walls and slab on grade foundation for main building
Repairing the floor joists that have rotted from contact with the ground
Adding studs from the foundation to the roof

Building structure to support the new ADA lift in the east

Strengthening the roof system (needs further study for code compliance)
Rebuild east entry stairs

Supplement joists for 2" floor stability

Other Recommended Improvements:

The current sewer line for the building is under-sized and often freezes. Upgrading the line with a
new connection on Washington Avenue is recommended.

Cost estimate for Option A:

Design and Engineering $ 65,000.00
Construction $  625,000.00
Geotechnical Testing $ 5,000.00
FFGE $ 10,000.00

5% Owner's Contingency $ 34,500.00
Option ATOTAL: $  739,500.00

Option B. Full Arts District Program

Option B Programming:

Option B illustrates the full Arts District program which includes an information desk, dance studio, 2
staff offices, art studio for classes, 2 rentable artist work spaces, storage area, catering and event
support, exhibition gallery, a new addition on the east side of the building, and a full restoration of

the existing historic structure. Site improvements include an outdoor plaza space for events, a
realignment of the Washington Avenue sidewalk, and new storm drainage for the site and roof drains.

The first floor of the building has the historic store front replicated on Main Street and an Arts District
informational area that could accommodate class registration and other ticket sales, and a
interpretive display of the building’s history. Low partition walls then separate space for working
artists and classes that can be viewed from the information area. The back (east) portion of this level
houses 2 staff offices, a restroom, and the mechanical and storage areas. ADA access is gained
through the same north side ramp as Option A. Historic openings on this level will be restored and
will increase the amount of natural light entering the building.

The second floor can be accessed by new code compliant stairs or an elevator. In this programming
option, the dance studio is located on the second floor. This allows for the studio to be closed from
the public when a dance or yoga class is in session, and allows the public access to first floor
functions at all times. This location for the dance studio is also designed to function in concert with
the catering area and outdoor space for special events. Having the dance function on the second
floor will require additional acoustical assemblies in the ceiling/floor assembly to dampen noise. The
galley and exhibition area create a circulation space between the plaza and dance studio. A
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restroom is also added on the second floor.

A small addition is proposed on the east side of the building (the existing addition will be removed).
This space houses the catering and event support, provides a south entry visible from Main Street,
and addresses the awkward grade change from the proposed plaza into the 2™ floor. The catering
area is not designed for cooking, but provides warming/finishing ovens, tables, refrigeration, and
large commercial sinks and disposal units. An outdoor grill is also shown as an option.

The plaza is designed to fit a medium-sized event tent and utilizes finishes that tie into the Arts
District main campus. The same paver detail used in the Barney Ford Parking Lot extends from the
edge of the plaza and across the alley. A conceptual site plan sketch is included.

We have received very positive feedback from a local event planner that this facility could easily be
rented for events in this configuration and combined with the Barney Ford House and Arts District
campus for larger events. Option A would not give us this programming option however.

Structural Improvements

In Option B, additional support is also required for the increased dynamic loads of the dance studio.
The structural recommendations include:

New frost walls and slab on grade foundation for main building
Repairing the floor joists that have rotted from contact with the ground
Add studs from the foundation to the roof

Concrete elevator pit

Strengthening the roof system

Rebuild east entry stairs

Supplement joists for 2" floor to support dance studio loading

New interior stairs

Extend new wall between floor for shearing

Other Improvements:

New water, sewer, and electric services would be required for Option B. Site drainage would be
improved by the addition of roof gutters and storm sewer.

Washington Avenue Improvements:

Option B includes a proposed realignment of the Washington Avenue sidewalk. Parking and one-
way traffic are maintained. This realignment provides more room for plaza grading and better
accommodates the new storm sewer needed for the Arts District campus and the Old Masonic Hall.
Locations for art sculptures provide a visible connection between the Blue River Plaza and the Arts
District Campus. A stairway is also proposed that leads to the new south entry of the building.
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Cost estimate for Option B:

Design and Engineering
Construction

Geotechnical Testing

FF&E

Xcel Permitting Fee

Elevator Inspection

Fiber Optics Connection (Town IT)
5% Owner's Contingency

OPTION B TOTAL:

120,000.00
1,500,000.00
7,500.00
50,000.00

2,500.00
30,000.00
83,750.00

s
s
s
s
$  5,000.00
s
s
S
s

1,800,750.00

Staff and the architect Janet Sutterley will be present at the work session to answer questions on

this project.

-103-



“v0lL-

Fms— matal 1o pips

nen-historiz matal ke pipe —.
— Histork. brick chimnay

¢

i-lgt

Lo
PO
[ izad

L]

— "\@wpqul

J—— .

i

I

trim leature rbara orignal
x oS d

1o .
T ¢ svolions 240"

[N

pper soah ol
Whitor
e
/V\ panel rl
/7 N\

sl metar| o_

aos meter

¢ veriy )

As-Built: Existing Conditions

Sovth Elevation

Scale: 4= = 1'-0"

Existing Hstork Bulking \y_Existing Addition

Y
N

g ST S

Lo, Tin floor + Main Level _ _ _ - ———
N slevalion ~00™-0" (vagea 519247

As-Built: Existing Condltions

Eacst Elevation

Scale: B” = I'-ot

Lo,
slavotion 42910 T

_ﬁ = =
1 [ | 27 TN,
> <
/’,’
5 <
7 <
e N
3 <
e 7 DN
7 <
<
— ;/’; - - \\\
z - —- S
- - \\\
I = -
LU D / - - \
- - I = nen historie dabls kg
réndorss In historic opehings

——F

RER

e —

Existing Addilien \i/ Existing Historle Bulldng

As-Built: Existing Conditions

Neorth Elevation

Scale: k" = I'-O"

(4
N

1o, ln Hoor - Mok Level _[
- ] “oevatler: OO0 (vege: BHBAT—

)

La I toor. » Upper Levol oA
Sevolion, ~i7-0" (vage: B5A24)

existrg ren-h rirdors,
door dperings ard siding

[ existing rood b retohing rall

As-Built: Existing Conditions

Wes=t Elevation

(2
N

Scale: 4"

= -o"

7

OLD MASONIC HALL
ADDITION & RESTORATION
LOT 5, A RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS 4 & 5

OF BLOCK |, STILES ADPPITION

COLORADO

TOWN OF BRECKENRIDGE,

.O
;gn
i o
B
SN
3 2
W T
.
g8 i
.a‘g §§
H u 80
4| ]
a3 5
55 g
% s
EH *
[¢]
. 3
=L
=4 X
=1 5
1{5:-5!3.
Z‘
=t
it
Y LA B
a -]
s
- &8
£
q
[
A'{“B

Re-lssve Dater OA-20-2012




oL MaceH e HaLL . 7 Meeodic LobeE]  uPPeR LEVEL

q.>0.|% (Mot 12 Wj -  Topriod U ad - -
, 7 Ve e o m”ﬁw ]
e T ]
: - 1;&? f‘ﬂ"”j‘—fg’; |
o s ’/#‘
| 2 )
ri, "
- — f'@l‘?”;’ﬁ 5
, |
3 O_’( ) i : = = 55{!}‘/&/
& L ;_Aj[;m IRV ] et .
ol s e N AT Y , é‘ﬁs} e
: = / 1 e -é":
v - 57 BN sestsiae.
e e g e WEll || but prodoks/
\non hlstoric # “ S de,
i b7 ' L furnsce.
\ gx’,&é ;fg.{i"f?é&d#

oPTioN "A

. J;_éuﬁg,za.ﬁr,»&%mfﬁrg k 7 )

E— et

R L e A A St — -
S '%ﬁ”,,"ﬁi/yz ‘ﬁ“*t#”*%% , [ MaseHle Lomas
3( ' il oprier At
" romo vp i Vé'xi-p 7
EE—J’ - i - . 7 i — - . : =
; A STALE
;g-; W iew o e Fom - ure B!
Eg‘ AL Bl B tre gsiml)
Al bares sTuDIo
A : e
ey | X é/@;?’-p’ wize s
{ / ~ = SPE
([
E
i
"'_'E S Sk : z P A v sordiiend  Sorasi o
il o L__J ; Sﬁ ‘_,_,i} e - A F?ﬁ*#:ﬁ’i =5
- - o S AT — P ) (ri,-«u,«:?“;a-v Mf‘@)

=GO~

A ———
- 1o ) ele =5 d’éwb/ -
« ‘9%;7@&{;1&@ #

Yperr/ng J? BRIt g’;if’f
£0 sccasé fifg Jkaﬁ?agégm{e

E,Af‘:“r ELEVATI oM




—_— e ey e o m—————
— e — et —
————— e
——————
—— e i i

oL MAooH e HALL

| ey R, S LT |
(o romens) 2201 e
! helvatal l
Nl
it -l
''''''''''''''''' - PLAZA
PaNcE otuE|o 3
et c&;l con c/z:z’:m/? =
f/z/n:)n ]\\\ — 7 __”*_Jn |
‘age. e V24 iainiatataiehate
i L
l o
N —IIIB_EDDm————————————— bt | N VRS s (R J PLazA LLEVEL
-‘EtPPEFL LEVEL, h &ite wall (2 ' ?""‘" T g

T 5! kol wioad
i Y picket «fonc&f

0 ', 'i

BT D

TN
R oRa

DR SY LR

il /o re 1 es.

1T@ )" ea:
 DIoEWALE
‘1 - jr‘:' (iﬁ | l 'l."‘l‘ji * _—‘:":—.";‘ :':
ro&bar& ! 'S x“‘:“ﬂ? ? tl i 5
3mfmv JHEe & M moveskle M [ | Hi? T —— SU—
é*""’""‘f"’"’ Pesi  §| LSBEIET C areibi A haﬁfats’q VT st Il | l 3
{ - Iz - ioboric . SEZ2E | X
A NG ! ot/ | officei ]! - |
X . h 1o el 743 o 'i"*] AN ,fT e
sreh |ao'-on ol rop celtin | | AECHAN | oL 3
31 .__-.V_\ii?:._._-__ oG P L =X e )N I h ,1_7_/1—&7"‘%____4__ o ) _j e, g derkrasm? A
Q E:HTF-T I //4; ,
{ T 1 AT oo, ! }
?‘--u&__, n ! R
INF2 o) ArTIET i Ml |
lodk- D E Lo A ] B B P YA U I PN S R TG B PR T S B
’:G { N ‘
f ,' Erey| [
= = e - OBV S

~901-

Meaud LEvEL

chimn

hi?kor";;/




% N
Existing historle structure |, Proposed Additlon E v N
¥, é
é oo
. b Ed
-0y
T
Ol » u
Z Wy
& oG
o to, O O Ew
e e e 3 >0 ﬁ
d0o-y
g oy Y
Z 83y
S\ RS
s aSta o
2 = = < L Q
o By
| ¢l.o.ba'l i o = N z
Z Blavption: U567 n - z
——— nen noad rindore - upkal 0 0
| covered porch 5 - =
%S bl i ——
= doiaton 20" (vegs TATE) )
. :§§ 1 X6 . verticol wding - hypteal
S X &y B Y P — &
T reviadt design phase ———— p—— JS—— — X l ta i oo - Addtion
SNl F— — - . Sl = g - - S $-bfam'w-6'rv9g-4561.‘w}
A" é'.—% — T : - e ittt 5 ey LTS ]
< N —————— —— —— /N .
= =% — s i S ._..- .'-,. ’—v-m
®
5§
Rl o & 3 B§
ros B
d 9 B
g u ¥
U < N
. 3 i
3 3
Option "B” R I

Szales 1B e )'-Oo"

[ | South Elevation
\as/

(870) 4531718

ek
i
£4
48
98

breckenridge, co. 80424

p.o. box 3636

-L0L-




-108-



Breckenridge Recreation

Department

Memo

To: Town Council Members
From: Michael Barney, Director of Recreation
Date: 10/16/2013

Re: North Main Street Park Development

The purpose of this MEMO is to provide a summary of the stakeholder feedback that has been
gathered on the development of the north Main Street park site, present suggested programming
elements based on that feedback, present a site analysis, and solicit your thoughts on the
development of this park site.

Stakeholder Feedback

In being asked to help facilitate the process of identifying what programming elements should be
included in the new park site, public input has been gathered through Engage Breckenridge and
through an open house held on August 14" at the recreation center. The Recreation Department
Advisory Committee also provided input. The management of Alpine Bank and Local’s Market
were directly approached to share their thoughts on the development of a park at this site as well.
Also, the Town’s Senior Leadership Team (SLT) participated in a planning process and provided
guidance in the development of the park concept. The Heritage Alliance was additionally
consulted with as the property adjoins the Edwin Carter Museum. The current project team,
consisting of Peter Grosshuesch, Julia Puester, Chris Kulick, Jenn Cram, Shane Greenburg, and
| have prepared this MEMO and presentation.

Active or Passive

One of the first decisions to be made in developing this park site is to determine whether the site
should be a primarily active park site or a passive park site. An active park site is one which
would offer elements that promote physical activity and / or directed play or sport, while a passive
site is one which would offer elements that promote relaxation, tranquility, and aesthetics. For
example, an active park may include a children’s playground or a basketball court, and a passive
park may include flower gardens, brick pathways, and a small pavilion for social gatherings. It is
important to view this designation as a continuum however, recognizing that a park site can
contain a variety of both active and passive elements, though a truly passive park would certainly
lack active elements.

Through Engage Breckenridge, individuals were asked to indicate their preference for the park
site to be designed as active or passive park space. In reviewing responses, 29 votes were
placed for “passive” and 45 votes were placed for “active”. Through the open house, 5 votes
were placed for “passive” and 10 votes were placed for “active”. Overall, 62% of the 89 total
votes were for an “active” park site.
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Through Engage Breckenridge, individuals were provided the opportunity to share comments as
to their preference for either an “active” or “passive” park site and some of these comments are
provided below:

¢ Please don't make it passive, if you want to sit and do nothing, you can do that anywhere, we
need some action up here!
bring some activity to the north end of town....public restrooms too!

¢ | love all the active ideas. There are plenty of quiet places in the mountains. Keep the kids
playing

e | lean more towards active. Many parents bring their kids in the spring, summer and fall to
experience "doing things" with their kids outdoors

¢ | think a green area for relaxing and a small pavilion for performances and/or ceremonies
would be a nice addition to that area of town

¢ | chose an active park because | believe there are a lot of places around town that are
conducive to relaxing on a bench

¢ Quiet space is needed. Breckenridge needs to be a bit more than T shirts and tourists

o There is almost 0 green space or areas to just sit and take in the view- more playgrounds and
terrain parks are unnecessary

Discussions amongst the SLT and the project team paralleled the public input and it is being
proposed that the Town have a strong emphasis on active elements for individuals of all ages
while also providing passive elements. Influencing this decision was the known desire of
business owners on north Main Street to bring activity to the area. An assessment of existing
park sites in the downtown core also influenced the preference for an active site. Both the Blue
River Plaza and the Riverwalk Lawn are primarily passive sites, and there is not an expressed
need for additional passive recreational space. Lastly, Town staff have expressed that both
residents and guests consistently request that the Town consider additional places to “play”, more
specifically, children’s playgrounds.

Programming Elements

There is certainly no shortage of possibilities when exploring the amenities or elements to be
included in the development of a new park site. To spur the brainstorming process, Recreation
Department staff and Citizen Advisory Committee members were asked to share their thoughts
and ideas on what active and passive elements / amenities should be included in the design of
this new town park. The following list was generated and public feedback was sought on these
ideas through both Engage Breckenridge and the open house. The number of individuals which
expressed support for each element is shown in parentheses.

Active Elements Passive Element
- Bocce Ball Court(s) (17) - Picnic Tables (21)
- Bouldering Wall / Boulders (32) - Seating for Quiet Reflection (18)
- Slackline Feature (14) - Kinetic / Public Art (12)
- Terrain Park / Jibbing (7) - Chess Tables (4)
- Musical Play Garden (17) - Green Space / Flower Gardens (28)
- Splash Pad / Water Feature (38) - Small Pavilion (21)

- Children’s Playground (37)

In discussing the future park site with Mark Williams of Alpine Bank, he did not provide any
specific support for neither an active or passive park site, nor elements / amenities that he felt
should be included in a park site. He did express that the bank had recently done some
landscaping along the north edge of their property and asked if the park could be tied into that in
some manner. He stated that the park would be a great addition for the Town. Olivia Fowlie, the
owner of Local's Market, did express that she desired the park site to be much more active than
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passive. She stated that the business owners on the north end of Main Street are interested in
more activity in the area and felt that this park site could help promote that activity. She
expressed specific support for bouldering and slacklining and requested that thought be given to
active winter elements such as a small terrain park for snowboarders to utilize. She also
requested that a pavilion be considered so as to provide a venue for small events and gatherings.
She also expressed a desire for the park to be cleared of snow in Winter so as to keep it usable
all year round.

Through Engage Breckenridge, individuals were also provided the opportunity to share any
thoughts or ideas that they had on additional elements / amenities that they felt should be
included in the design of the park. These are summarized below with the number of individuals
who expressed the same or similar thoughts / ideas:

- Fountain or Water Feature

- Community Garden

- Miniature Golf

- Historical Theme on Ute Indians
- Public Restrooms (4)

- Parking Lot (3)

- lce Climbing Structure

- Bike Park (3)

- Shuffle Board

- Map of the World — Visitors Place a Pin Where they are from
- Skatepark

- Outdoor Pool

- Ice Skating Area

Discussions amongst the SLT and the project team were focused on interpreting the feedback
that we received from the public process and assessing the feasibility of desired park elements /
amenities. The feasibility and appropriateness of including or excluding any element / amenity in
the design of the park should be based on being fiscally responsible with Town resources,
understanding the needs and desires of residents as well as business owners in the area,
understanding how the new park will impact our visitor experience, adhering to the Town’s
sustainability commitments, managing liability, and recognizing the costs associated with
construction, maintenance and upkeep. For example, a splash pad was expressed by the public
to be the most desired element in the new park, though it is our responsibility to determine if the
short season of use, the required maintenance, the energy costs, water consumption, and the
cost of installation justify including this element in the park design.

Through this vetting process, SLT and the project team eliminated some potential elements and
is proposing that the following programming elements be included in the park design:

o Active Elements
While it was agreed that a traditional playground should not be located at this park site, it was
agreed that the park should contain a variety of “stand alone” play features that appeal to
individuals of all ages. Climbing boulders or a bouldering wall, net climbers, hill slides, spring
rockers, and an animal themed play area for toddlers are being proposed. Pictures will be
shown during the presentation.

e Passive Elements
It was agreed that the park site should provide spaces for individuals to sit and relax, perhaps
a spot to enjoy an outdoor lunch, as well as seating for parents and any events that may
occur in the park. The need to tier or terrace the site for topographical reasons will present
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many options for benches, picnic tables, and natural seating options. It is also proposed that
the site accommodate public art in some manner.

Site Analysis
The park site includes .44 acres along north Main Street between Alpine Bank and The

Local’'s Market. The site is approximately 100 feet x 135 feet, with 100 feet of Main Street
access to the west. The site is flat for approximately 65 feet to the east and then slopes up at
a 15% grade toward the existing alley. The Edwin Carter Museum is immediately across the
alley toward the east.

While vacating the alley and physically connecting the new park site to the existing Edwin
Carter Museum property would be ideal and create a large downtown park/ heritage site, the
alley is needed for traffic flow purposes. Alpine Bank is to the south of the site and has done
some landscaping along the property line which the park can effectively complement. The
Local’'s Market is to the north of the park site and there is no existing border as the site is
currently being used for their parking. There is an existing steel staircase that provides
access from the alley to the rear of The Local’s Market, and this access must be maintained,
though not necessarily by the existing staircase. The site also has several encumbrances
that will need to be accommodated in any plan for the park. Those are: provide one additional
parking space for the market (this would be located along the alley); provide a solution for
storm water runoff for the market property; and an easement allowing for building
maintenance on the south side of the market.

There are currently 3-4 medium sized lodgepole pines on the site, and it is likely they will
need to be removed unless the slope is left undisturbed. The trees are not particularly
healthy and it is the opinion of the planning staff that the trees should not be a determining
factor in the design.

Drainage is currently handled by drain near the Local’'s Market on the north side of the

property. Drainage would most likely need to continue to be collected and piped since the
cross slope of the site currently sends stormwater toward the Local’'s Market.
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Figure 1 - Looking west across the proposed park site to the Edwin Carter Museum

Summary and Next Steps

The development of a park site along the north end of Main Street presents a great opportunity to
encourage increased traffic and activity in that area and offer residents and guests with new
recreational amenities which further increase the quality of life and enhance the visitor
experience. Staff recommends that the park be developed as a primarily active site, with play
features such as climbing boulders, net climbers, spring rockers, and a small play area for
toddlers. The park should also include a variety of seating options to accommodate parents
watching their children play, families wanting to enjoy lunch in the park, and shoppers on Main
Street needing to take a rest. The park should be landscaped so as to incorporate and
accentuate the natural environment and spectacular views, though high maintenance flower beds
and gardens should be avoided. The park should have a connection to the Edwin Carter
Museum. Though a direct physical connection is not possible due to the alley, a connection can
be created through signage and an animal themed play area for toddlers.

If Town Council supports the staff recommendations, the project team will proceed with the
design of the park. Design drawings will be brought back before council when completed for
review. Project costs will then be determined and presented to council. Depending upon the
project cost and the will of the council, it is possible that the development of the park can be
phased or the design revisited.

The project team will be available at the council meeting to discuss the proposed concepts and
address any questions regarding this MEMO and the park development.
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Memorandum

TO: Town Council

FROM: Mark Johnston, Streets and Parks Manager
DATE: October 15" 2013

RE: Median and Roundabout Landscape Concepts

On August 27th 2013, Staff provided Council with examples of other mountain community median and
roundabout landscaping. Since that meeting and based on Council feedback, Staff has been working
with Norris Design, a landscape design company, to illustrate the Council-desired concepts.

During the October 22nd work session, Staff and Norris Design will provide Council with an update on
this landscaping project. After this meeting we will take Council feedback and come back at a later
meeting and present final proposed concepts. Although the illustrations will not be ready by the
Council packet submittal deadline for the October 22M meeting, the illustrations of the proposed
median and roundabout concepts will be presented.
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MEMO
T0: Town Council
CC: Town Manager & Assistant Town Manager
FROM: Kim Dykstra-DiLallo, Director of Communications
DATE: October 16, 2013 (for 10.22.13 work session)
RE: Art Galleries & Art Fairs — follow up from 10/8/13 meeting

At the October 8 Council meeting, the Council asked for comparison information on Art Fairs in
other communities as well as lodging occupancies for the summer here in Breckenridge.

CAST (Colorado Association of Ski Towns) sent out a survey to their members. Mount Crested
Butte and Frasier responded that their towns do not have any, however, there are nearby towns
that do host art events. Twelve responded that they do host art shows, fairs or festivals. All
towns but one also host a summer-long ‘Farmers’ Market’ which also offer art. The results
follow this memo on a matrix.

The BRC provided the occupancy levels for this past summer for Friday, Saturday and Sunday.
This bar graph follows this memo.

I will be at the Work Session to answer questions.

Thank you.
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Breckenridge Weekend Occupancy - Summer 2013
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Breckenridge Town Council & Summit School District Board

Joint Meeting Agenda

Tuesday, October 22,2013
6:00 - 7:15 pm
Town of Breckenridge, Town Hall
Council Chambers

AGENDA

Introductions

Community presentation on Summit Schools (10 min)
Pro Cycling Challenge planning and communication
Workforce Housing - Block 11 Status and SSD Plans
SSD Solar update

Future plans for two Breckenridge Elementary Schools

SSD efforts on football and rugby traumatic brain injury evaluation and prevention
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