TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 2015, 8:30 AM

2nd FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM, MOUNTAIN VILLAGE TOWN HALL
455 MOUNTAIN VILLAGE BLVD, MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, COLORADO

AGENDA

Time

Min

Presenter

Type

8:30

Call to Order

8:30

Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

8:35

Kennefick
Reed

Action

Consent Agenda
All matters in the consent agenda are considered to be
routine by the Town Council and will be enacted with a
single vote. There will be no separate discussion of these
items. If discussion is deemed necessary, that item should
be removed from the Consent agenda and considered
separately:
a. Consideration of Approval of Minutes of the January 15,
2015 Regular Town Council Meeting
b. Consideration of Approval of Minutes of the January 20,
2015 Town Council-Staff Work Session
c. Consideration of a Resolution Ratifying Council
Approval of an Agreement to Convey a Portion of Lot
1003R-1, the Medical Center Site, to the Telluride
Hospital District
d. Consideration of a Resolution Ratifying Council
Approval of an Agreement to sell a Portion of Lot
1003R-1, the Lofts at Mountain Village Site, to Belem
Properties, Co. LLC for Purposes of Developing Work
Force Housing

8:40

10

Kennefick

Action

Liquor Licensing Authority:

a. Consideration of an Application by Telski Food &
Beverage Services, LLC DBA Tomboy Tavern for a
Modification of Premises on the H&R Liquor License
March 27-29, 2015 for Mountain Town Get Down, a
Special Event in Heritage Plaza

8:50

30

Reed
Mahoney

Legal

Executive Session for the Purpose of Receiving Legal
Advice Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(b), and for the Purpose
of Negotiations Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)e

9:20

20

Martelon

Informational

Marketing Telluride Inc. (MTI) Quarterly Report

9:40

90

Hawkins

Quasi-
Judicial

Telluride Apartments Redevelopment:

a. First Reading, Setting of a Public Hearing and Council
Vote on an Ordinance to (1) rezone Lot 640A from the
Multi-family Zone District to the Full Use Active Open
Space Zone District; and (2) Transfer Density to
Increase the Permitted Density from 30 Workforce
(employee) apartment units to 91 workforce apartment
units and 2,200 square feet of commercial space on Lot
640A and a portion of OSP-35B

b. Consideration of a Resolution Approving (1) Conditional
Use Permit to Allow for the Development of 91
Workforce Apartment Housing Units on Full Use Active
Open Space and on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-
35B (2) a Subdivision to Create Four (4) Lots (Tracts)
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on Lot 640A and OSP-35B

11:10

50

Hawkins
Kjome

Work
Session

Meadows Improvement Plan

12:00

30

LUNCH BREAK

10.

12:30

15

Delves

Informational

Economic Development Definition Initiative (EDDI) Update

11.

12:45

15

McKinley

Action

Consideration of Allocating up to $35,000 in Additional
Funds for Purposes of Operating and Marketing the
Telluride Conference Center

12.

1:00

30

Kunz

Informational
Action

Work
Session

Staff Reports:
a. Human Resources

1. Bi-annual Report

2. Consideration of Approval of the 2015 Drug &
Alcohol Policy-Safety Sensitive Employees

3. Consideration of Approval of the 2015 Employee
Handbook

4. Council Compensation Discussion

13.

1:30

30

Hawkins

Work
Session

Conceptual Work Session to Discuss Conditional Use
Permit for New Freestanding Antennas on Coonskin Ridge
Located on OSP-49R

14.

2:00

15

Pasquariello

Action

Consideration of Moving a Previously Approved Vending
Cart (Backyard BBQ) from Sunset Plaza to Heritage Plaza
(Item was Continued from the January Meeting)

15.

2:15

30

Mahoney

Action

Consideration of a Resolution Approving a Second
Amended and Restated Declaration of Condominium Hotel
Covenants and Restrictions (Hotel Deed Restriction for
Hotel Madeline Telluride)

16.

2:45

15

Swain
Vergari

Presentation
Action

Finance:
a. Presentation of the January 31, 2015 Business &
Government Activity Report (BAGAR)
b. Consideration of the December 2014 Financials

17.

3:00

20

Mahoney

Informational

Update on Ongoing Investigation and Potential Settlement
Regarding Potential Zoning Violations at the Boulders

18.

3:20

10

Council
Members

Informational

Council Boards and Commissions Updates:

Eco Action Partners — Howe/Sherry

Telluride Historical Museum — Bronson

San Miguel Watershed Coalition — Jett

Colorado Flights Alliance — Jansen

Plaza Use Committee — Jett

Transportation & Parking - Howe/Schillaci
Budget & Finance Committee — Jansen/McKinley
Mayor’s Update - Jansen

S@meao0oTy

19.

3:30

10

Action

Other Business:
a. Consideration of a Letter of Support for Eco Action
Partners Compost Facility Grant Application

20.

3:40

Adjourn

Please note that times are approximate and subject to change.

2/11//2015

jk

Individuals with disabilities needing auxiliary aid(s) may request assistance by contacting Town Hall at 970-369-6406 or email: mvclerk@mtnvillage.org.
A minimum of 48 hours advance notice is required so arrangements can be made to locate requested auxiliary aid(s).




Agenda# 3a

OWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
455 Mountain Village Blvd. Suite A
Mountain Village, Co 81435
970-728-8000

970-728-4342 Fax
myvclerk@mitnvillage.org

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 15, 2015
REGULAR TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

The meeting of the Town Council was called to order by Mayor Pro-Tem Cath Jett at 8:31 a.m. on Thursday,
January 15, 2015 in the Mountain Village Town Hall, 455 Mountain Village Town Hall Boulevard, Mountain

Village, Colorado.

Attendance:

The following Town Council members were present and acting:

Dan Jansen, Mayor

Cath Jett, Mayor Pro-Tem
Dave Schillact

John Howe

Michelle Sherry

Marty McKinley

Jonette Bronson

Also in attendance were:

Kim Montgomery, Town Manager

Jackie Kennefick, Director of Administration/Town Clerk
Susan Johnston, Deputy Town Clerk

Nichole Zangara, Community Relations Manager

Laila Benitez, Community Relations Assistant

David Reed, Town Attorney

Jim Mahoney, Assistant Town Attorney

Chris Hawkins, Director of Community Development
Kevin Swain, Finance Director

Chris Broady, Police Chief

Sue Kunz, Human Resources Director

Corrie McMills, Human Resources Cootdinator

Steven Lehane, Director of Cable & Broadband Services
Randy Kee, Building Official

Dawn Katz, Director of Mountain Munchkins

Deanna Drew, Director of Plaza & Environmental Services
Finn Kjome, Public Works Director

Dave Bangert, Forester

Jodi Miller, Office Manager/Court Clerk

Ted Holland, MVPD Police Officer

Rachelle Redmond, MVPD Lieutenant

Michael Hartig, MVPD Police Officer

Krysten Gottman, MVPD Police Officer

Mark Martin, MVPD Police Officer

Ken Haynes

Susanne Connolly

Stephen Roth

[¢M)

Aurelie Cannella
Rich Nuttall
Robert Stenhammer
Anton Benitez
Eric Wells

Steve Togni

Sara Larsen

Lyn Gruss
Jetfrey Fasolo
Jonathan Greenspan
Kim Wheels

Dan Garner
Michael Martelon
Douglas Tooley
Sean Stogner
Lisa Eidsmo
Kiera Skinner
Dylan Henderson
Brian Kanaga
Nick Pasquariello
Lisa Eisdmo

Judi Snelling

R. Gayle

Tom Kennedy
Stephanie Fanos
Dewitt Gayle
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Public Comment for Non-Agenda Items

Public comment was received by Jeffrey Fasolo and Jonathan Greenspan. Cath Jett directed staff to agendize
the Boulder’s violations at the February meeting.

Approval of the Minutes of the December 11, 2014 Regular Town Council Meeting
On a MOTION by John Howe and seconded by Jonette Bronson, Council voted unanimously to approve
the December 11, 2014 Town Council meeting minutes as presented.

Consideration of a Resolution Designating Posting Locations for the Town’s Ordinances and Public

Notices

Ditector of Administration/Town Clerk Jackie Kennefick presented the above item. Council discussion
ensued. On a MOTION by Jonette Bronson and seconded by John Howe Council voted unanimously to
approve a Resolution designating posting locations for the Town’s Ordinances and public notices.

Michelle Sherry arrived at 8:36 a.m.
Dave Schillaci arrived at 8:40 a.m.
Dan Jansen arrived at 8:43 a.m.

Telluride Regional Airport Authority (TRAA) Bi-annual Report

Telluride A1rport Manager Rich Nuttall presented the bi-annual report. TRAA completed a wildlife hazard
assessment and drainage improvements in 2014 and a new de-ice pad will be added in 2015. Council
requested a written report be included in the Town Council packet in the future.

Ken Haynes of the San Miguel Power Association presented a rebate check in the amount of $12,408 to the
Town for the LED lights retrofit project for the street lights, plaza lights, and path lights. The check was
accepted by Public Works Director Finn Kjome.

Executive Session for the Purpose of a Personnel Matter Pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-6-

402((4)(H) (X)), and for Receiving Legal Advice Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(b), and for the Purpose of
Negotiations Pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)e

On a MOTION by Dave Schillaci and seconded by Jonette Bronson, Council agreed to enter into Executive
Session for the purpose of a personnel matter pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-6- 402((4)(H) (D)), and for receiving
legal advice pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-402(b), and for the purpose of negotiations pursuant to C.R.S. 24-6-
402(4)e at 8:45 a.m.

Council returned to regular session at 10:05 a.m.

Consideration of an Agreement to Convey a Portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Medical Center Site, to the
Telluride Hospital District

Mayor Jansen framed the discussion stating that a citizen’s advisory board will be involved throughout the
development process. Tom Kennedy, Counsel for the Hospital District, thanked Council members for the
opportunity to build the Medical Center stating that the agreement has been approved by the Hospital Board.
Council discussion ensued. Public comment was received by DeWitt Gayle. On a MOTION by Cath Jett
and seconded by Dave Schillaci, Council voted unanimously to approve an agreement to convey a portion of
Lot 1003R-1, the Medical Center site to the Telluride Hospital District as presented.

Consideration of an Agreement to Sell a Portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Lofts at Mountain Village Site,
to Telluride Investments, LL.C, a Colorado Limited Liability Company for Purposes of Developing
Work Force Housing

Mayor Jansen discussed the regional state of affordable housing. Mountain Village challenged the developer
community to come up with some creative and fast solutions. This project has come from that challenge.
The developer has agreed to R-1 restrictions. Town Attorney David Reed and the Mayor discussed that

>
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Council will defer the parking payment in lieu until such point where the town needs to expand the parking
structure and the developer has accepted that deferral. When the town determines the need to expand the
structure, the developer will be notified and will pay the full amount or set up a payment schedule. If the
property is sold or transferred, that obligation will carry with the property. This is not part of today’s
approval but rather will be implemented when the parking payment in lieu application is filed. The caveat is
that it would not be a personal obligation but the obligation will run with the land for the 15 year sunset
clause. Public comment was received by Human Resources Director Sue Kunz, Sean Stogner, Douglas
Tooley, Lyn Gruss, and Steve Togni. On a MOTION by Cath Jett and seconded by John Howe, Council
voted unanimously to approve an agreement to sell a portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Lofts at Mountain Village
site to Belem Properties Co., LLC, for the purposes of developing work force housing and authorize the
Mayor to execute the Agreement on behalf of the Town.

Liquor Licensing Authority:
a. Consideration of Recertification of the Mountain Village Promotional Association and
Common Consumption Area

Jackie Kennefick presented the above application. Council discussion ensued. Police Chief Chris Broady
stated that the use of the Common Consumption Area was successful last summer. He noted that some
operational issues need to be addressed including:

e The use of communication radios by security

e Vendors ensuring an adequate number of cups are on hand

e Location for the storage of the fencing
Chief Broady has no concerns about approving the renewal application. President of the Promotional
Association (PA) Board Stephen Roth stated that the Entertainment District was a benefit to local businesses
and that he is hoping to build on its success this year. On a MOTION by Dave Schillaci and seconded by
Cath Jett, Council voted unanimously to approve recertification of the Mountain Village Promotional
Association and Common Consumption Area for one year and directed staff to extend the License
Agreement for the same.

Council Boards and Commissions Updates:
a. Eco Action Partners (EAP)- Howe/Sherry

Michelle Sherry stated that EAP is proceeding with an LED light program called Green Lights and has
receivled a $5000 grant from the Telluride Foundation for promotion of the program.

b. Telluride Historical Museum — Bronson
The Museum is continuing with programs featuring ski history and Telluride adventures. Ms. Bronson stated
that two candidates for the director’s position will be interviewed in the next two days.

c. San Miguel Watershed Coalition — Jett
Deanna Drew is now the Board President. State of the Watershed Report is almost complete and should be
out in the next quarter.

d. Colorado Flights Alliance (CFA) — Jansen
Mayor Jansen stated that flights are loading favorably compared to prior years. Alegiant Air launched a
repeat of their two for one program out of Montrose to Phoenix and Los Angeles. TMVOA has filled their
open Board seats with some good people and some nice cooperation with air is in the works.

e. Plaza Use Committee — Jett
There was no update.

f. Transportation & Parking — Howe/Schillaci
Mr. Howe suggested the Town consider putting a public restroom in the Meadows Parking area and Council
was in favor.

g. Budget & Finance Committee — Jansen/McKinley

Mr. McKinley reinforced a conservative reserve philosophy in order to deal with any unforeseen events.

Staff Reports:
a. Mountain Munchkins Preschool & Daycare

o
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Mountain Munchkins Director Dawn Katz presented her report. Ms. Katz stated that the Commission for
Community Assistance, Arts and Special Events (CCAASE) grant was approved in the amount of $5000
which brings the total grant money awarded for 2015 to $40,000. Council thanked Ms. Katz for her efforts
and a very thorough report.

b. Cable & Broadband Services

Director of Cable and Broadband Services Steven Lehane presented his report highlighting three specific

areas.

1.

Council discussion ensued regarding the issues that occurred over the holidays with
broadband and cell phone (especially ATT) services. Mr. Lehane explained that data
consumption is growing at a staggering rate as well as the number of devices being used.
Mountain Village shares a one gigabyte pipe with the Town of Telluride. He proposed that
the Town of Mountain Village purchase a dedicated pipe at a cost of $85,000. This would
ensure much better broadband capacity. The pipe may be expanded periodically to
accommodate growing data consumption and is expandable up to 50 gigabytes. Council
discussed building the cost of the upgrades into the Broadband department budget annually
so that when upgrades are needed, the funds are available. Council directed staff to provide
expansion information to the Budget/Finance committee to review and authorized the
committee to make a decision.

Discussion ensued on whether or not the Town should expand broadband services to include
home installation (networking/printers set- -up, troubleshootmg, etc.). 'This would entail
hiring additional staff that would specialize in customer service. Council consensus was to
direct staff to investigate an end to end service expansion for the Cable and Broadband
Services Department, develop a business plan, identify the costs, and present to Council in a
publically noticed meeting.

Cell phone coverage (primarily AT&T) was degraded over the holiday season due to an
increase of users. AT&T has indicated that the company is exploring installing another tower
which would allow for more capacity. Council discussion ensued and Mayor Jansen agreed to
contact AT&T directly to discuss moving forward with the process as well as options for a
tower location.

c. Town Manager

Town Manager Kim Montgomery presented her report and announced that there was a four-way tie for the
December Great Setvices Award. Jordan Houde and Patrick O’Flynn were recognized for taking on the
responsibility of running the train on Saturday and Sunday of Holiday Prelude when the driver became sick
and assisting the Recreation Department with shoveling the ice rink. Corrie McMills and Michael
Ruterbories were also recognized for helping shovel the ice rink for the figure skating performance during
the snow storm while off duty. The Holiday Prelude and Holiday Magic were both very successful programs
and had great turn out. Council discussion ensued.

Council took a lunch break from 12:24 p.m. to 12:35 p.m.

Finance:

Finance Director Kevin Swain presented:

a. December 31, 2014 Business & Government Activity Report (BAGAR)

Council discussion ensued.
Dave Schillaci returned to the meeting at 12:42 p.m.

b. Consideration of the November 2014 Financials

(o]
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Council discussion ensued. Council directed staff to begin retaining all surpluses generated in the Cable
Fund and make the appropriate revision in the 2015 budget. On a MOTION by Cath Jett and seconded by
John Howe, Council voted unanimously to approve the November 2014 Financials as presented.

Presentation of the 2015 Telluride Conference Center Sales (TCC) and Marketing Plan

TSG’s Vice President of Hospitality Robert Stenhammer presented the TCC Sales and Marketing Plan. He
stated that 2014 was a rebuilding year for TCC. The Conference Center hosted over sixty-five events in 2014
and hired salesperson Allison Grassetti. The focus for 2015 sales efforts include incentive business,
association business, and continuing education The Conference Center will continue to be utilized as multi-
use community asset to provide economic stimulus.

Consideration of Appointments to the Town Hall Subarea Task Force

Director of Community Development Chris Hawkins presented the above item. Council discussion ensued.
Public comment was received by Susanne Connolly. Council voted by paper ballot. On a MOTION by Cath
Jett and seconded by Michelle Sherry, Council voted unanimously to appoint the following members to the
Town Hall Subarea Task Force:

Task Force Representation per Bylaws Members

Owner of Parcel C (Primarily Town) Bob Delves

Owner of Parcel D (Primarily TMVOA) Pete Mitchell

One at large member from Comp. Plan Task Force Martinique Prohaska
Two at large members from either the broader Penelope Gleason
community or adjacent property owners Lyn Gruss

impacted by development.

Four Members Representing Adjacent Property Owner Communities

Mountain Lodge Steve Togni

Lorian Marcy Pickering
Trails Edge Bruce Maclntire
Elkstone 21 Elizabeth Barth

Second Reading, Public Hearing and Council Vote on an Ordinance to Approve:

a. A Major PUD Amendment to: 1) Allow for the Construction of a Pool and Porte Cochere
Addition on the West Side of Hotel Madeline on Lot OS-1A-MVB and Lot 38-50-51R; 2)
Bring a Portion of OS-1A-MVB and Lot 38-50-51R into the PUD; and 3) Amend and Restate
the PUD Development Agreement

b. Rezoning a Portion of OS-1A-MVB and Lot 38-50-51R from the Full Use Active Open Space
Zone District to the Village Center Zone District.

Chris Hawkins presented the above matter. Assistant Town Attorney Jim Mahoney distributed a revised
conveyance agreement noting that the Town benefits package will include only the cooling unit for the Ice
Rink and the shade structure over the Ice Rink. The conditions of approval are:

1. The Mayor will have the authority to review and approve the final PUD Development Agreement,
the associated conveyance agreement and other legal instruments which may be required to be
amended concurrently with the PUD.

2. The zoning map shall include the following elements in the Village Center Zone District:
structural columns, the exterior material facing, the porte cochere and pool addition air space.

The plaza area below the porte cochere at ground level, surrounding plaza areas and the access drive
shall remain a part of the Full Use Active Open Space Zone District. The final zoning map shall be
created by the Town working with the applicant based on the future condominium map, with such
final map amended into the Official Zoning Map and signed by the Mayor
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The PUD development agreement or a separate legal instrument shall include the pool hours.
The Hotel Madeline Owner shall work with the Town to amend the applicable easements and/or
license agreements to ensure the operation and maintenance of the sidewalks and plaza areas,
including the proposed snowmelt system

5. The Hotel Madeline Owner shall enter into a construction license and mitigation agreement prior to

the construction of the porte cochere and pool addition
6. The applicant will provide the cost estimates for replacing the panels and associated hardware to
town staff for review and approval.

The applicant’s architect Dylan Henderson provided details on the construction plans. Council discussion
ensued on various topics including the public benefit of the Ice Rink sunshade. On a MOTION by Marty
McKinley and seconded by Michelle Sherry, Council voted unanimously to adopt an Ordinance approving
(1) Major PUD Amendment to (a) allow for the construction of a pool and porte cochere addition on the
West Side of Hotel Madeline on lot OS-1-MVB and Lot 38-50-51R; (b) bring a portion of OS-1-MVB and
Lot 38-50-51R into the PUD; and (c) Amend and restate the PUD Development Agreement; and (2)
Rezoning a portion of OS-1-MVB and lot 38-50-51R from the Full Use Active Open Space Zone District to
the Village Center Zone District with the above conditions.
Council also requested that staff fully evaluate the quality of the shades, their lifespan and the costs of
replacing the sun shade panels including the associated hardware. Additionally Council requested a
comparison of the cost savings and other public benefits such as reducing energy use, and greenhouse gas
reductions as a result of the shade.

Bl

Second Reading, Public Hearing and Council Vote on an Ordinance to Amend the Community
Development Code at Section 17.5, Design Regulations, Concerning Snowmelt Design; Section 17.7,
Building Regulations, Concerning Snowmelt Limitations and Establishing a Smart

Building Program with Energy Incentives and Energy Mitigation Requirements; and at Section
17.7.20 to Establish the Maximum Time to Complete a Construction Project

Building Official Randy Kee presented the above item stating that staff has made changes to the Ordinance
based on previous Council input. Council discussion ensued regarding the proper motivation for
homeowners to consider the HERS rating when building. Kim Wheels of Eco Action Partners provided a
formula for determining program values and Mr. Hawkins computed the incentives to homeowners if an
owner has a HERS rating of 50. Public comment was received by Jonathan Greenspan. Council agreed to
proceed with the program and observe what the percentage of participation is among homeowners once it is
established. On a MOTION by Cath Jett and seconded by Marty McKinley, Council voted 5-1, with Dan
Jansen dissenting, to adopt an Ordinance Amending the Community Development Code at Section 17.5,
Design Regulations, Concerning Snowmelt Design; Section 17.7, Building Regulations, Concerning
Snowmelt Limitations and Establishing a Smart Building Program with Energy Incentives and Energy
Mitigation Requirements; and at Section 17.7.20 to Establish the Maximum Time to Complete a
Construction Project as presented.

Police Department:
Mayor Dan Jansen performed the following:

a. Swearing in of New Police Officer Krysten Gottman
b. Re-affirm Oath of Office for Police Officers

On a MOTION by Marty McKinley and seconded by John Howe, Council voted unanimously to extend the
meeting beyond 6 hours.

Dave Schillaci left the meeting at 3:02 p.m.

Other Business:
a. Consideration of Support for Submitting a Letter of Intent for the 2017 American

Planning Association State Conference

|co
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Kim Montgomery presented the above. Council discussion ensued. On MOTION by John Howe and
seconded by Dave Schillaci, Council voted unanimously to authorize the Mayor to sign the above letter.
b. Consideration of Moving a Previously Approved Vending Cart (Backyard BBQ) from
Sunset Plaza to Heritage Plaza
Director of Plaza & Environmental Services Deanna Drew presented the above item explaining that Nick
Pasquariello, who owns the Backyard BBQ vending cart, has asked Council to consider allowing the cart to
relocate to Heritage Plaza for the remainder of the 2014-15 ski season due to several issues:
e Lack of pedestrian traffic at his current location in Sunset Plaza
e The BBQ Cart is not advertised on the directories
e Sunset Plaza is not a winter lunch destination Plaza
e Sunset Plaza is not heated and requires snow shoveling
e Cartis required to be removed each night.
Council discussion ensued. On a MOTION by John Howe and seconded by Michelle Sherry, Council
voted 3-3 (with Marty McKinley, Jonette Bronson & Cath Jett dissenting) to allow Backyard BBQ to move
to Heritage Plaza with the location to be determined by staff and for the remainder of the 2015 season.
David Reed explained that in the case of a tie vote, the item will be continued to the February 19" Town
Council meeting. Council directed staff in the meantime to move the vendor to a more visible location on
Sunset Plaza and allow for a sandwich board to be utilized with a three month exception for extenuating
circumstances. Additional signage for Sunset Plaza vendors was also discussed.

c. Other
There was no other business.

There being no further business, on a MOTION by John Howe and seconded by Cath Jett, Council
unanimously agreed to adjourn the meeting at 3:57 p.m.

Respectfully prepared, Respectfully submitted,
Susan Johnston Jackie Kennefick
Deputy Town Clerk Town Clerk

(o)
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Agenda Item # 3b

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 20, 2015
TOWN COUNCIL- STAFF WORK SESSION

DRAFT

The meeting of the Town Council was called to order at 1:00 p.m. at the Meadows Post Office site and 2:09
p.m. in Council Chambers on Tuesday, January 20, 2015 in the Mountain Village Town Hall, 455 Mountain
Village Town Hall Boulevard, Mountain Village, Colorado.

Attendance:

The following Town Council members were present and acting:
Dave Schillaci

John Howe

Michelle Sherry

Marty McKinley (meeting only)

The following Town Council members were absent:
Dan Jansen, Mayor

Cath Jett, Mayor Pro Tem

Jonette Bronson

Also in attendance were:

Kim Montgomery, Town Manager

Jackie Kennefick, Director of Administration/Town Clerk
Susan Johnston, Deputy Town Clerk

David Reed, Town Attorney

Chris Hawkins, Director of Community Development
Finn Kjome, Public Works Director

Chris Colter, Director of Transit & Recreation

Chris Broady, Police Chief

Jolana Vanek

Richard Thorpe

Jettrey Fasolo

Michelle Sherry was appointed chair and called the meeting to order at 2:09 p.m.
Site Walk of Meadows Area Affected by Proposed Improvement Plan- Meet at Meadows Post Office

Attendees: Kim Montgomery, Jackie Kennefick, Susan Johnston, Chris Hawkins, Finn Kjome, Chris Colter,
Chris Broady, Jolana Vanek, Richard Thotpe, Jeffrey Fasolo.

Council-Staff Work Session to Discuss the Meadows Improvement Plan

Director of Community Development Chris Hawkins opened the discussion stating that the purpose of the
meeting is to evaluate the Meadows area improvements list. The list will be evaluated annually for
prioritization in the budget process. Extensive Council discussion ensued. The following direction was given
to staff regarding specific improvement sections in the Meadows:
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For the Meadows Parking Lot Park shown in Section 7
e Provide landscape buffer and fence improvements to keep children in the park.
e Keep the option to expand the Park adjacent to the Meadows Parking Lot pending future
TSG approval.

For the Meadows Parking Lot shown in Section 7
e Add temporary bathroom by post office
e Look at new Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramp parallel to post office that is
perpendicular to Northstar driveway versus curved ADA access

For Section 5, New Walkway from pedestrian bridge to Northstar access driveway
e Break out the costs of the ADA accessible walk, new stairs and new sidewalk along north side
of the North Star Driveway
e Ensure sidewalk connects to sidewalk along Adams Ranch Road to create walking loop in the
Meadows
¢ Add sidewalk connecting to Northstar from proposed sidewalk

For Section 4, Sidewalk from Fairway Four to Adams Ranch Road Intersection by Big Billies
e Majority of Council members indicated sidewalk should be on east side of Adams Ranch
Road to intersection with North Star driveway/Adams Ranch Road then cross to the north
side of the street across from Spring Creek preceding to the Adams Ranch Road by Big Billies
e Explore methods to allow for Aspen regeneration in snow storage area for Big Billies
e Improve the visibility of the current Adams Ranch Road intersection by Big Billies

For Section 06, Big Billies Chondola Connection
e Establish new pedestrian path on south side of Big Billies along Prospect Creek concurrent
with the future redevelopment of the property
e Consider installing lighting along the current pedestrian path
e Consider installing new sidewalk connection to existing sidewalks on north side of Big Billies
on the west side of the breezeway access drive

Section 9, Pocket Park
e Reach out to Parker Ridge as part of Meadows Improvement Plan process

Final plan needs to:
e Have a Comprehensive Plan-like document with verbiage and details
e Map outall improvements in final plan
e Ensure it is a living document that is considered as a part of the annual budget process
e Include a goal to create an overall landscaping plan for the Meadows

Marty McKinley left the meeting at 2:44 p.m.

There being no further business, on a MOTION by Michelle Sherry and seconded by John Howe, Council
unanimously agreed to adjourn the meeting at 3:20 p.m.

Respectfully prepared, Respectfully submitted,
Susan Johnston Jackie Kennefick
Deputy Town Clerk Town Clerk
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RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, COLORADO,
RATIFYING COUNCIL APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT TO CONVEY A PORTION
OF LOT 1003R-1, THE MEDICAL CENTER SITE, TO THE TELLURIDE HOSPITAL
DISTRICT FOR THE NEW TELLURIDE MEDICAL CENTER

NO. 2015-02-
RECITALS:

A. The Town of Mountain Village (the “Town”) is a Home Rule Municipality pursuant
to Article XX of the Constitution of the State of Colorado; and

B. The Town of Mountain Village Town Council (the “Town Council”), at the January
15, 2015 Regular Town Council Meeting, approved a Land Acquisition and
Conveyance Agreement to covey a Portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Medical Center Site,
to the Telluride Hospital District, a political subdivision of the State of Colorado (the
“District”), and authorized the Mayor to execute such agreement; and

C. Article XI Section 11.5 of the Town Charter holds that the Town, by ordinance or
resolution of the Town Council, may sell or dispose of municipally owned buildings
or real property in use for public purposes without first obtaining the approval of the
majority of its electorate.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE ASFOLLOWS:

The Town Council, in accordance with the provisions of the Town Charter, hereby
ratifies and affirms the January 23, 2015 Land Acquisition and Conveyance Agreement to
convey a Portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Medical Center Site, to the District for the new Telluride
Medical Center, and further authorizes the execution of all documentsin connection therewith.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Town Council, at a regular meeting held on the
19" day of February, 2015.

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE TOWN COUNCIL

By:
Dan Jansen, Mayor
ATTEST:
By:
Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk
APPROVED ASTO FORM:
By:

J. David Reed, Town Attorney
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# 3d

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, COLORADO
RATIFYING COUNCIL APPROVAL OF AN AGREEMENT TO SELL A PORTION OF
LOT 1003R-1, THE LOFTSAT MOUNTAIN VILLAGE SITE, TO BELEM
PROPERTIESCO. LLC FOR PURPOSES OF DEVELOPING WORKFORCE
HOUSING

NO. 2015-02-
RECITALS:

A. The Town of Mountain Village (the “Town”) is a Home Rule Municipality pursuant
to Article XX of the Constitution of the State of Colorado; and

B. The Town of Mountain Village Town Council (the “Town Council”), at the January
15, 2015 Regular Town Council Meeting, approved an Agreement to Sell a Portion of
Lot 1003R-1, the Lofts at Mountain Village Site, to Belem Properties Co. LLC, a
Colorado limited liability company (“Belem”), and authorized the Mayor to execute
such agreement; and

C. Article XI Section 11.5 of the Town Charter holds that the Town, by ordinance or
resolution of the Town Council, may sell or dispose of municipaly owned buildings
or real property in use for public purposes without first obtaining the approval of the
majority of its electorate.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE ASFOLLOWS:

The Town Council, in accordance with the provisions of the Town Charter, hereby
ratifies and affirms the January 15, 2015 Agreement to Sell a Portion of Lot 1003R-1, the Lofts
at Mountain Village Site, to Belem for purposes of developing workforce housing, and further
authorizes the execution of al documents in connection therewith.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Town Council, at a regular meeting held on the
19" day of February, 2015.

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE TOWN COUNCIL

By:
Dan Jansen, Mayor
ATTEST:
By:
Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
By:

J. David Reed, Town Attorney
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AGENDA [TEM #4

Date: February 12,2015

To:  Town Council, Acting as the Liquor Licensing Authority

From: Jackie Kennefick, Director of Administration/Town Clerk

RE:  February 19, 2015 Considerations of the Liquor Licensing Authority

Consideration of an Application by Telski Food & Beverage Services, LLC, DBA Tomboy
Tavern for a Modification of Premises Permit on the Hotel &Restaurant Liquor License for
Mountain Town Get Down, a Special Event in Heritage Plaza on March 27-29, 2015

All required documentation and fees have been received and found to be in compliance. TSG is
requesting approval to modify the Tomboy Tavern’s Hotel &Restaurant liquor license for the
second annual Mountain Town Get Down special event in Heritage Plaza on March 27-29, 2015.
Police Chief Chris Broady has reviewed the application and any areas of concern have been
adequately addressed by TSG staff. A Special Events Permit application for the overall event has
been submitted and is under review by staff.

Staff recommendation: Motion to approve application by Telski Food & Beverage Services,
LLC, DBA Tomboy Tavern for a Modification of Premises Permit on the Hotel &Restaurant Liquor
License for the Mountain Town Get Down special event in Heritage Plaza on March 27-29, 2015.






























COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

455 Mountain Village Blvd.

Mountain Village, CO 81435

(970) 728-1392

Agenda Iltem No. 7

TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Hawkins, Director of Community Development
FOR: Meeting of February 19, 2015

DATE: February 11, 2015

RE: Telluride Apartments Redevelopment:

A. First Reading, Setting of a Public Hearing and Council Vote on an Ordinance to (1)
rezone Lot 640A from the Multi-family Zone District to the Full Use Active Open
Space Zone District; and (2) Transfer Density to Increase the Permitted Density
from 30 Workforce (employee) apartment units to 91 workforce apartment units
and 2,200 square feet of commercial space on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35B

B. Consideration of a Resolution Approving (1) Conditional Use Permit to Allow for
the Development of 91 Workforce Apartment Housing Units on Full Use Active
Open Space and on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35B (2) a Subdivision to Create
Four (4) Lots (Tracts) on Lot 640A and OSP-35B

PROJECT GEOGRAPHY
Legal Description: Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35A

Address: 306 Adams Ranch Road
Applicant/Agent: Adams Ranch MV, LLC
Owner:

Lot 640A: Adams Ranch MV, LLC
OSP-35A: TSG Ski and Golf, LLC
Zoning:
Lot 640A: Multi-Family Zone District
OSP-35A: Full Use Active Open Space Zone District

Existing Use: Vacated apartments, vacant land, open space, and a park
Proposed Use: 91 employee apartment units, new Meadows Park
Site Area: 2.2 acres (Includes Proposed Tract A and Tract B)
Density: 41 units per acre
Adjacent Land Uses:

e North: Adams Ranch Road/Coyote Court/The Boulders

e South: Active Open Space, Golf Course/Northstar

e East: Northstar/Open Space —Prospect Creek

o West: Timberview



BASIC DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

Currently Allowed Density Proposed Density
Person Person
Actual | Density | Equiv. Unit Actual | Density | Equiv. Unit

Use Units Per Unit | Density Units Per Unit | Density
Emp. Apts. 30 3 90 91 3 273
Required Density
Transfer 61 3 183
Building Height': Allowed: Proposed

o Maximum: 48 +5’ 53’

o Maximum Average: 48’ tbd

Required Parking Spaces:

Required

Number of Parking Parking
Land Use Apt. Units Requirement Spaces
Employee Condominium 91 1.5 sp./unit 137
HOA for Service Vehicles 1t05 1
Total Required Parking Spaces
for the Project 138
Provided Spaces | Regular Parking Spaces | Accessible | HOA-Service | Total
Surface Parking 70 | not marked not marked 70
Garage Parking 69 2 not marked 1
Total Spaces 139 2 141
ATTACHMENTS
1. Applicant Narrative (Exhibit A)
2. Conceptual Plans (Exhibit B)
3. Wetland Delineation (Exhibit C)
4. Meadow Floor Area Ratio Map (Exhibit D)
5. Public Comments on Proposal (Exhibit E)
6. Letter from Town Consulting Engineer (Exhibit F)

RECORD DOCUMENTS
e Town of Mountain Village Community Development Code (as amended) (the “CDC”)
e Town of Mountain Village Home Rule Charter (as amended) (the “Charter”)
e Design Review Application as maintained by the Community Development Department.

BACKGROUND

DRB Recommendation

The Design Review Board conducted a public hearing on the development applications as
defined below under Overview of Development Applications (the “Development Applications”)

! Building height and average building height will be re-evaluated with any future Design Review Process
development application.



on January 8, 2015 and unanimously passed a motion to recommend the Council approve the
applications with the following conditions:

1.

The rezoning, density transfer and conditional use permit are approving the density and the
general location of the building, general scale and mass, parking areas, accessways, and
the park. The final location and design of the building, grading, landscaping, parking areas,
accessways and other site improvements shall be determined with the required Design
Review Process application pursuant to the applicable requirements of the CDC, including
but not limited to the Design Regulations, Wetland Regulations and the Road and Driveway
Standards.

The proposed density and the general location of the building shall remain substantially as
shown in the final approved conceptual plans.

The scale and mass of the building and the associated floor area shall not increase from
that approved during the rezoning; nor shall the amount of building articulation change
substantially without approval of the DRB during the Design Review process application.
Prior to submitting for the required Design Review Process development application, the
applicant shall obtain approval for the wetland delineation from the United States Army
Corps of Engineers.

The park shall be designed to the satisfaction of the Design Review Board concurrent with
the Design Review Process application, including but not limited to access, grading, useable
park area, play equipment, river access/river park, and other park features. This final design
will only be achieved by the Town working closely with the developer and the community to
create the best park possible while also allowing for the efficient development of the
workforce housing project.

Prior to the Town Council approving the development applications, the applicant shall enter
into a development agreement with the Town to address the following and other topics that
arise during the rezoning:

6.1.  Public Improvements (landscaping, park improvements, new bus stop and shelter by
Coyote Court, lighting, etc.)

6.2. Density and bedroom mix;

6.3. Snow storage on the park and maintenance of such area;

6.4. Noise;

6.5. Dogs and cats;

6.6. Maximum occupancy of each unit;

6.7. Wetland protection;

6.8. Fence with Northstar;

6.9. Water Quality Protection.

6.10. Meadows Sign Replacement;

6.11. Park Design; and,

6.12. Composite Utilities Plan.

Trash and recycling facilities shall be located to minimize and mitigate impacts to Northstar
and Timberview.

Prior to the Town Council reviewing the subdivision, the plat shall be revised to meet the
Subdivision Regulations. [Staff Note: The only missing element is the plat cover sheet
which is a technical review to ensure consistency with Subdivision]



Overview of Development Applications

The Applicant seeks to construct 91 workforce housing units. To reach that objective, the
Applicant must secure approval for the following development applications (the below are
collectively referred to as the “Development Applications”):

1. Rezoning. The Applicant proposes rezoning Lot 640A from the Multi-family Zone
District to the Full Use Active Open Space Zone District (workforce housing is allowed as
a conditional use in the Full Use Active Open Space Zone District). A rezoning is
required by the Community Development Code (CDC) to change zone districts or to
transfer density to or from a site. The main goal for rezoning Lot 640A to the Full Use
Active Open Space Zone District is to allow for the land area in the lot to be counted as
Replacement Open Space for future rezonings as defined and permitted in the CDC (the
“Rezoning Application”).

2. Density Transfer. The Applicant is proposing to transfer 61 employee apartments to
the site to construct 91 units, with 30 apartment units permitted by the underlying zoning
(the “Density Transfer Application”).

3. Conditional Use Permit. The Applicant proposes a conditional use permit to (A) allow
for the development of workforce housing on a portion of OSP-35A (The CDC requires a
conditional use permit to allow workforce housing on Full Use Active Open Space); and
(B) allow for the workforce housing units on the new open space zoning on Lot 640A
(the “Conditional Use Permit Application”).

4. Subdivision. The Applicant proposes to re-subdivide Lot 640A and OSP-35A into four
new lots as shown on the draft plat, with Tract A, Hillside Open Space, containing 0.52
acre.; Tract B, Development Site, containing 1.68 acres; Tract C, Park Parcel, containing
1.22 acres; and Tract D, OSP-35AR, containing 2.66 acres. The total site area for the
proposed development includes Tract A and Tract B for a total of 2.2 acres (the
“Subdivision Application”).

The proposal is for 91 apartment units with 23 three-bedroom units (1,105 sq. ft.), 60 two-
bedroom units (840 sq. ft.) and 8 one-bedroom units (540 sq. ft.). The total estimated maximum
population for the project would be 210 persons based on San Miguel County Census data
indicating 2.53 persons per household in the 2010 Census.

It should be noted that the Applicant is not seeking a Design Review Process Development
Application at this time, so the attached plans are intended to only provide a high level,
conceptual view of the overall project design to be evaluated by the applicable criteria for
decision as set forth below. Any future Design Review Process application will fully evaluate the
project pursuant to all the detailed requirements of the CDC, including but not limited to the
Design Regulations and the Supplementary Regulations (Environmental Regulations, Road and
Driveway Standards, etc.). Approval of the Development Applications does not vest
Development Rights, All design details, including but not limited to, grading, drainage,
landscaping, snow storage, parking area design, park design, and building design shall be
determined by the DRB during the Design Review Application Process. The Design Review
Process shall not amend, change or alter the general building massing, density, and location,
that may be approved by Council and there is a specific condition in the proposed ordinance
limiting building mass, density, scale and general location to the final rezoning plans submitted
to and approved by the Council.



Current Site Conditions

Lot 640A is the current location for the Telluride Apartments, which currently consists of 30
employee apartments on 2.6 acres. The Town issued a notice and order to the Telluride
Apartments project in November of 2008 directing the property to be vacated due to significant
mold issues that caused the creation of a dangerous building. The building has been vacant
since that time, with slowly deteriorating conditions on the interior and the exterior of the building
causing what staff considers a negative impact to the Meadows area.

The site has two main natural features that influence the proposed location of development, with
the forested hillside to the south and wetlands framing the development site. Wetlands on a
recent US Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) wetland delineation are shown on the east side of
the site along Prospect Creek and the west side of the site. The forested hillside has steep
slopes that are approximately a 50% grade in most areas. The site of the proposed
development has a grade change of approximately 18 feet, with the lowest grade of 9075 feet
located on the northeast corner to the east of the current Meadows neighborhood sign and the
highest grade of 9093 feet.

At some point in time a park area evolved on the undeveloped portion of Lot 640A and on a
portion of OSP-35A without any formal public easements being granted or other Town
approvals. The Town currently irrigates, mows, and otherwise maintains the grassy lawn area.
Play equipment and a basketball court are located in closer proximity to the existing apartment
building, which is used by the general public. The approximate land size of the “park” area
today is 0.5 acre depending upon where the measurements are taken from Staff is unsure of the
evolution of the Town-maintained park area.

Comprehensive Plan Context

The Mountain Village Comprehensive Plan (the “Comprehensive Plan”) describes the subject
site as Parcel G in the Meadows Subarea. The Comprehensive Plan’s Meadows Development
Table provides for a “target density” of 91 employee units, with a target maximum building
height of 48 feet. The Comprehensive Plan also includes the following policies for Parcel G:

1. Provide a playfield on or adjacent to Parcel G Telluride Apartments. At a minimum,
provide park equipment desired by area neighbors such as a gazebo, grills, horseshoe
pits, play equipment, a small play field, and a regulation sand volleyball area. Consult
with area neighbors to determine appropriate park equipment, site design, and
landscaping.

2. Provide a fence along the North Star property line to the east.

The Comprehensive Plan specifically focuses on infill development in the Mountain Village
Center, Town Hall, and Meadows subareas in order to achieve the vision statements and the
principles, policies and actions of the Comprehensive Plan. In the Meadows subarea, the
Comprehensive Plan identifies sites that should accommodate higher density employee housing
projects to mitigate the impacts caused by overall development of the Comprehensive Plan, and
to create a more sustainable community. Lot 640A is one of the sites in the Meadows that
received a significant increase in target density due primarily to the relative flatness of a majority
of the site, and the existing low density building on only a portion of the overall lot.

The following Comprehensive Plan policies are applicable to the DRB’s considerations on the
development applications:



Land Use Principles, Policies and Actions, Principle |, Policies B, C & G

B.

Require rezoning, Planned Unit Developments (PUD), subdivisions, special use permits,
density transfers, and other discretionary land use applications to be in general
conformance with the Land Use Plan, the Subarea Plans and their associated principles
and policies, and the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Permit development applications in general conformance with the Comprehensive Plan
per the applicable criteria for decision-making.

Require a rezoning, PUD, subdivision or density transfer to meet the following applicable
criteria:

A proposal shall not increase the town’s density beyond the 8,027 person equivalent
density cap in accordance with the terms of the County Settlement Agreement [The
settlement agreement allows for the creation of bonus employee density].

A proposal generally meets the targeted parcel density as identified in the Development

Tables for each Subarea Plan.

A proposal shall meet the adopted criteria for decision-making for the required

development review processes.

A proposal to rezone, subdivide or transfer density shall provide public benefits listed in

the Public Benefits Table.

A proposal that involves rezoning open space, as envisioned by the Comprehensive

Plan, shall provide an equal or greater amount of replacement of open space within the

original County PUD boundary in accordance with the terms of the County Settlement

Agreement and LUO and Design Guidelines.

The proposal will meet the following or equivalent standards:

6.1.  Minimize and mitigate a project’s visual impacts, to the extent practical, while
also providing the targeted density identified in each Subarea Plan Development
Table. It is understood that some visual impacts will occur with development.

6.2. Ensure appropriate scale and mass that fits the site(s) under review.

6.3. Avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental and geotechnical impacts, to the
extent practical, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan while also providing the
target density identified in each Subarea Plan Development Table.

6.4. Address all site-specific issues to the satisfaction of the town such as, but not
limited to, the location of trash facilities, grease trap cleanouts, restaurant vents,
and access points.

CRITERIA FOR DECISION

Rezoning Criteria

1.

The proposed rezoning is in general conformance with the goals, policies and provisions
of the Comprehensive Plan;

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Zoning and Land Use Regulations;

The proposed rezoning meets the Comprehensive Plan project standards;

The proposed rezoning is consistent with public health, safety and welfare, as well as
efficiency and economy in the use of land and its resources;

The proposed rezoning is justified because there is an error in the current zoning, there
have been changes in conditions in the vicinity or there are specific policies in the
Comprehensive Plan that contemplate the rezoning;

Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the intended land uses;
The proposed rezoning shall not create vehicular or pedestrian circulation hazards or
cause parking, trash or service delivery congestion; and



8.

The proposed rezoning meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

Density Transfer Criteria

1.

2.
3

The criteria for decision for a rezoning are met, since such density transfer must be
processed concurrently with a rezoning development application (except for MPUD
development applications);

The density transfer meets the density transfer and density bank policies; and

The proposed density transfer meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

Conditional Use Permit Criteria

1.

2.

The proposed conditional use is in general conformity with the policies of the principles,
policies and actions set forth in the Comprehensive Plan;

The proposed conditional use is in harmony and compatible with surrounding land uses
and the neighborhood and will not create a substantial adverse impact on adjacent
properties or on services and infrastructure;

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not
constitute a substantial physical hazard to the neighborhood, public facilities,
infrastructure or open space;

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have
significant adverse effect to the surrounding property owners and uses;

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have a
significant adverse effect on open space or the purposes of the facilities owned by the
Town;

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall minimize
adverse environmental and visual impacts to the extent possible considering the nature
of the proposed conditional use;

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall provide
adequate infrastructure;

The proposed conditional use does not potentially damage or contaminate any public,
private, residential or agricultural water supply source; and

The proposed conditional use permit meets all applicable Town regulations and
standards.

Subdivision Criteria for Decision

1.

2.

ook

The proposed subdivision is in general conformance with the goals, policies and
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan;

The proposed subdivision is consistent with the applicable Zoning and Land Use
Regulations and any PUD development agreement regulating development of the
property;

The proposed density is assigned to the lot by the official land use and density
allocation, or the applicant is processing a concurrent rezoning and density transfer;
The proposed subdivision is consistent with the applicable Subdivision Regulations;
Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the intended land uses;
The applicant has provided evidence to show that all areas of the proposed subdivision
that may involve soil or geological conditions that may present hazards or that may
require special precautions have been identified, and that the proposed uses are
compatible with such conditions;



7. Subdivision access is in compliance with Town standards and codes unless specific
variances have been granted in accordance with the variance provisions of this CDC,;

and
8. The proposed subdivision meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.
ANALYSIS

The Town Council should refer to the draft findings set forth under the recommendation section
to review how staff believes the development applications meet the criteria for decision set forth
above. Staff believes that the following topics represent the main issues for the Town Council’s
consideration:

1. Building Scale, Mass and Fit

The Comprehensive Plan and the CDC’s Comprehensive Plan Project Standards establish the
policy to “ensure appropriate scale and mass that fits the site(s) under review”. A conditional
use permit criterion also requires that the proposed “use is in harmony and compatible with
surrounding land uses and the neighborhood and will not create a substantial adverse impact on
adjacent properties or on services and infrastructure.”

Fit and compatibility of development are a discretionary determination by the Town Council. Fit
and compatibility can be partially gauged by evaluating similarity of land uses, building height,
density per acre, floor area, and floor area ratio. Site design can also help a project fit into an
area with building design, landscaping, buffering and other site design elements very important.
All of these site design issues will be evaluated during the required Design Review Process
Development Application.

The proposed multi-family land use is consistent with surrounding land uses. The building
height is also compatible with development in the Meadows with two, three and four stories and
a gabled roof. Prospect Plaza, the Outlaws, Big Billies, and Parker Ridge all are four storied
buildings. The following table reflects the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and units per acre and floor
area for each development in the Meadows:

Table 1. Approximate Floor Area Ratio and Units Per Acre
Development Approx. Floor Area | Approx. FAR Units Per Acre

Existing Apartment Bldg. | 28,000 0.3 12

2 Multi-family average does not include Coyote Court or The Boulders since these are single-family developments.

8



Evaluating density on a unit per acre basis with differing land uses, such as apartments versus
single family, is not an apples-to-apples comparison. For example, Big Billies has small dorm
units so the density per acre is higher. Prospect Plaza has two floors of commercial area that
are not counted in a units per acre analysis so the density is less than a pure condominium
project. Apartment units are also typically smaller than condominium units and single-family
homes are typically larger than multi-family units. For the foregoing reasons, units per acre
should not be used in The Meadows to gauge fit and compatibility.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a better gauge of compatibility and fit since it is a ratio of the floor
area to the lot area. For example, an FAR of 1:1 would be a development with the same
amount of floor area as lot area, with a 40,000 sq. ft. lot having a 40,000 sq. ft. building. The
average FAR for the Meadows is approximately 0.5:1, or about 50% of the lot area in floor area,
with @ minimum of 0.2:1 for Coyote Court and a high of 0.8:1 for Prospect Plaza and Big Billies.
The proposed development has an FAR of 0.9:1, which is similar to the mass and scale of
Prospect Plaza and Big Billies. Exhibit D illustrates the FAR found in the Meadows.

Fit and compatibility can also be achieved through enhanced landscaping and building design,
with the mass and scale of buildings mitigated by landscape buffering and building articulation
and design. The proposed plans reflect landscaping that will have to be significantly enhanced
during the Design Review Process in order to comply with the Landscaping Regulations. The
proposed building design includes roof and building articulation stepping down towards Adams
Ranch Road, which reduces the scale and mass by stepping.

Fit and compatibility can also be achieved through proper siting of the proposed building. In this
case, the applicant has recessed the building into the hillside to minimize visual impacts to
North Star and maximize the amount of park area, with the new proposed park lot consisting of
1.22 acres,, which is more than double the size of the current park field, according to the
applicant.

2. Wetlands

Comments on a previous development application for the site encouraged the Applicant to
recess the building into the hillside in order to minimize visual impacts. There is a wetland
located immediately adjacent to the rear of the current building next to a sidewalk. It appears
that this wetland was created in a man-made ditch after the original project was developed as a
result of drainage from an uphill wetland. The Applicant is proposing to fill this wetland area as
shown in the attached Exhibit C. The total impacted wetland area is 0.082 acre. The mitigation
plan proposes to create a new drainage from the uphill wetland area and route this into a new
drainage swale as shown on the plans, with mitigation accomplished by planting seed stock
from the impacted area wetlands.

The Applicant's wetland consultant has indicated that the United States Army Corps of
Engineers has not yet approved the delineation. He has further indicated that the Corps of
Engineers has provided comments on the proposal, and does not have any issues with the
proposal at this time. Town approval of the rezoning should include a condition that, prior to
submitting for the required Design Review Process Development Application, the Applicant shall
obtain approval for the wetland delineation from the Corps of Engineers. The Town will
evaluate the proposed wetland fill pursuant to the Wetland Regulations as a part of the Design
Review Process Application. Based on the conceptual plans, staff believes that the proposed fill
will meet the following required criteria outlined in the Wetland Regulations:



1. The proposed wetland disturbance is in general conformance with the Comprehensive
Plan or is necessary to allow for reasonable use of the lot;

2. The applicant has provided a wetland mitigation plan that provides for replacing the
wetland areas proposed for temporary disturbance, or, for wetland fill, replacement
wetland areas with the same functions and values of the impacted wetland with the
mitigation provided at an appropriate ratio of 1:1 or greater;

3. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) has reviewed the proposed
wetland disturbance or fill and has either recommended approval to the Town or has
approved the required federal permits;

4, The developer shall provide a conservation easement to the Town for the wetland area
that requires it to maintain the wetland area over time; and
5. The development has provided for specific best management practices to protect

wetland resources not impacted by development from direct and indirect impacts.
3. New Meadows Park

While the provision of critically needed housing is the most significant benefit of the rezoning,
Staff believes that the next most significant benefitt of the proposed rezoning is the
establishment of a new park in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan policies listed above.
This park can become the heart of the Meadows community providing needed facilities and
improvements. Past comments on Lot 640A have found that residents desire to maximize the
amount of relatively flat park area while also providing other desired improvements. While the
Applicant has submitted a reasonable and viable conceptual park plan, Staff believes that the
amount of useable flat park area can be enhanced by the provision of retaining walls and
creative civil engineering. In addition, the park can be expanded towards Prospect Creek to
create a river park experience where children and parents can interact with the creek. Park
access and park parking also need to be clearly defined. Recognizing that the park is not being
designed as a part of these applications, Staff believes that any approval should include a
condition that the park be designed to the satisfaction of the Design Review Board concurrent
with the Design Review Process Application. To achieve this final design the Town, the
developer, and the community should work closely together to create the best park possible
while also allowing for the efficient development of the workforce housing project.

Staff would note that the Development Applications propose to dedicate the park tract to the
Town, with the developer responsible for constructing, at the developer's own cost and
expense, the park and all associated improvements. Upon acceptance of ownership of the park
improvements, the Town would then be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of the park.
Staff is supportive of the dedication, developer construction and subsequent Town ownership
and maintenance, subject to staff review and input on the proposed improvements, including,
but not limited to, equipment specifications and warranties. Staff recommend that the Council
consider using the project’'s development revenues (water and sewer tap fees, use tax, etc.) for
the creation of a world class community park above and beyond the Comprehensive Plan
recommendations, such as the inclusion of a climbing wall on retaining walls, an interactive river
park with Prospect Creek and community desired play or recreational equipment. Should
Council desire to consider this, staff will prepare an analysis of the estimated revenues to be
generated for presentation at the March 26, 2015, Town Council meeting.

4. Development Agreement

The DRB approval included a condition that the applicant enter into a development agreement
with the Town to address the following and other topics that arise during the rezoning:
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1. Public Improvements (landscaping, park improvements, new bus stop and shelter by
Coyote Court, lighting, etc.);

2 Density and bedroom mix;

3 Snow storage on the park and maintenance of such area;

4, Noise;

5. Maximum number of dogs and cats;

6 Maximum occupancy of each unit;

7 Wetland protection;

8 Fence with Northstar;

9. Water Quality Protection;

10. Meadows Sign Replacement;

11.  Park Design; and,

12. Composite Utilities Plan.

Staff originally proposed the development agreement since it would bind the developer to
meeting important requirements and improvements. If the Council concurs with staff and DRB
recommendations, a draft development agreement will be presented to the Council at the March
26, 2015, Council meeting. Staff recommends that approval of the rezoning include a condition
that the Applicant enter into the final development agreement prior to issuing any development
or building permits for the project and after the required Design Review Process Development
Application is approved. Staff believes the development agreement should be reviewed and
approved by the Town Council at a public meeting that may also include a recommendation on
the agreement by the DRB. This recommended process will allow Town staff, the community
and the Council to ensure the development agreement addresses key elements of the project
based on acceptable and appropriate detailed designs.

5. Plat Revisions
The proposed subdivision plat must be revised to include a cover page, plat notes and required
certificates pursuant to the Subdivision Regulations. Council approval of the plat should include

a condition to address the submission of a plat cover page for review and approval by the Town.

INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW

Several of the public comments from Meadows’ residents express concerns over the Town’s
infrastructure and the impacts of the proposed development. The following sections confirm
that the Town has adequate infrastructure to support the proposed development:

1. Water and Sewer Capacity. The Town’s consulting engineer analyzed the water and
sewer system capacity and found that the Town’s systems as designed and constructed
can accommodate the added density even at build-out as envisioned in the
Comprehensive Plan. Please refer to the letter in Exhibit F.

2. Road Capacity. A transportation study completed for the Comprehensive Plan
determined that Adams Ranch Road has good level of service, or capacity, with a
volume to capacity ratio of 0.41, which means the road will only be at 41 percent of
capacity at build out taking into account all existing development and proposed
development in the Comprehensive Plan. The transportation study determined that
Russell Drive was only at 8 percent of capacity at build out.

3. Paving of Adams Ranch Road. The long range road improvement plan contemplates
Adams Ranch Road in the Meadows being overlaid in 2019. The Public Works Director
has indicated that the plan is very fluid and could possibly change between now and
2019.
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4. Mountain Village Cable Capacity. This spring, Mountain Village Cable will be
increasing its present internet circuit with CenturyLink from a 1 Gig shared circuit to a 10
Gig dedicated circuit. This will allow the high demands of broad band to flow in and out
of the Mountain Village without being choked down by the smaller capacity shared
circuit. Other improvements scheduled for 2015 are faster internet speeds and more
digital channels.

5. Police Department Staffing. The Chief of Police has indicated that current staff will be
able to provide adequate police protection to the additional 60 apartment units.

RECOMMENDATION

If the Town Council determines that the proposed development fits the site and is compatible
with surrounding area development, staff recommends the Council approve the Lot 640A
redevelopment with the following two separate motions:

“l move to approve on first reading an ordinance to (1) rezone Lot 640A from the Multi-
Family Zone District to the Full Use Active Open Space Zone District; and (2) transfer
density to increase the permitted density from 30 workforce (employee) apartment units to
91 workforce apartment units and 2,200 square feet of commercial space on Lot 640A and a
portion of OSP-35B, with direction to the Town Clerk to agendize the second reading of this
Ordinance and set another public hearing on March 26, 2014.”

“ move to approve a resolution approving (1) a conditional use permit to allow for the
development of 91 workforce apartment housing units on Full Use Active Open Space and
on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35B (2) a subdivision to create four (4) lots (Tracts) on
Lot 640A and OSP-35B.”

If the Council determines the proposed development does not fit the site and is not compatible
with surrounding area development, then staff recommends the Council continue the
development application, with the following motion:

I move to continue the subject development applications to the March 26, 2015 meeting
to be held at the Mountain Village Town Hall at 8:30 am or as soon as practicable
thereafter with the following direction on needed changes:

1. Change 1
2.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2015-____

ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE,
COLORADO APPROVING: (1) REZONE LOT 640A FROM THE MULTI-FAMILY ZONE
DISTRICT TO THE FULL USE ACTIVE OPEN SPACE ZONE DISTRICT; AND (2)
TRANSFER DENSITY TO INCREASE THE PERMITTED DENSITY FROM 30 WORKFORCE
(EMPLOYEE) APARTMENT UNITS TO 91 WORKFORCE APARTMENT UNITS AND 2,200
SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE ON LOT 640A AND A PORTION OF OSP-35B.

RECITALS

A. Adams Ranch MV, LLC, (“Owner”) has submitted to the Town: (1) a rezoning development
application for a rezoning of Lot 640A from the Multi-family Zone District to the Full Use Active
Open Space Zone District; and (2) density transfer application to increase the permitted density
from 30 workforce (employee) apartment units to 91 workforce apartment units and 2,200 square
feet of commercial space on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35B (“Applications) pursuant to
the requirements of the Community Development Code (“CDC”).

B. Adams Ranch MV, LLC is the owner of Lot 640A (“Adams Ranch MV, LLC Property”).

C. TSG Ski and Golf, LLC is the owner of OSP-35B (“TSG Property”).

D. TSG Ski and Golf, LLC has consented to an inclusion by the Owner to a portion of the TSG
Property into the Applications.

E. The Adams Ranch MV, LLC Property and the TSG Ski and Golf, LLC Property are collectively
referred to as the “Property”.

F. The Property has the following zoning designations pursuant to the Official Land Use and
Density Allocation List as recorded at Reception Number 301133 and zoning as set forth on the
Town Official Zoning Map:

Lot No. Zone District Zoning Actual | Person Equivalent | Total Person

Designation Units | per Actual Unit Equivalent Density
Lot 640A | Multi-Family Employee Apts. | 30 3 90
OSP-35B | Full Use Active | Full Use Active | 0 0 0
Open Space Open Space

G. Following completion of a joint conceptual work session between the Town Council and the
Town’s Design Review Board (“DRB”) held on October 17, 2013, the Owner submitted the
Applications.

H. At a public hearing held on January 8, 2015, the DRB considered the Applications, testimony and

public comment and recommended to the Town Council that the Applications be approved with
conditions pursuant to the requirement of the CDC.

At its regularly scheduled meeting held on February 19, 2015, the Town Council conducted a
public hearing pursuant to the CDC and after receiving testimony and public comment, closed the




hearing and approved this Ordinance on first reading and set a further public hearing on March
26, 2015.

J. At its regularly scheduled meeting held on March 26, 2015, the Town Council conducted a public
hearing on this Ordinance, pursuant to the Town Charter and after receiving testimony and public
comment, closed the hearing and approved the Applications and this Ordinance on second

reading.
K. This Ordinance rezones the Property as follows
Zone District | Zoning Actual | Person Equivalent Total Person
Lot No. Designation Units per Actual Unit Equivalent
Density
Tract A Full Use Active | Full Use Active 0 0 0
0S-640A-1 Open Space Open Space
Tract B Multi-Family Employee Apts. 91 3 273
0S-640A-2
Tract C Full Use Active | Full Use Active 0 0 0
0S-640A-3 Open Space Open Space
Tract D Full Use Active | Full Use Active 0 0 0
OSP-35AR Open Space Open Space

L. The meeting held on February 19, 2015 and the public hearing held on March 26, 2015 were duly
publically noticed as required by the CDC Public Hearing Noticing Requirements, including but
not limited to notification of all property owners within 400 feet of the Property, posting of a sign
and posting on the respective agendas.

M. The Town Council hereby finds and determines that the Applications meet the Rezoning Process
Criteria for Decision as provided in CDC Section 17.4.9(D) as follows:

Rezoning Findings

1. The proposed rezoning is in general conformance with the goals, policies and provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan because, without limitation:

1.1

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

The Applications are in general conformance with the Land Use Principles, Policies and
Actions, Principle | because the development is consistent with the land use pattern
envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan to provide economic and social vibrancy;

The Applications are in general conformance with the Land Use Principles, Policies and
Actions, Principle I, Policy B that requires rezoning, planned unit developments (PUD),
subdivisions, special use permits, density transfers, and other discretionary land use
applications to be in general conformance with the Land Use Plan, the Subarea Plans and
their associated principles and policies, and the applicable policies of the Comprehensive

Plan;

The Applications are in general conformance with the Land Use Principles, Policies and
Actions, Principle I, Policy C that permits development applications in general
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan per the applicable criteria for decision-
making;

The Applications meet are in general conformance with the Land Use Principles, Policies
and Actions, Principle I, Policy G that requires a rezoning, PUD, subdivision or density



1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

transfer to meet the certain site standards embodied in the CDC as the Comprehensive
Plan Project Standards (Please refer to criterion below);

The Applications are in general conformance with the Meadows Subarea Plan Principle,
Policy and Action I1.B that requires a proposed rezoning, density transfer, or subdivision
to strive to reach the target density outlined in the Meadows Development Table which
sets forth a target density of 91 deed restricted units for the Property;

The Applications meet the vision of the Comprehensive Plan by providing for a playfield
(park);

The Comprehensive Plan envisions a fence will be provided along Northstar property in
appropriate locations to prevent trespassing.

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Zoning and Land Use Regulations because, without

limitation:

2.1.  Employee housing is a permitted use on the Property in the current Multi-Family Zone
District and is a conditional use in the proposed and current Full Use Active Open Space
Zone District;

2.2.  The CDC density limitation will not be exceeded because new workforce housing does
not count towards the density limitation;

2.3. The platted open space requirements will be met because additional open space is being
created; and

2.4.  The development will be required to comply with the building height, lot coverage and

general easement setback requirements during the required Design Review Process
development application.

The proposed rezoning meets the Comprehensive Plan project standards as follows:

3.1.

3.2.

Visual impacts shall be minimized and mitigated to the extent practical, while also
providing the targeted density identified in each subarea plan development table. Council
is aware that visual impacts will occur with any development. However, the proposed
development shall be set back on the Property to mitigate visual impacts to Northstar
residents. The building and roof shall be articulated to mitigate visual impacts.
Significant landscaping in accordance with the Landscaping Regulations combined with
the application of the Design Regulations during the required Design Review Process will
further mitigate visual impacts.

The proposed development has appropriate scale and mass that fits the Property because,

without limitation:

3.2.1. The multi-family use is consistent with surrounding land uses.

3.2.2. The proposed building height of four stories is consistent with several other
developments in the Meadows, such as Prospect Plaza, Big Billies and Parker
Ridge.

3.2.3. The proposed floor area on the Property has approximately the same Floor Area
Ratio (FAR) as Prospect Plaza and Big Billies, with the proposed development
having an approximate FAR of 0.9:1 and Prospect Plaza and Big Billies having
an approximate FAR of 0.8:1.

3.2.4. Prospect Plaza is located next to the low density projects of The Boulders and
Coyote Court that have an approximate FAR of 0.4:1 and 0.2:1, respectively;

3.2.5. Big Billies with an FAR of approximately 0.8:1 is located next to The Terraces
and Parker Ridge that have approximate FAR of 0.3:1 and 0.6:1, respectively;
and

3.2.6. The Meadows has a development pattern of high density development with
higher Floor Area Ratios located next to lower density development with lower



3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

Floor Area Ratios, thus, the proposed development fits within this pre-existing
development pattern.

Environmental and geotechnical impacts shall be avoided, minimized and mitigated, to

the extent practical, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, while also providing the

target density identified in each subarea plan development table because, without

limitation:

3.3.1. Wetland impacts will be fully evaluated with the Design Review Process
development application pursuant to the CDC Wetland Regulations and the
United States Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act requirements;

3.3.2. A geotechnical report will be required concurrent with any future building permit
application; and,

3.3.3.  The development is not located in a floodplain.

Site-specific issues such as, but not limited to the location of trash facilities, grease trap

cleanouts, restaurant vents and access points will be addressed to the satisfaction of the

Town DRB, with a condition of approval requiring trash and recycling facilities to be

located to minimize and mitigate impacts to Northstar and Timberview;

There are no impacts to the skier experience or ski runs.

The proposed rezoning is consistent with public health, safety and welfare, as well as efficiency
and economy in the use of land and its resources because, without limitation:

41.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

The proposed development is envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan to provide for
economic and social vibrancy, thus creating a more sustainable community;

Due in large part to the critical housing shortage, employers in the Telluride Region are
not able to a sufficient number of employees to staff their businesses during the 2014-
2015 ski season., The proposed development will aid in reducing the housing shortage by
providing housing for approximately 146 employees;

The proposed development will reduce the amount of carbon emissions generated within
the Telluride Region, with approximately 146 less commuters into the region on a daily
basis; and

The proposed development will have a positive economic effect on the Telluride Region
by contributing to the reduction of economic leakage by housing more employees locally
who will shop rather than in the surrounding commuting communities.

The proposed rezoning is justified because of the specific policies in the Comprehensive Plan that
contemplate the rezoning as applied for.

Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the intended land uses because,
without limitation:

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

The Telluride Fire Protection District will provide adequate fire protection and
emergency medical services;

The Mountain Village Police Department will provide adequate law enforcement
Services;

The Town’s consulting engineer analyzed the water and sewer system capacity and found
that the Town’s systems as designed and constructed can accommodate the added density
even at build-out with as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan;

Mountain Village Cable has adequate existing and planned infrastructure to serve
existing and planned development, with a 10 Gig dedicated circuit and faster internet
speeds service upgrades authorized for 2015; and,

The Telluride School District is expanding its facilities to accommodate existing and
planned growth in the Telluride Region.
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The proposed rezoning shall not create vehicular or pedestrian circulation hazards or cause

parking, trash or service delivery congestion, because, without limitation:

7.1.  Atransportation study completed for the Comprehensive Plan determined that Adams
Ranch Road has good level of service, or capacity, with a volume to capacity ratio of
0.41, which means the road will only be at 41 percent of capacity at build out taking into
account all existing development and proposed development in the Comprehensive Plan.
The transportation study determined that Russell Drive was only at 8 percent of capacity
at build out;

7.2.  The transportation study determined that Russell Drive was only at 8 percent of capacity
at build out of the proposed development at build out;

7.3.  Adams Ranch Road will be resurfaced by the Town in accordance with the Public Works
Department capital improvements plans and schedule.

7.4.  The access drives, parking areas, delivery area(s) and trash and recycling areas will,
during the required Design Review Process, be designed so as not to create vehicular or
pedestrian hazards; and

7.5. Pedestrian infrastructure will be provided to ensure the proposed development is
connected to the sidewalk along Adam’s Ranch Road and the bus stops located on the
north side of such road.

The proposed rezoning meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

The Town Council finds that the Applications meet the Rezoning Density Transfer Process
criteria for decision contained in CDC Section 17.4.10(D)(2) as follows:

The criteria for decision for a rezoning are met;

The density transfer meets the density transfer and density bank policies because, without

limitation:

a. The Town Council may create workforce housing density that is not in the density bank
and transfer it to a site because new workforce housing density is not subject to the
density limitation.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Town Council approves the Applications.

Section 1. Conditions of Approval

1.

The rezoning and density transfer approvals are specifically limited to the density transfer, the
general locations of the building, general scale and mass, parking areas, accessways, and the
requirement for a park. The final location and design of the building, grading, landscaping,
parking areas, accessways and other site improvements shall be considered and determined
during the course of the required Design Review Process application pursuant to the applicable
requirements of the CDC, including but not limited to the Design Regulations, Wetland
Regulations and the Road and Driveway Standards.

The general location of the building shall remain substantially as shown in the rezoning plan set
submitted by the Applicant, made a part of the record of these proceedings and approved herein.
The scale and mass of the building and the associated floor area shall not increase from that
approved in this Ordinance.

The building articulation as approved in this Ordinance shall not change without the approval of
the DRB during the course of the consideration of the Design Review Process application.

Prior to submitting required Design Review Process application, the applicant shall first obtain
approval of the wetland delineation from the United States Army Corps of Engineers.
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5. The park shall be designed to the satisfaction of the Design Review Board during the course of
the consideration of the Design Review Process application, including but not limited to access,
grading, useable park area, play equipment, river access/river park, and other park features. This
final design will only be achieved by the Town working closely with the developer and the
community to create the best park possible while also allowing for the efficient development of
the workforce housing project.

6. Trash and recycling facilities shall be as approved by the Design Review Board during the course
of the consideration of the Design Review Process application but shall be located so as to
minimize and mitigate impacts to Northstar and Timberview.

Section 2. Amendment to Official Zoning Map

The Official Zoning Map is hereby amended as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated
herein with direction to the Planning Division to prepare the Official Zoning Map as amended herein for
the Mayor’s signature.

Section 3. Ordinance Effect

All ordinances, of the Town, or parts thereof, inconsistent or in conflict with this Ordinance, are hereby
repealed, replaced and superseded to the extent only of such inconsistency or conflict.

Section 4. Severability

The provisions of this Ordinance are severable and the invalidity of any section, phrase, clause or portion
of this Ordinance as determined by a court of competent jurisdiction shall not affect the validity or
effectiveness of the remainder of this Ordinance.

Section 5. Effective Date

This Ordinance shall become effective on April 25, 2015, following public hearing and approval by
Council on second reading.

Section 6. Public Hearing

A public hearing on this Ordinance was held on the 26" day of March, 2015 in the Town Council
Chambers, Town Hall, 455 Mountain Village Blvd, Mountain Village, Colorado 81435.

INTRODUCED, READ AND REFERRED to public hearing before the Town Council of the Town
of Mountain Village, Colorado on the 19" day of February, 2014.

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE,
COLORADO, A HOME-RULE
MUNICIPALITY

By:

Dan Jansen, Mayor
ATTEST:

Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk



HEARD AND FINALLY ADOPTED by the Town Council of the Town of Mountain Village,
Colorado this 26" day of March, 2015.

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE,
COLORADO, A HOME-RULE
MUNICIPALITY

By:

Dan Jansen, Mayor

ATTEST:

Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk

Approved As To Form:

David Reed, Town Attorney



I, Jackie Kennefick, the duly qualified and acting Town Clerk of the Town of Mountain Village, Colorado
(“Town") do hereby certify that:

1. The attached copy of Ordinance No. (“Ordinance") is a true, correct and complete copy
thereof.

2. The Ordinance was introduced, read by title, approved on first reading with minor amendments and
referred to public hearing by the Town Council the Town (“Council") at a regular meeting held at Town
Hall, 455 Mountain Village Blvd., Mountain Village, Colorado, on February 19, 2015, by the affirmative
vote of a quorum of the Town Council as follows:

Council Member Name “Yes” | “No” Absent Abstain

Dan Jansen, Mayor

Cath Jett, Mayor Pro-Tem

Jonette Bronson

John Howe

Michelle Sherry

Martin McKinley

Dave Schillaci

3. After the Council’s approval of the first reading of the Ordinance, notice of the public hearing,
containing the date, time and location of the public hearing and a description of the subject matter of the
proposed Ordinance was posted and published in the Telluride Daily Planet, a newspaper of general
circulation in the Town, on , 2015 in accordance with Section 5.2b of the Town
of Mountain Village Home Rule Charter.

4. A public hearing on the Ordinance was held by the Town Council at a regular meeting of the Town
Council held at Town Hall, 455 Mountain Village Blvd., Mountain Village, Colorado, on March 26,
2015. At the public hearing, the Ordinance was considered, read by title, and approved without
amendment by the Town Council, by the affirmative vote of a quorum of the Town Council as follows:

Council Member Name “Yes” | “No” Absent Abstain

Dan Jansen, Mayor

Cath Jett, Mayor Pro-Tem

Jonette Bronson

John Howe

Michelle Sherry

Martin McKinley

Dave Schillaci

5. The Ordinance has been signed by the Mayor, sealed with the Town seal, attested by me as Town
Clerk, and duly numbered and recorded in the official records of the Town.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Town this day
of , 2015.

Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk

(SEAL)




Exhibit A: Official Zoning Map Amendment



RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
APPROVING (1) A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
OF 91 WORKFORCE APARTMENT HOUSING UNITS ON FULL USE ACTIVE OPEN SPACE
AND ON LOT 640A AND A PORTION OF OSP-35B (2) A SUBDIVISION TO CREATE FOUR
(4) LOTS (TRACTS) ON LOT 640A AND OSP-35B

Resolution No. 2015-0219-

Adams Ranch MV, LLC, (“Owner”) has submitted to the Town: (1) a conditional use permit
application to allow for the development of 91 workforce apartment housing units on Full Use
Active Open Space on Lot 640A and a portion of OSP-35B (the “Conditional Use Application™);
and (2) a major subdivision to create four (4) lots (Tracts) on Lot 640A and OSP-35B (the
“Subdivision Application”), jointly referred to as (the “Applications”) pursuant to the
requirements of the Community Development Code (“CDC”).

Adams Ranch MV, LLC is the owner of Lot 640A (“Adams Ranch MV, LLC Property”).
TSG Ski and Golf, LLC is the owner of OSP-35B (“TSG Property”).

TSG Ski and Golf, LLC has consented to inclusion by the Owner to a portion of the TSG
Property into the Applications.

The Adams Ranch MV, LLC Property and the TSG Ski and Golf, LLC Property are collectively
referred to as the “Property”.

Following completion of a joint conceptual work session between the Town Council and the
Town’s Design Review Board (“DRB”) held on October 17, 2013, the Owner submitted the
Applications.

At a public hearing held on January 8, 2015, the DRB considered the Applications, testimony and
public comment and recommended to the Town Council that the Applications be approved with
conditions pursuant to the requirement of the CDC.

At its regularly scheduled meeting held on February 19, 2015, the Town Council considered the
Applications, all submittal materials, public letters and public testimony, and approved the
Applications with conditions as set forth in this Resolution.

The Town Council finds and determines that the Conditional Use Application meets the
Conditional Use Permit Criteria For Decision as set forth in CDC Section 17.4.14(D) as follows:

1.1.  The proposed conditional use is in general conformity with the policies of the principles,
policies and actions set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. The Conditional Use
Application is in general conformance with Land Use Principles, Policies and Actions,
Principle I because the development is consistent with the land use pattern envisioned by
the Comprehensive Plan to provide economic and social vibrancy;

1.2.  The Conditional Use Application is in general conformance with Land Use Principles,
Policies and Actions, Principle I, Policy B that requires rezoning, planned unit
developments (PUD), subdivisions, special use permits, density transfers, and other
discretionary land use applications to be in general conformance with the Land Use Plan,
the Subarea Plans and their associated principles and policies, and the applicable policies of
the Comprehensive Plan;
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1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

The Conditional Use Application is in general conformance with Land Use Principles,
Policies and Actions, Principle I, Policy C that permits development applications in
general conformance with the Comprehensive Plan per the applicable criteria for
decision-making;

The Conditional Use Application is in general conformance with Land Use Principles,
Policies and Actions, Principle I, Policy G that requires a rezoning, PUD, subdivision or
density transfer to meet the certain site standards that have been embodied in the CDC as
the Comprehensive Plan Project Standards (Please refer to criterion below) which sets
forth a target density of 91 deed restricted units for the Property;

The Conditional Use Application is in general conformance with the Meadows Subarea
Plan Principle, Policy and Action 11.B requires any applicant who proposes a rezoning,
density transfer, subdivision to strive to reach the target density outlined in the Meadows
Development Table which sets forth a target density of 91 deed restricted units for the
Property;

The Conditional Use Application meets the vision of the Comprehensive Plan by
providing for a playfield (park); n; and,

The Comprehensive Plan envisions a fence to be installed along Northstar property in
appropriate locations to prevent trespassing.

The proposed conditional use is in harmony and compatible with surrounding land uses and the
neighborhood and will not create a substantial adverse impact on adjacent properties or on
services and infrastructure because, without limitation:

2.1.
2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

2.8.
2.9.

The multi-family use is consistent with surrounding land uses.
The proposed building height of four stories is consistent with several other developments
in the Meadows, such as Prospect Plaza, Big Billies and Parker Ridge.
The proposed floor area on the Property has approximately the same Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) as Prospect Plaza and Big Billies, with the proposed development having an
approximate FAR of 0.9:1 and Prospect Plaza and Big Billies having an approximate FAR
of 0.8:1.
Prospect Plaza is located next to the low density projects of The Boulders and Coyote
Court that have an approximate FAR of 0.4:1 and 0.2:1, respectively;
Big Billies with an FAR of approximately 0.8:1 is located next to The Terraces and Parker
Ridge that have approximate FAR of 0.3:1 and 0.6:1, respectively; and
The Meadows has a development pattern of high density development with higher Floor
Area Ratios located next to lower density development with lower Floor Area Ratios, thus,
the proposed development fits within this pre-existing development pattern.
Visual impacts shall be minimized and mitigated by positioning the development into the
hillside and by roof and building articulation.
Visual impacts shall be mitigated by intensive landscape buffering to surrounding uses.
The development shall be evaluated pursuant to the Design Regulations which will
further ensure compatibility and harmony with surrounding land uses.

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use does not constitute a
substantial physical hazard to the neighborhood, public facilities, infrastructure or open space
because, without limitation: the proposed conditional use will be safely developed and not pose a
physical hazard to the neighborhood; adequate infrastructure is available to serve the proposed
conditional use; and adequate public facilities area available to serve the proposed conditional

use.

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have significant
adverse effect to the surrounding property owners and uses because, without limitation:
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4.1.  The multi-family use is consistent with surrounding land uses.

4.2.  The proposed building height of four stories is consistent with several other developments
in the Meadows, such as Prospect Plaza, Big Billies and Parker Ridge.

4.3. The proposed floor area on the Property has approximately the same Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) as Prospect Plaza and Big Billies, with the proposed development having an
approximate FAR of 0.9:1 and Prospect Plaza and Big Billies having an approximate FAR
of 0.8:1.

4.4. Prospect Plaza is located next to the low density projects of The Boulders and Coyote
Court that have an approximate FAR of 0.4:1 and 0.2:1, respectively;

4.5. Big Billies with an FAR of approximately 0.8:1 is located next to The Terraces and Parker
Ridge that have approximate FAR of 0.3:1 and 0.6:1, respectively; and

4.6. The Meadows has a development pattern of high density development with higher Floor
Area Ratios located next to lower density development with lower Floor Area Ratios, thus,
the proposed development fits within this pre-existing development pattern.

4.7.  Visual impacts shall be minimized and mitigated by positioning the development into the

hillside and by roof and building articulation.

4.8.  Visual impacts shall be mitigated by intensive landscape buffering to surrounding uses.

4.9.  The development shall be evaluated pursuant to the Design Regulations which will

further ensure compatibility and harmony with surrounding land uses.

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have significant
adverse effect on open space or the purposes of the facilities owned by the Town because,
without limitation, the proposed conditional use will create more open space than existed prior to
its development, the existing open space park will be enhanced and landscaped buffering will be
added to the existing park.

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall minimize adverse

environmental and visual impacts to the extent possible considering the nature of the proposed

conditional use because, without limitation:

6.1.  The proposed development shall be setback on the Property to mitigate visual impacts to
Northstar residents;

6.2.  Wetland impacts resulting from the set back of the proposed development on the Property
for the purpose of minimizing visual impacts will be minimized and mitigated in
accordance with the Town Wetland Regulations and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers 404 permit process;

6.3.  The building and roof of the proposed development shall be articulated to mitigate visual
impacts;

6.4. Steep slopes, floodplains and other areas subject to environmental hazards shall be
avoided; and

6.5.  Significant landscaping in accordance with the Landscaping Regulations combined with
the application of the Design Regulations during the required Design Review Process will
further mitigate visual impacts.

The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use has adequate

infrastructure, with water, sewer, electric, natural gas, telecommunications, police protection, and

fire protection all provided to the site because, without limitation:

7.1.  The Telluride Fire Protection District will provide adequate fire protection and
emergency medical services;

7.2.  The Mountain Village Police Department will provide adequate law enforcement
services;
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7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

The Town’s consulting engineer analyzed the water and sewer system capacity and found
that the Town’s systems as designed and constructed can accommodate the added density
even at build-out with as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan;

Mountain Village Cable has adequate existing and planned infrastructure to serve
existing and planned development, with a 10 Gig dedicated circuit and faster internet
speeds service upgrades authorized for 2015; and,

The Telluride School District is expanding its facilities to accommodate existing and
planned growth in the Telluride Region.

The Telluride School District is expanding its facilities to accommodate existing and
planned growth in the Telluride Region.

The proposed conditional use does not potentially damage or contaminate any public, private,
residential or agricultural water supply source because water quality will have to be protected
during and after construction; and

The proposed conditional use meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

. The Conditional Use Permit approved by this Resolution shall become valid in perpetuity upon

the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy from the Town for the proposed conditional use.

The Town Council finds and determines that the Subdivision Application meets the Major
Subdivision Criteria For Decision set forth in CDC Section 17.4.13(E) as follows:

The proposed subdivision is in general conformance with the goals, policies and provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan as outlined under the conditional use permit findings above;

The proposed subdivision is consistent with the applicable Zoning and Land Use Regulations
because, without limitation:

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

Employee housing is a permitted use on the Property in the current Multi-Family
Zone District and is a conditional use in the proposed and current Full Use Active
Open Space Zone District;

The CDC density limitation will not be exceeded because new workforce housing
does not count towards the density limitation;

The platted open space requirements will be met because additional open space is
being created; and

The development will be required to comply with the building height, lot
coverage and general easement setback requirements during the required Design
Review Process development application.

The Applicant is processing concurrent rezoning and density transfer applications;
Upon compliance with Condition 1 set forth below, the proposed subdivision shall be consistent
with the applicable Subdivision Regulations because, without limitation:

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

44,
4.5.

The proposed development lot (Tract B OS-640A-2) (the “Proposed Development Lot™)
has a frontage of approximately 206 feet when a minimum frontage of 50 feet is required;
The Proposed Development Lot establishes general vehicular and utility access via the
Adams Ranch Road Right-of-Way;

The size of the Proposed Development Lot of 1.68 acres is in general conformance with
the size of surrounding lots;

The Proposed Development Lot provides for solar access;

The Proposed Development Lot establishes a general easement setback;
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4.6.  The Proposed Development Lot is designed taking into consideration development
patterns envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan, such as topography, convenient and safe
access, adequate building area, and utilities;

4.7.  The subdivision is designed to protect distinctive natural features to the extent practical;

4.8.  The Telluride Fire Protection District will provide fire protection to the Property;

4.9. Fire protection will be provided in accordance with the International Fire Code, and
wildfire hazard will be mitigated through the Fire Mitigation Regulations;

4.10. Water, sewer and utilities are designed in accordance with the requirements of the CDC
and Town standards; and,

4.11. The Applicant is required to dedicate Tract C OS-640A-3 to the Town and to construct a
park, at the Applicant’s sole cost and expense, as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

5. Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the intended land uses because,
without limitation:

5.1.  The Telluride Fire Protection District will provide adequate fire protection and
emergency medical services;

5.2.  The Mountain Village Police Department will provide adequate law enforcement
services;

5.3. The Town’s consulting engineer analyzed the water and sewer system capacity and found
that the Town’s systems as designed and constructed can accommodate the added density
even at build-out with as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan;

5.4. Mountain Village Cable has adequate existing and planned infrastructure to serve
existing and planned development, with a 10 Gig dedicated circuit and faster internet
speeds service upgrades authorized for 2015; and,

5.5.  The Telluride School District is expanding its facilities to accommodate existing and
planned growth in the Telluride Region.

6. The Applicant has provided evidence to show that all areas of the proposed subdivision that may
involve soil or geological conditions that may present hazards or that may require special
precautions have been identified, and the proposed uses are compatible with such conditions.

7. The original subdivision for this area was approved by the County based on a geotechnical report
that provided evidence to show that all areas of the proposed subdivision that may involve soil or
geological conditions that may present hazards or that may require special precautions have been
identified, and that the proposed uses are compatible with such conditions. The applicant will be
required to submit a new geotechnical report with any future building permit application;

8. Subdivision access is in compliance with Town standards and codes including but not limited to
maximum grades, driveway width, sight distance and maximum opening; and

9. The proposed subdivision meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE TOWN COUNCIL HEREBY APPROVES
(1) A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 91
WORKFORCE APARTMENT HOUSING UNITS ON FULL USE ACTIVE OPEN SPACE AND
ON LOT 640A AND A PORTION OF OSP-35B; (2) A SUBDIVISION TO CREATE FOUR (4)
LOTS (TRACTS) ON LOT 640A AND OSP-35B AND AUTHORIZES THE MAYOR TO SIGN
THE RESOLUTION SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN SECTION 1 BELOW:

1. The Owner shall submit a plat cover sheet in accordance with the Subdivision Regulations prior
to recording the plat.
2. The concurrent Rezoning Application and Density Transfer Application Ordinance shall become
effective.
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Be It Further Resolved that the Property may be developed as submitted in accordance with Resolution
NO. 2015-0219-

Approved by the Town Council at a public meeting February 19, 2015.

Town of Mountain Village, Town Council

By:
Dan Jansen, Mayor
Attest:
By:
Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk
Approved as to Form:
J. David Reed, Town Attorney
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Exhibit A

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF
REZONING/DENSITY TRANSFER APPLICATION,
MAJOR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION, AND
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION

Dated and Submitted:  October 15, 2014

Owner/Applicant: Adams Ranch MV, LLC (“Applicant”)

Project: Parkside in the Meadows, A Professional Workforce Housing Project
Property: Lot 640A and OSP 35A

Address: 306 Adams Ranch Road

Mountain Village, San Miguel County, Colorado

Overview

Following four public meetings over the past 24 months, including the most recent, a joint work session
with the Town Council and Design Review Board in order to seek guidance and direction for this
application, Adams Ranch MV, LLC, (“ARMV” and “Owner”) an affiliate of Eastern Partners, LLC, is
seeking approval of the Applications set forth herein with respect to Lot 640A and OSP 35A. ARMV and
its principals have been working with the Town, staff and various boards since 2011 regarding an
Employee Housing development on Lot 640A (the “Lot”), the site of the former Telluride Apartments
project. In light of the Mountain Village Comprehensive Plan (“Comp Plan”), which was approved in 2011
after several years of task forces and public vetting, a designation was established on Lot 640A for
91lemployee apartments and an adjacent park, and through the prior meetings, AMRYV has sought the
counsel and approvals for the highest and best solution for the site and the project.

Pursuant to the Town of Mountain Village Community Development Code (“CDC”), any application(s) on
Lot 640A are required to be “substantially in compliance” with the Town Comprehensive Plan. And in
compliance with that requirement, the Owner hereby tenders the current Applications, requesting the
approval of the following:

e Anincrease in the zoning of Employee Apartments to include approval of the 91 units as set forth
in the Comprehensive Plan, from the 30 units currently zoned, and the transfer from the Town of
Mountain Village Housing Authority of the additional density points required.

e A Major Subdivision Application, which will seek to adjust and modify certain lot lines of the
current Lot 640A and OSP 35A, owned by the Telluride Ski and Golf Company (“TSG”),
including a replat of the entirety of Lot 640A from Employee Apartment to Active Open Space,
which said Open Space zoning allows for the development of Employee Housing.

e And finally, to approve a Conditional Use Permit to allow the use of the newly zoned Active Open
Space for the specific purposes of A) Employee — Workforce Housing, and B) a public park.

Pursuant to a recently executed agreement with TSG, which has been included as an integral part of the
Application, the property will be subdivided and replatted as set forth herein, and certain rights titles and
interests in the property shall be transferred as set forth in the Agreement with TSG.

Pursuant to the Town CDC, these Applications are being presented for approval with the representations
that the mass and scale of the Building will be substantially in the location represented herein, and that
improvements must be built generally in compliance with the representations set forth in this application.
Although the Applications do not specifically seek approval of the architectural elements of the project, the
Applications do seek the following approvals:



e The location and placement of the apartment building on the site

e The size and location of the Park

e The aggregate size (square footage) of the Project, and the general unit mix of the size, number of
bedrooms and bathrooms

e The general size and improvements of the Park, and expected amenities thereon.

During the previous public hearings and worksessions, a great deal has been expressed by the residents of
the Meadows regarding mass and scale, population impacts, public services, unit mix and the park. ARMV
continues to solicit insight and input from the residents of adjacent properties like North Star, Coyote
Court, Fairway Four, The Boulders and others. This submission incorporates many of these comments,
including prior direction from these Boards in an effort to develop what AMRYV expects to be the primary
location for work force housing in the Telluride region, the bellwether and centerpiece for the Meadows,
and one of the primary economic drivers for the Mountain Village. All of this is in substantial compliance
with the Comp Plan requirements for this Parcel, as is demanded by the Town CDC rules for application.

What Has Changed
Pursuant to the direction provided by both Boards in the last Work Session, there are several things that
have changed that impact the proposed Project. They are as follows:

e The primary change in the Project, which reflects the comments and direction provided by the
Town Council and DRB Board members, and including comments from Meadows residents as
well, is that the project massing and siting has been further changed. The revised proposal pushes
the bulk of the massing further up against the aspen grove hillside on the west by another 25-30
feet, below the fairway for hole number 4. This final push increases the Park to its largest size at
1.22 acres, approximately 30% larger than before. This change also pulls the north wing of the
building back another 25-30 feet, now more than 100 feet from Adams Ranch Road. These
changes “open” the Project to the Park, rather than closing it off from the Park. Parking is
expanded adjacent to the park, and the building massing will no longer overshadow the Park, or
the neighbors to the north.

e Based on the new wetland delineation, the wetlands will be improved subject to the Corp of
Engineers to create a man-made creek of sorts down the North Star side of the property line,
creating separation and inhibiting pedestrian traffic, while also increasing the park-like experience.

e None of the proposed building will need to encroach into the utility easement with the Timberview
development along the west side of the property. As a result, all utility relocations will remain in
the appropriate easement, except that ARMV will agree to grant Timberview an easement for an
encroaching gas line that doesn’t affect the proposed building relocation.

As a result, the massing along Adams Ranch has been further reduced, the Park is approximately 40%
larger than before (not including further discussions with North Star to make it larger), the building no
longer extends into TSG Open Space, the southern end is still over 60 feet from the closest North Star
property point, and the angle of the wing closest to Timberview continues to push the impact of the
massing away from Timberview, further minimizing the visual impacts.

The effect of this further pushing of the Project into the hill and the further re-siting changes, places the
majority of the massing into its most appropriate position on the site, and thereby demonstrably minimizing
the impact of the Project it relates to the entirety of the Meadows.



The Project
The Proposed concept for this Professional Work Force Housing project incorporates the Master Plan

approved 91-units, including approximately 5.4% one bedroom units, 62.9% two bedroom units and 31.7%
three bedroom units. The proposed building includes approximately 80,000 rentable square feet, a leasing,
office and amenity space, with 2 elevators servicing 3 and 4 floors of units to be built above a single story
podium parking garage, which is substantially subterranean.

There will be the required 137 parking spaces, approximately 60% will be underground and 30% will be
surface spaces.

ARMV will still work to provide North Star with a “permanent Fix” for their encroachment issues along
the common property line, including allowing “back yard improvements” in the 16 foot GE area on the site.
Details of this will be forthcoming.

In keeping with input from previous meetings, the Proposal will also incorporate the following:

e The Project will not request any variance for height, and will comply with the 48 foot maximum
height and 48 foot average height requirements for multi-density buildings outside of the Village
Core.

e The Applicant is undertaking a “swap” with TSG which cleans up easement issues and provides
for the Park development. The executed Agreement is part of this Application.

e The Applicant will be expanding the Park Area on OSP 35A, including improvements currently
reflected on the Landscape Plan. The Park would also have a pedestrian path that serviced
east/west foot traffic along Adams Ranch Road, including a footbridge through the wetlands
along Prospect Creek. Input from the Town and the Meadow’s neighbors regarding these
improvements is further expected and encouraged through the remaining process.

e The Applicant has provided further buffering from all designated wetlands.

Conclusion

The Town Community Development Code requires that any application to redevelop a Property such as Lot
640A must adhere “substantially” the recommendations of the Town of Mountain Village Comprehensive
Plan. With respect to Lot 640A, the Comprehensive Plan recommended that of all of the potential sites in
Mountain Village that could be utilized for Employee Rental Housing, Lot 640A had the largest number of
recommended units in Town. This was clearly due to the site relative flatness and its central location as the
“hub” of the Meadows, where most of the Town’s deed restricted Locals Housing is located.

In the Comprehensive Plan, Lot 640A is also the desired location of neighborhood Meadows Park, that
again due to the sites relative flatness and central location, make its future utilization highly sought after by
the Meadows citizens. The Application being submitted for your review and approval complies in
substantially all respects to the requirements and recommendation of the Comprehensive Plan and the
demands of the Town’s CDC. As a part of these three (3) Applications, we are achieving 91 units as set
forth in the Comprehensive Plan, and we are providing a 1.22 acre Park with improvements substantially
compliant to the Comprehensive.

Nothwithstanding the accuracies of the Applications, our Town and our region is dire, dire need of
affordable and well-developed “professional” Workforce Housing. The Telluride Ski and Golf Company
has gone as far as to ask for the unsubstantiated renovation of the existing improvements OR the potential
installation of temporary housing to mitigate the immediate need for the units envisioned by these
Application. In the words of the Ski Company’s HR director, “we can’t build it fast enough” to meet their
current needs.



Whether you review County Needs Studies, overall market analysis, talk to the managers of the 100%
leased projects in Town, or you simply talk to employees on the street who cannot find any affordable,
convenient (within 30-45 miles), and quality housing options, this housing is needed now in “the” location
that Town determined in Task Force analyses it should go.

The wisdom of the Comprehensive Plan says it should go here. The market says it is needed here NOW.
And we have submitted Applications that comply with all of the requirements of the CDC. We respectfully

request you review and approval of these Applications so that we may move ahead expeditiously to get this
needed Project developed as soon as possible.



The grading at Lot 640 was set in the following manner:

From Adams Ranch Road, the driveway starts with a small horizontal section along the
shoulder so that the Adams Ranch drainage can continue to the east and not turn into the
project.

From the entrance, the driveway dips down in order to enter the garage and then rises to
be within 12” of the ground floor at the back of the building. The sag in the road is
slightly lower than the garage entrance so that the garage can gravity-drain out. Parking
along the driveway will be perpendicular to the longitudinal slope, so the slope of the
driveway is less than 4.0% (the same requirement as a fire truck turn-around) to prevent
the cars from having a steep cross-slope parking space.

The elevation of the driveway at the SE corner of the building set the first grade (and
high point) of the park. This grade must be accessible for snow removal since the snow
from the parking lot will be piled in this location. The snow will drain to the east and
there is a small swale along the parking back to the north. These requirements set the
elevation of that corner at elevation 9086.

Once this elevation was set, the park then slopes north at a constant grade of 4% slope.
That slope was determined to be the maximum slope and the future park improvements
can exist at this grade.

The south end of the park was also pushed down as far as deemed practical and the slope
of the park was set as steep as considered useable in order to minimize the elevation
difference between the driveway and the park. The lower the park, the shorter the slopes
are up to it. This maximizes park width.

Another consideration taken into account was that the slope on the east side is just an
extension of the existing slope and that all vegetation would be preserved from the point
of conformance down to the wetlands.

DB
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SITE SUMMARY

OVERALL SITE AREA: 143,987.15 SQ FT
PARKING AREA: 25,149.47 SO FT
BLDG FOOTPRINT: 27,843.85 SQ FT
BLDG TOTAL AREA: 87,016.76 SQ FT
PARK AREA: 34,000 SO FT

BLDG SITE COVERAGE: 19%
PARKING SITE COVERAGE: 17.6%
PARK COVERAGE: 24%
COMMERCIAL AREA: 2,200 SQ FT
RESIDENTIAL AREA: 84,816.76 SO FT
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PO. Box 2486 - Telluride, CO 81435
Phone: 970-708-4795
emai: cylanh ) 2@hotmailcom

PROJECT TEAM

Consutant: Uncompahgre Engineering, LLC
Address: PO, Box 3945 - Telluride, CO 81435
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O, Box 1385 - Telluride, CO 81435
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PARKING SUMMARY

GARAGE LAYOUT: 71 PARKING SPACES
SURFACE LAYOUT: 67 PARKING SPACES

TOTAL PARKING: 138 PARKING SPACES
136.5 REQUIRED- 4 EXTRA FOR PUBLIC PARK
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Exhibit E Public Comments

From: JOLANA VANKOVA [mailto:jolanavanek@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 10:56 PM

To: djensen@mtnvillage.org; Cath Jett; d.scillaci@mtnvillage.org; John Howe; Michelle Sherry; Jonette Bronson; Marty
McKinley; Jackie Kennefick

Subject: Lot 640 /Telluride Apartments

Dear Town Council,
Thank you volunteering your time to look at what is presented to you.

Lot 640 /Telluride Apartments as proposed to be rebuilt by Randy Edwards and partners present
several problems.

1)The project is 3x the size as appropriate for our neighborhood (FAR is 3x the size of the other
developments here);

2) Figures used to calculate the amount of people to be housed in the project do not seem to be
accurate (almost 200 bedrooms quoted as your staff to result in a bit over 200 people). Even the
formula used by your staff calculated correctly results in over 300 people;

3) During the last DRB meeting, DRB member Phil Evans said that everybody knows in our area
there are often 6-8 people living in each room. | have personally seen it more than once:

4) My neighbors far and wide in entire Meadows area are saying that maximum size should be the
same size it is now - 30 units. Perhaps larger and nicer apartments, but 30 maximum. From respect
to merchants showing up in force at the last DRB meeting (majority participating while on payroll) our
team of neighbors organized a petition asking to keep the project to maximum 45 units. Yet 30 is
what most people really want when | speak with them. And a ball field as is now;

We have a chance not to ruin Meadows neighborhood with an over sized project. Much talked
about crunch for workforce housing this past year coincides with our first year of legal
marijuana in Colorado ! | weekly run into people who have moved here for a year to smoke pot
legally. They plan to return home. 18 months ago we did not have this housing problem. When other
states will have legal pot we may no longer have this problem.

Some good questions to ask ourselves: Perhaps some of the jobs merchants can't easily fill (e.g.
dishwasher, driver, etc) are not being filled not because of housing , but real reason being - no ski
pass with those jobs ? | have noticed one lodge advertised these menial jobs WITH SKI PASS, and
their add diapered in just a couple of days. Could that be a part of a key to housing ? People have
couch surfed in Telluride area for decades. So why such drama about this now ?

Keep your eye on a long term livability. Tossing 600 people with their cars and dogs onto the one
road down here in Meadows, and on the 14 seat bus route - is not wise. --- We know - we live here !

How is the 'affordable housing" actually managed is another issue. Have you checked how do we
qualify people for living in those units ? Do your realize that this entire proposed 91 units complex
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could house merely 91 people, as only one person per unit has to actually work in the R-1 School
District ?

Perhaps looking at working with changing the DEED RESTRICTION rules might be appropriate.
Ruining a neighborhood quality of life in order to house 91 people is quite shortsighted. If anyone of
the folks who secure a deed restricted unit decides to quit their job, they can live there even if they
NO LONGER WORK here...clogging up that housing capacity. Is the Council aware of this ?- Inviting
Shirley Diaz from San Miguel Housing Authority and asking here some important questions might be
quite productive.

Dear Council, as your constituent, | ask you to pay attention to the bigger picture ,and long term.
Rushing blindly to support the town budget yet again with building feels is not a long term answer.
Being rushed to approve a building complex with FAR 3x of the surrounding development, road with
surface that is falling apart, insufficient sewer system is not an answer. Yes, sewer seems to be also
a problem. Here at the Boulders 2 homes had toilets overflow...one home experience literally 'the s...
hit the ceiling' in their bathroom. A couple of other homes had their toilets almost overflow- right to a
brim, with placing no clogging material in. -Not a situation to bring another 600 people into. We in the
Meadows are counting on your to make the right decision. Ask yourself" would I put this right
under my windows ? A large city like tenement, with many people, cars and dogs being
allowed ". The old Telluride Apartments were quite noisy, how about 3x as large ?

Thank you considering these points,
Respectfully,

Jolana Vanek,The Boulders



Chris Hawkins

Subject: FW: Lot 640A

From: Maneri [mailto:cmaneri2@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 11:51 AM
To: Jackie Kennefick

Subject: Lot 640A

| have sent a letter but want to reiterate the Hugh mistake | and many others feel about increasing the density at lot
640A. Please make sure that those on the council hear the list of our concerns.

1. Traffic danger-especially for the children biking down Adams Ranch Rd 2. Noise issue - you can easily look back at the
number of police complaints there were from just 30 units both notice and many other violations that seemed to take
forever to get resolved 3. Increased burden on the chondola to get to town 4. Decrease in property values and potential
law suit cost to fight neighboring condo complexes who may see fit suit due to the change in density 5. Potential
removal of the beautiful views / we all paid so dearly to have 6. Increase dog traffic and the increase mess it will bring

All though we agree some housing is need, we also know that spaces become over occupied to save on rent, thus 30 apt
may easily house 150 people, 90 might bring over 400 people. We know there are plans for 5 such complexes, please
use theses complexes to spread out the people and not over crowd this one area.

Thank you again for hearing our concerns

Celia Maneri
North Star

Sent from my iPad



From: Vise, Kerri (SW V&V COE) [mailto:kerri.vise@honeywell.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 1:14 PM

To: Jackie Kennefick

Cc: Vise, John (AZ77); COX

Subject: Lot 640 A (Telluride Apartments)

Hi Jackie,

We live in the Northstar Condominiums and received the notice for pending rezoning changes in the mail. We would
like the following to part of the Council packet for their meeting on February 19th.

We have grave concerns on this increase in density. We believe we need further analysis on how the additional density
will adversely affect our community. We are aware of the need for additional affordable housing to support the ski
resort, but this may be overkill, with a zoning in the 45 to 60 range more appropriate.

Please assess and address our concerns:

1. Why is the rezoning being changed? If the original plan was for 30 units, what has changed necessitating 91 units?
2. Has a study been performed analyzing the impact on Mountain Village Cable and Internet? How will the internet be
affected? Can the company handle the additional users?

3. Is there going to be a gate and fence proposed between the two subdivisions, or are the new tenets going to have
access and be able to walk through Northstar on the way to Big Billies?

4. Why is there a need for commercial space?

5. What does Full Use Active Open Space Zoning mean? s this going to be designated as a park which will be
maintained and appeared by the Town of Mountain Village?

6. Based on the architectural diagrams, it looks like units 15-18 will have their current views blocked by the new 4 story
building. Can you confirm?

7. Will there be pets allowed? If so is there a restriction to the number of pets?

Based on our initial review, we are not in favor of the new building (increased height) and increase in units
(congestion). The proper due diligence needs to be performed before moving forward with a zoning change at this
time.

Thanks,

John and Kerri Vise.



Mountain Village — Meadows Landscape Improvements
Questionnaire: June 17, 2014

Do you prefer more active or passive space for neighborhood parks (larger park areas)?

Active things in the larger parks when available. But no lights. Lights would attract people to hang out
later and be loud. Horse shoes, volleyball pit, tennis courts would be nice. The open flat space is very
valuable since it is hard to find this. We use the space behind Northstar regularly to play soccer,
baseball, etc. It’s nice to have a flat green space.

What do you treasure and want to preserve in the parks and trails at the Meadows?
| think a clean and well maintained park is great. The most important thing is the green flat open space
in back of Northstar. It is great to have an area like this in the meadows. Everyone goes back there.

Anything else you’d like to tell us?

Let’s do what we can to keep the open space behind Northstar the way it is or improve it a bit. If the
building was knocked down and some work done it could be a tremendous park with tennis, basketball,
maybe even a baseball field. It could be done cheaper by simply maintaining all the grass areas so it is
nice like the patch which is currently maintained by the village.

I think town should consider purchasing this property from Randy Edwards and create a park which
would rival Town Park.

| have given this some thought and the village should consider purchasing this property. You might even
find that there could be some willing investors in the meadows. My thought was to use the location
where the building is now and create some townhomes like Northstar(Could even be a part of
Northstar) Maybe 8-10 units. These could be sold in the open market to offset the cost of purchasing the
property and landscaping the open area. This type of development would fit in perfectly in the
meadows and keep our great community intact.

| think dense housing which understandably is needed should be placed closer to the core thereby
creating a community in the core which is desperately needed to attract business there.

Another thought is to create a rec center which was discussed years ago. The space is perfect for it and
would even draw people from town to use it. | am not sure of the cost to build this rec center but seems
like if it were there it would get used a lot. Indoor swimming, racquetball, workout room, etc. The town
could even sell memberships to this. You might find that investors could be found by selling shares in
the project thereby entitling the shareholders to free access or something along that lines.

| think it is a great opportunity to create something all Mountain Village residents could enjoy.

Dumping everyone in the meadows is not the answer. It clogs adams ranch road and adds too many
people to the meadows. We have a great community here and short term rowdy renters is not what any
of us want here. A lot of us have lived here for a long time and enjoy the peace and quiet. We have the
only sustainable community in the village. Other homes are set too far apart we are in close proximity
and all know each other. It is enjoyable. We don’t want that to change but only be improved upon.



Thank you for taking the time to read this. Feel free to contact me to discuss anything further.

Dave Doemland



Town Council Density Meeting — To be included in packet for 2/19 meeting.
These are my personal comments and they may or may not reflect the opinions of others.

| have been a homeowner in MV for 14 years. | have been a business owner in MV for 10 years. | have
never before spoken at one of these meetings as a resident and | have never attended one merchant
meeting for MV.

| am here today because this proposed development directly affects me as a homeowner and a business
owner in MV. | understand at the DRB meeting a few weeks ago that other representatives in the
business community stood up and voiced their opinion in favor of developing lot 640A with as many
units as possible so that their workers had a place to live. | too have experienced the same problem with
employee housing through the years. That doesn’t mean that | want all of them living in my back yard.
There are other locations where developments can occur which make more sense.

| remember through the years numerous surveys and discussions about how to “Vitalize the Core”.
Businesses want more people there because that means more business. Makes sense to me. Why don’t
we put the people where we want them, near the “Core”. This would add color to the village and create
a vibrant year round community instead of the ghost town that it is for a good part of each year.

| am not able to keep my business open year round because there are simply no people to do business
with for a solid 5 months a year. | have managed to make it work but | would certainly like to be open
year round but | can’t justify paying an employee to sit and do nothing.

When [ first heard of the quantity of units potentially being developed in the meadows as a business
person my first thought was “l need to open a business in the meadows”. | was certain | would be
successful. | even contacted Mr. Edwards and asked him to add some commercial space to his plans and
| would be interested in buying or leasing the space for my new business. Why did | do this? Because a
business will survive and thrive when located in close proximity to where people live.

| have been telling those that would listen this for years about the “Core”. A business will survive and
thrive when located in close proximity to where people live. If we want the “Core” to be a bustling
community where people live and work then let people live there! If we don’t want the “Core” to be
that community then place the people somewhere else and stop crying about having no businesses that
want to open in the “Core”.

| have owned my home in Northstar for 14 years now and know intimately what 30 units means to that
parcel. | also know what 3 times that number of units means. When it was 30 units most summer nights
| could not even open my windows at night to let fresh air in because it was too loud. Cookouts almost
every night with kids running around way past there bed time and mine. We heard car alarms at all
hours. In general it was very busy and noisy there. We had to call the MV police numerous times to try
to quiet the parties. | purchased my property with this in my backyard so | couldn’t complain much.

| am sure that there are some in this room that are rolling they’re eyes saying “Of course he doesn’t
want the development he lives next to it” Those of you rolling your eyes should ask yourselves if you
wouldn’t do the same.

But now a new development is being proposed which will triple the quantity of people in my backyard.
On top of it the development is going to be temporary rental units for temporary people. We can live



with a few new neighbors which fit into our community and will welcome them with open arms. | would
prefer this new development be condo’s which are for sale. The theory being that a homeowner has a
vested interest in maintaining their place. Which makes for a better neighbor.

30 units seems about right. 91 units seems wrong.

This is simply too many people being placed in a location which doesn’t make sense. We have a great
community in the meadows. Those of us that live there love living there. We have a real neighborhood
where our kids can still walk to each others houses to play. We can walk our dogs around and talk to our
neighbors as we do. We have a real connection with one another and a real community.

These are my personal comments and they may or may not reflect the opinions of others.
Thank you for your time.

Dave Doemland






From: Roz Strong [mailto:rosamond56@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 9:47 PM

To: Jackie Kennefick

Subject: Lot 640A

Dear Telluride Mountain Village Town Council,

I encourage you all to not increase the density on Lot 640A, Telluride Apartments site, to 91 units. | know the
DRB has passed this recommendation on to you and | do not agree with their decision.

I live in the Meadows area and an increase in density to 91 units will dramatically effect our living
environment.

I am not sure where all the members on the DRB board live, but | believe it is not in the Meadows area and that
not all of them even live in the Mountain Village. What are they basing their decision on to increase the density
when they do not have a day to day experience of what it is like to live in our community? How many of them
have spent a day or more watching the community in action? | know the business community is crying out for
more housing because there is a current crunch. When the movie production leaves town there will be
vacancies. All of a sudden there is a urgency...how long will this urgency hold true?

The local residents of the Meadows area have gathered together time and time again requesting the Town of
Mountain Village limit this increase in density on Lot 640A. Please consider what the local residents are asking
for. This central location is not a good place for a large number of people to live. The increased vehicle traffic
on that particular corner along with the increased bicycle traffic is just one example of a disaster waiting to
happen.

One again, | ask you to be thoughtful of the whole community when making your decision. Stop, Look and
Listen.

Sincerely, Roz Strong. Owner and resident at Prospect Creek Condos in the Meadows of TMV.



Chris Hawkins

Subject: FW: A640

From: Rosa Lea Davis [mailto:rosalea_davis@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 2:38 PM

To: Jackie Kennefick

Subject: A640

My name is Rosa Lea Davis, | live 327 Adams Ranch Rd, Parker Ridge. | am opposed to the 91 unit density on
the a640 project. | think the impact to our roads and community would a travesty to the people

currently living in the area. | agree with the original zoning of 31 units allowing a park and open space to
buffer.

thank you Rosa Lea Davis

Sent from Windows Mail



From: Eric Wolff <ericwolff2@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 8:37 PM
To: Chris Hawkins

Cc: Jackie Kennefick

Subject: Re: Concerned Meadows citizen

On Feb 10, 2015, at 9:23 AM, Allison Wolff wrote:

Dear Town Council,
| am a resident of The Boulders and am deeply concerned about the planned development at lot 640A.

Though we are all thrilled to get rid of the moldy eye-sore building currently there, lot 640A is currently zoned for only
30 units. An increase to 91 units will put an enormous strain on our neighborhood and way of life here, and the
proposed comprehensive plan adding another 246 units to the Meadows is simply not feasible.

Those of us who live in the Meadows today are here for the long-haul. We moved here because it is a beautiful, safe
place to raise our kids, walk our dogs and life a good life. The potential addition of 394 new residents (in just the
proposed 91 units), many of them short-term workers who are not invested in building a safe, clean, thriving
community, will have an enormous impact. We will have that many more cars driving on the roads where our kids are
learning to ride bikes, that much more pollution and dust from cars on our roads for our kids to breathe, that many
more strangers they will have to navigate when playing or walking to/from the school bus. In addition, we could have up
to 180 additional cats and 180 additional dogs in the neighborhood —it’s simply too much impact on this already
stressed ecosystem.

Lastly, | am deeply concerned about water. Before this moves forward, our residents would like to see a complete
before/after study of the estimated water impact of this development. My understanding is that we are already
stressing our water and sewer systems and | can tell you first hand, as someone who runs a business from home, that
we are stressing our internet provider. We’d also like to better understand how the town would shore up transportation
and emergency services to support this number of new residents.

In summary, here is my ask:
- Please provide water, sewer, internet, transport and emergency services studies and plans with our community
before any decisions are made
- Please consider the impact on the lives of those of us who are deeply invested in making the Meadows a safe,
thriving community here in Telluride. Overbuilding will result in huge impacts on our quality of life. Please
spread out the proposed developments rather than placing them all in our area.

Thank you,

Allison Wolff

3 Boulders Way
0:970-728-7997

C: 415-312-0000
www.vibrantplanet.net




Chris Hawkins

From: Eric Wolff <ericwolff2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 9:10 PM
To: Jackie Kennefick; Chris Hawkins
Subject: Lot 640

Town Counsel/All

| am a resident of the Boulders in the Meadows. | am deeply concerned that there is still talk of a 91 unit development
still on the table for lot 604. | was hoping that after the enormous outcry the last time this was proposed that there
would be some deep soul searching on this councils part that would have lead to some sort of compromise. Let me
make it clear that | understand the need for more employee type housing. That being said | think that replacing a 31
unit building with a 91 unit building in the already dense Meadows is ........ irresponsible.

Some key points for me:

1) Do we have enough infrastructure in place to provide for this sort of impact in the already over used reign in the
Meadows??

2)There has been no talk of re-paving Adams Ranch Rd. Has no one noticed what poor condition this road is in?

3) Will there be added law enforcement budget to handle this influx of seasonal residents??

4) Do we have enough water?

5) What will the impact be on the public transportation that is barley adequate be?

6) Where is a community garden, a park and additional landscaping??

There has been talk of a $500,000 allotment for "improvements" to the Meadows area. As far as | can tell all that has
been talked about with regard to this money is to add items that would fall under infrastructure and very little to do
with improvements to the Meadows. Side walks and bike lanes are infrastructure. Parks and community gardens are
examples of "improvements".

In closing, | am very frustrated that this council has not made it easier for the residents that live and work in this
community to be able to voice their thoughts on this matter by scheduling meetings that would be better attended by
working folks, such as an evening meeting. Some of this feels like you are trying to pass this without the input of us, the
people that live and work here.

Will you make sure that counsel members receive this letter?

Thank you Eric Wolff



From: Nash, Timothy C. <Timothy.Nash@KutakRock.com>

Sent: Friday, February 06, 2015 11:48 AM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: To Town Council Re Telluride Apartments/Lot 640A

All, as a North Star owner who has spoken against the unreasonable re-sizing of this project at every
opportunity (including back to the “conceptual” master plan), | continue to agree that the scale as shown is
completely unreasonable for the site and the community. | point out that the number of units is not completely
relevant but rather, the density of each unit is key. | think something like 120 bedrooms (however sliced and
diced by number of “units”), each with reasonable occupancy limits is the proper metric.

Additionally, we’ve heard almost nothing of:

1. the overall development scheme, including the for-profit developer’s financing plans, status of
commitments, how much the developers stand to profit (directly and indirectly), tenant income
restrictions, occupancy rules (including limits on persons per bedroom, subleases, vehicles and
pets), duration of leases, other CCRs,...;

2. the developer’s ability to sell and assign its rights in and to the property; or

3. key design elements, including landscaping, visual and noise buffering, pedestrian and
vehicular traffic mitigation, lighting, trash/recycle,... or anything else that will affect the daily lives of
those living and working in the Meadows.

The thought of 91 units, each with 3 or 4 bedrooms and multiple pets and vehicles, being rented short-term
without occupancy limits is more than a little unsettling and the impact on existing public safety, transportation,
parking, internet and other infrastructure potentially overwhelming.

We strongly urge a reasoned sense of community-minded decision-making by limiting the maximum number of
bedrooms to 120 with reasonable restrictions placed on the developer and tenants.

Tim Nash, North Star #22

This E-mail message is confidential, is intended only for the named recipients above and may contain
information that is privileged, attorney work product or otherwise protected by applicable law. If you have
received this message in error, please notify the sender at 402-346-6000 and delete this E-mail message.
Thank you.



Dear Mountain Village Town Council, February 1, 2015
Please accept my comments regarding Lot 6404, the Parkside Apartments.

[ ask that you please not approve a density transfer from 30 units to 91 units on lot
640A.

[ applaud your efforts to work with a developer to provide much-demanded rental
housing. But tripling the density of that site is too great of an impact on those of us
who live in the Meadows.

A 91-unit project is incompatible with the Meadows neighborhood. For comparison,
Shandoka in Telluride has 134 apartments in nine buildings—Parkside would be
about 70% of the size of Shandoka—completely out of scale with the surrounding
development.

As a county commissioner, I fully support the smaller workforce housing projects
being proposed throughout Mountain Village. It certainly makes sense to put
workforce housing close to the core (to help vitalize the core,) close to the gondola,
and close to parking; and smaller developments are so much more livable and
manageable from a homeowners’ association standpoint than large apartment
buildings. (Those of you who have been here a while will remember that at 30 units,
Telluride Apartments was the source of almost constant management problems.)

As far as I can tell, none of the issues brought up by Meadows residents during
earlier discussions of 640A with regard to impact-mitigation have been addressed in
the latest development application.

The impact of new development (cars, car alarms, dogs, people, parties, lights,
delivery trucks, etc) should be carefully considered and addressed before such
increases of population are considered. These include things like: a pulse gondola
from the Post Office to the core or at least transit options for west-end-Meadows
residents to get to the Chondola, neighborhood facilities such as parks, bike lanes,
better side walks, improved internet, trails from the Meadows to the core, a
community gathering place, etc. (Sidewalk mprovements from the Meadows parking
lot to the Chondola, which are in the works, are vitally important now, even without
new development.)

The Mountain Village Comprehensive Plan, adopted June 2011, is a guiding
document. It is not zoning, nor is it binding. According to the Comp Plan over 240
additional housing units are contemplated for the Meadows before 640A is even
considered (see list below*), more than doubling the current density of the
Meadows!

During the Comp Plan discussions, most of the focus was on where and how to add
hot beds to Mountain Village. There was also quite a bit of talk about protecting



second homeowners from the impacts of employee housing (at Boomerang and
Comanche). Looking at the final Comp Plan, it seems like the Mountain Village
planning model is to use the Meadows as the employee-housing density dump.

Please consider the quality of life of the 500 or so people that already live here full
time and are vital to the quality of Mountain Village’s community.

With the exception of Big Billies (150 single-resident-dorm units, which can be quite
noisy, but at least it’s close to public transit) currently all developments in the
Meadows are between 10 and 25 units. A 91 unit multi-bedroom building is
completely incompatible, and the Meadows Area does not have the infrastructure to
support it.

Of all the businesses that are vocally supportive of this, | wonder how many of those
individuals would want a development almost as big as Shandoka out their back
door in one building.

I'm trying to imagine how drastically this will change the quiet neighborhood vibe in
the Meadows, which is already strained by the ski parking lot. To add this much
density is disrespectful to those of us who live here. Please try to imagine that.

The Meadows is currently a great place to live. Many, many families are choosing to
raise their children here. It’s quiet, safe, sunny, close to the chondola and close to ski
lifts. Please be very careful before destroying the neighborhood feel of the Meadows
for the hundreds of us who already live here.

Thank you for carefully considering the impacts on those whom this development
will most greatly affect.

Sincerely,
Joan May
Fairway Four resident since 1992
*Meadows Projects Contemplated in the Comp Plan:

Parcel A Prospect Plaza + 68 units
Parcel B Town Shops + 70 units

Parcel C Lot 644 + 53 units
Parcel D Lot 651-A + 53 units
244 units



February 2, 2015
Dear Mountain Village Town Council,
Thank you for reading my following comments on Lot 640A.

| am asking that you not transfer 61 units of density to Lot 640A. A change from
30 to 91 is too much for that area and the surrounding neighborhood.

Four years have been spent on this project. | thank the Mountain Village Town
Council, The Design Review Board, Town Planners and the local citizens in
their efforts to listen and hopefully make a decision on density that is
compatible and in harmony with the existing Meadows community.

According to the Meadows Development Table there are other areas that are
targeted for development. If all these areas are developed according to the
Comprehensive plan the Meadows will have 337 more units (including 91 units
on Lot 640A). This is a lot of density! It will double the population of the
Meadows.

The developments that already exist in the Meadows, excluding Big Billies, are
all 30 units or less. Smaller developments are much easier to manage, have
less noise, parking problems, dogs, etc.

When | bought my condominium it was with the understanding that Telluride
Apartments (Lot 640A) was zoned for thirty units. | never realized that the
density could be tripled! Had | known this was a possibility, | probably would
not have bought a North Star condominium.

Randy Edwards has said numerous times that there will be excellent
management at Parkside (formerly Telluride Apartments). Randy Edwards is a
developer and will most likely sell this development after it is completed. What
guarantee does the neighborhood have that what is being said pre-
development will continue after the project is finished?

Itis a reality that there will be more than one person in a one bedroom, two
people in a two bedroom and three people in a three bedroom. It is highly likely
that there could be up to two people per bedroom. The population at Parkside
could be from 300-400 people with 91 units.

Employee housing needs to be placed throughout Mountain Village where

amenities are accessible in order to support vibrant, sustainable, year-round
neighborhoods. The Meadows should not be used as the dumping ground for
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density transfers or to reduce the impacts of employee housing on second
homeowners.

The Meadows is a wonderful place to live. It is a vibrant community of working
people and families. Please let us keep it this way!

Once again, please do not transfer 61 units of density to Lot 640A.

Sincerely,

Tami Huntsman
North Star unit 16



From: Grimes, Rich <rgrimes@tellurideskiresort.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Affordable Housing

Chris

I am addressing this in support of affordable housing in the Telluride/Mountain Village area. 1 am a
Supervisor for Telluride Ski and Golf Resort (in both Ski School and Golf Operations). During the last 20 years
I have seen our local employee pool shrink as more local housing has been converted to second or short term
rental housing. The current growth of our region is being stifled by the lack of employee housing. | support
any project that can provide, affordable and plentiful employee accommodations

Thank you

Richard Grimes

Supervisor

Telluride Ski and Snowboard School
Adult Group/Private Lessons

565 Mountain Village Blvd.

Telluride Mountain Village, Co. 81435
Direct: 970-728-7534

Fax: 970-728-7496
rgrimes@tellurideskiresort.com




From: Kelly, John <JKelly@tellurideskiresort.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Chris Hawkins

Cc: Young, Heather; Proteau, Jeff
Subject: Letter for DRB

Hi Chris,

Please consider the following letter in support of more affordable housing in the Mountain Village, in particular, using
the Telluride Apartments’ space for this purpose.

Dear Design Review Board and Mountain Village Residents,

| wanted to take a minute to comment on the growing debate over the best possible land use for the Telluride
Apartments’ space in the Meadows area of Mountain Village. In my position as Director of Resort Services for the
Telluride Ski Resort, | am responsible for hiring approximately 175 winter seasonal employees. Of those 175 positions,
approximately 100 jobs need to be filled by first year staff, new to the Mountain Village/Telluride region and in search of
housing. Finding housing for this seasonal demographic has always been difficult, but we have now reached a tipping
point. Currently three, five, and ten-year community members are unable to find a place to live, making it virtually
impossible to find housing for the influx of winter seasonal employees that help make this a world class destination. Big
Billies, Village Court, and Shandoka began putting year-round and seasonal employees on wait lists in August of this past
year. This is by far the earliest this has happened in my eight years of working for the ski resort.

While the benefits of affordable housing might be subtle and not as obvious as other uses, providing affordable housing
for local employees absolutely benefits every member of this community. If we continue to use available land for
anything other than affordable housing our community will begin to see the effects throughout town. Fewer staff to get
Lift 9 ready on a powder morning. Less restaurants to choose from on a Friday night. Not enough staff to support the
incredible resources we have at our doorstep such as festivals, non-profits, and artistic ventures. Anyone reading this
letter could add five items to that list right now.

In addition to what's reflected in the classifieds everyday (seemingly not enough people in town to fill the amount of jobs
needed to sustain the growth of Mountain Village and Telluride), there is also the issue of service and engagement

level. A local employee living within their community is going to be much more committed and involved in giving back
than someone who is commuting an hour each way to work. Mountain Village and Telluride have seen tremendous
growth in the short time that | have been here as evidenced by new skier visit records, additional summer festivals,
record setting sales revenues, and much more. Affordable housing is one area that has not maintained this level of
growth.

I do understand that no matter what side of the argument you are on, everyone recognizes the need for more affordable
housing. However, currently designating remaining open space for parks or similar amenities tells me the scale of the
housing problem is not fully understood. | cannot overstate enough how serious of a problem this is for any employer in
the area trying to staff seasonal positions. We might not realize the benefits of affordable housing to the entire
community until the benefits that so many local employees provide this community are gone.

Thank you for your time,

John Kelly
Director - Resort Services
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Telluride Ski & Golf Resort
D 970-728-7523

C 970-708-3960
www.tellurideskiresort.com



From: mike ste. marie <mikestemarie@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 8:12 PM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: Affordable Housing

I've living here since 1975!

I've been renting at VCA for the past 20years..

I'm writing to you to support the affordable housing meeting onThusrday, since | am scheduled to work teaching ski | will
not be able to attend .

Thank You for your consideration.

Mike Ste.Marie



From: Steve Hindman <steveh@fidalgo.net>

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 7:54 AM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: affordable housing

Hi - | am a five year veteran of the ski school staff and have lived at 315 Adams Ranch Rd for three of those
years now. | am fortunate to have a good friend who owns a condo and rents me a room at an affordable price.
If I did not have that connection, | fear | could not afford to live in either Mountain Village or Telluride. Please
do what you can to create more affordable housing for those who make their living and want to make their
home in this area.

Thanks,

Steve Hindman
steveh@fidalgo.net
360-303-0473

Ski with Steve




From: Bill Miller <billmillerl@mvcable.net>

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: Meadows Employee Housing Meeting with Mountain Village DRB on Thursday, Jan. 8,

2015 at 10am

Mr. Hawkins:

| am an owner/resident on Spring Creek Drive in the Meadows area. | support the pending application for more employee
housing in the region. Like many residents in the Meadows, | am concerned about the substantial increase in the number
of residents in our area but still support this application. If this application is approved, | feel that it is important that Mtn.
Village executes the proposed improvements in the Meadows area for pedestrian flow in our neighborhood and the
creation of a park adjacent to this development.

Sincerely,

Bill Miller
3 Spring Creek Drive



From: Nana Naisbitt <nana@telluridescience.org>

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 8:32 AM
To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Apartment complex - today's meeting
Dear Chris,

I wanted to write a letter of support for the proposed 91 unit rental apartment complex, but my computer
charger died. I am in Denver with my phone as my only device. Forgive the informality.

I am writing as an employer in the region and as a renter in region. | know how difficult it is for workers to find
places to live. Many units are privately owned, and more often than not, are up for sale. Living in a unit that can
be sold from under you is stressful and disruptive. It is essential that Telluride and MV grow the rental market
to house employees and keep prices in some measurable level of competitiveness. Adding 91 units now would
go a long way to alleviating the lodging shortage.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,
Nana Naishitt



To whom it may concern,

Thank you for taking the time to hear my voice in the issue of affordable housing in the Telluride
area. | am writing in strong support of further development, availability, and long term planning of
affordable housing for the workforce of Telluride and Mt. Village. Make no mistake that this is a problem
NOW and a problem that will only become worse.

| manage a department for the Telluride Ski and Golf Resort (ticket checking) that like so many
groups in the area, depends on seasonal employees. It has become harder and harder to recruit and
keep these seasonal employees and the main contributing factor is the lack of affordable housing.

| am sure that you will hear this same point made by many people but | wanted to make sure to
include my voice as well as the voice of the supervisory team that | represent in SUPPORT OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Thank you,

Tyler Hollingsworth

Resort Services Manager

Telluride Ski and Golf Resort



From: Jack Wesson <jwesson@me.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 10:32 AM
To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Parkside in the Meadows

Chris,

I'm writing you to express by support of the proposed Parkside in the Meadows project in the Mountain
Village. First I think that the need for more employee housing locally has been demonstrated time and time
again. This was demonstrated in the last 'Needs Assessment' and as an urgent need at that time, and that need
has only become more significant in the years since that was completed. Secondly the ‘Comp. Plan' identified
the best locations for filling this need, and this location was designated for 91 units. It is walking distance to the
chodola and adjacent to the bus route, which significantly reduces the carbon footprint of the occupants, a
primary public benefit identified in the Land Use Ordinance. Furthermore the existing abandoned structure is
basically a blight, so I really consider this to be a brown field site, in need of redevelopment. If the developer
can demonstrate the practicality of designing the density on this site, and the existing utility and access
infrastructure are already in place, then I think it sets a very bad precedent to ignore all of the hard work and
public input that went into the comp plan.

Respectfully,
Jack Wesson

Jack Wesson

Jack Wesson Architects, Inc.
970-728-9755 ext. 27 (p)
970-519-1551 (c)
970-728-4483 (f)
jwesson@me.com




Mountain Village Community Development Department
455 Mountain Village Blvd., Suite A
Mountain Village, CO 81435

Regards: 306 Adams Ranch Rd Development Application
Dear DRB & Town Council:

| am a relative new owner at North Star, Unit 10. | selected my unit due to the empty property between
my unit and its beautiful views of the Mountains that would never be blocked. | have looked at this
proposed application and | have several concerns.

First and foremost, putting a park to the back of my unit with multiple large trees will undoubtedly block
my views and bring more dogs and people into our yard. Something we already struggle with at this
time. | clean up after multiple animals on a regular basis. | bought this unit for the views, if they are
obstructed not only will | no longer enjoy them, | will struggle to sell my unit in the future.

My other concern is the number of apartments being proposed. The addition of population brings up
many concerns. When | researched living at North Star, the only thing | heard that was negative was
the noise from the apartment complex behind us, which at that time had significantly less people living
there than what is being proposed. The rumors of big parties and unruly behavior were talked about all
over town. By the time | moved in, the apartments had been closed, so the situation had been resolved.
This has made North Star a very peaceful place to live. By increasing the population, not only may this
situation reoccur, but the amount of traffic will also increase along Adams Ranch Rd. This road, as you
know, is very dangerous road with summer bikers and winter weather.

| realize that there is a need for some additional housing in Mountain Village. However, the fact that we
have gone over 3 years without these apartments does not make it seem reasonable to increase the
numbers of apartments by so many. Please do not ruin our fabulous community by allowing these
changes to take place. If some apartments need to be built, so be it, but don't try to sell increasing the
number of apartments by giving us a park we do not want. Please whatever the decision, do not block
our views!

Sincerely
Dr. Celia Maneri

302 Adams Ranch Rd # 10
8231 E Appaloosa Trl
Scotsdale, AZ 85258

480 215-5056



From: Ray Farnsworth <ray@newsheridan.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Chris Hawkins

Cc: '‘Randy Edwards'

Subject: Lot 640A Rezoning - Telluride Apartments

Hi, Chris, and Happy New year!

As the General Manager of the New Sheridan | am one of the largest employers in the Telluride and Mountain Village
region. As such, | submit this letter in support of the increase in density on Lot 640A that complies with the Mountain
Village Comp Plan for the 91 units of employee apartments planned for the old Telluride Apartments site. This
community is in dire need of employee housing. It is my understanding that the MV comp plan identified this site
specifically for this number of units and that the application meets all requirements for approval. | wholeheartedly
support this application and urge your approval to help address the extremely concerning lack of employee

housing. Thanks, Ray

Raymond E. Farnsworth

General Manager

New Sheridan Hotel, Chop House Restaurant & Bar
231 West Colorado Avenue, Post Office Box 980
Telluride, Colorado 81435

Ph. 970.728.4351

Fx. 970.728.5024

ray@newsheridan.com

The New Sheridan Hotel in Telluride is the premiere destination resort in Colorado. We were awarded the 2015 Four Diamond Hotel rating. The
New Sheridan was also recognized by the readers of Conde Nast Traveler as one of the top 5 "Best Places to Ski & Stay in North America" and
number 1 in service. To learn more about the New Sheridan Hotel, New Sheridan Chop House, New Sheridan Parlor, New Sheridan Historic Bar
or The Roof , please visit our website at www.newsheridan.com




From: Elissa Dickson <edickson@telluridelibrary.org>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: affordable housing

I would like to express my support for affordable housing, specifically in the Rezoning of the former Telluride
Apartments site and the affordable housing project (approx.. 43 units) in Mountain Village that is being discussed.

Thanks!

Elissa Dickson

Adult Programs Coordinator
Wilkinson Public Library
970-728-4519 x147



From: Brian O'Neill <brian@oneillstetina.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 11:02 AM
To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Lot 640A

Chris,

Happy New year to you. | hope you are well.

| wanted to send you a brief note to share my support of the 91 units at Lot
640A. My hopes are that you can find a way to do as many units as
possible while maintaining the integrity of the neighborhood. This is a
tremendous location for our workforce given its proximity to public
transportation. I know you understand the dire housing situation and |
applaud you for your efforts in helping to solving the problem.

This is a great opportunity to further this effort.

Sincerely,

Brian F. O'Neill

Telluride Properties

Director

P.O. Box 37

237 S. Oak Street

m. 970-708-5367
http://www.tellurideproperties.com/brianoneill
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Chris Hawkins

From: '‘Mark Dollard" <dollard@seatoskiproperties.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 10:15 AM

To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Meadows Employee Housing Meeting with Mountain Village DRB on Thursday Jan 8th
at 10am

Hello Chris,

| am writing you a quick note to express my support for the proposed 91-unit employee apartments on Lot 640A in the
Meadows. As a local employer | have a unique view of affordable housing and our community’s lack of it. | generally
support projects of this nature, particularly if the project is attended with an adequate amount of density. We only have
a limited number of spots to develop these projects, and the housing shortage will continue to be an issue for many
years to come, so | fully support the original MV Comprehensive Plan that puts an adequate amount of density on this
project in this location.

Thanks for your time. Please let me know if | can provide anything else.
Sincerely,

Mark Dollard

President

970.729.8830
dollard@telluride.com




From: Ben Jackson <bkjack@rmi.net>

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 8:03 AM

To: Chris Hawkins

Subject: Meadows Employee Housing Meeting with Mountain Village DRB on Thursday Jan 8th
at 10am

Chris

Please accept this email as support for the pending application in front of the Town of Mountain Village for the
Meadows Employee Housing Project. We have all seen the recent articles in the newspapers with regards to the
shortage of workforce housing. | have lived in Town 27 years and over those years been a retail business owner as well
as a landlord. | have never seen so many people trying to find housing in or within a 15 minute drive to Mountain
Village/Telluride.

This area of the Mountain Village was created for just this type of project. Please approve the 91 units being requested
by the developer, or more if it can fit on the site. This project is but a Band-Aid on the overall regional housing shortage
and will show the public at large that the Town of Mountain Village is serious about providing housing.

| have heard rumors of the Town of Mountain Village purchasing this parcel for open space? Please tell me this is
unfounded, if not whoever is pushing for more open space in our region needs to step outside and take a right or a left
we are surrounded by it!!

PLEASE READ THIS EMAIL OF SUPPORT INTO PUBLIC RECORD AND/OR PROVIDE IN ANY MEETING PACKET

Best

(3

Ben Jackson,

cl 970.708.1495
f | 970.728.3049
e |bkjack@rmi.net




From: tcpgreene@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:14 AM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: Employee Housing Project at the Meadows

Good morning Chris and Board members,

As a year round resident of Mountain Village | would like to encourage the Town to approve the 91 unit Employee
Housing project at the Meadows.

The area is desperate for employee housing. As everyone knows the quality of the service industry is dependent on
having a high level of employees.This makes in town housing the most basic requirement. Thank you for your
consideration.

Please approve this project for the future of the area.

Thank you,
Tim and Marcia Greene



From: Alice Martin <amartin@telluridelibrary.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 7:13 PM
To: Chris Hawkins
Subject: housing

Please make affordable housing a priority.

Alice Martin
P.O. Box 3654
Telluride, Co 8143
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From: JOLANA VANKOVA <jolanavanek@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, January 05, 2015 4:08 PM

To: Forward bbrown; Forward kbrown; Forward deckman; Forward pevans; Forward
ggarner; Forward bhoins; Forward kperpar; Forward Itrujillo; Forward dzemke; Chris
Hawkins; Katie Cox

Subject: Regarding this upcoming DRB meetin on January 8, 2015

Dear esteemed members of Design and Review board,

On your agenda for this upcoming meeting we see an item pertaining to Lot 640 A. As a secretary of
the Boulders HOA | see or speak with, our members /neighbors on a regular basis.

| would like to bring to your attention that | have so far heard all neighbor still have the same
perception of the proposed behemoth of a project. It is way too big for our neighborhood, by mass ,
scale and the proposed amount of people it would bring into our neighborhood.

We seem to always arrive at the same sentiment: Anything than the current 30 units is not
appropriate. And now we also see new areas that might be suitable for affordable housing.
Something to think about.

| will see you on Thursday,

Jolana Vanek,
Meadows resident
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From: John Vise <visel@cox.net>

Sent: Sunday, January 04, 2015 4:21 PM

To: Katie Cox

Cc: Dave Doemland; johnhowe Howe; John Vise; Kerri Vise

Subject: Notice Of Pending Development Application: Lot 640A and Tract OSP-35A
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Katie,

I live in the Northstar Condominiums and received the notice for pending rezoning changes in the mail. | have some questions.

1. Why is the rezoning being changed? If the original plan was for 30 units, what has changed necessitating 91 units?

2. Has a study been performed analyzing the impact on Mountain Village Cable and Internet? How will the internet be affected? Can the
company handle the additional users?

3. Is there going to be a gate and fence proposed between the two subdivisions, or are the new tenets going to have access and be able to walk
through Northstar on the way to Big Billies?

4. Why is there a need for commercial space?

5. What does Full Use Active Open Space Zoning mean? s this going to be designated as a park which will be maintained and appeared by the
Town of Mountain Village?

6. Based on the architectural diagrams on your website, it looks like units 15-18 will have there current views blocked by the new 4 story building.
Can you confirm?

6. What is the purpose of the DRB Hearings? Will there be a dial in established?

Based on my initial review, | am not in favor of the new building (increased height) and increase in units (congestion), but would like to get more
information. However, | am in favor of freeing up commercial and residential land for park use.

Thanks,

John Vise

Personal
vise1@cox.net

(480) 451-3690 Home
(602) 738-9074 Cell
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From: L Roddick <rdltd@msn.com>

Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 4:25 PM
To: Katie Cox

Subject: Lot 640A and Tract OSP-35A

Hi Katie

I own one of the Outlaws units. | have a question regarding the Notice of Pending Development
Application for Lots640A and Tract OSP-35A. | am not understanding the inclusion of Tract OSP-35A. Is
Mountain Village planning to build employee housing anywhere on this Tract?

Thank you, Laurie

Laurie Roddick
Roddick & Dunbar Ltd.
Landscape Architecture
970.708.4696

PO Box 600
Telluride, Colorado 81435

www.RoddicklLtd.com
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From: Virginia Hinshaw <vhinshaw@hawaii.edu>

Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 2:45 AM
To: Katie Cox

Subject: Lot 640A

Dear Mr. Cox,

We are writing in opposition to the proposed plans by the developer for Lot 640A, formerly Telluride
Apartments, next to Northstar where we have owned a condo for over 16 years. The impact of this
plan on the current and future residents in the Meadows would be highly negative and create a
diminished quality of life for all Meadows residents, such as increased infrastructure demands, more
foot and car traffic, diminished property values, lower tax revenues — all serious issues. This
proposed large increase of residents in the Meadows does not reflect planning that would benefit the
community in the long run. The proposed density of 91 units is way too high - even at the former
density, there were numerous problems from people walking through our area as a shortcut (lot of
foot traffic) to noise from cars and people. We are already a high density area, so there is a definite
need to cap the number of units to no more than 30 and require the inclusion of open space for
landscaping and adequate design for traffic flow in and out of the Meadows for all guests and
residents. What we truly need in that area is a park — green spaces for gatherings are non-existent in
our area yet would greatly improve the quality of life for residents now and into the future. Many of us
have continually stated our concerns about the developer’'s proposal for 91 units on many occasions -
our voices deserve to be heard and respected. Thank you for your consideration - Bill and Virginia
Hinshaw, #13 Northstar.

Virginia S. Hinshaw

Chancellor Emeritus

Professor of Tropical Medicine, Medical Microbiology and Pharmacology
John A. Burns School of Medicine

651 llalo Street, MEB 402F

University of Hawai‘i Manoa

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Phone: (808) 692-1215

FAX: (808) 692-1267

Email: vhinshaw@hawaii.edu




From: Rick Idler <rsihandmd@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 8:41 PM
To: Katie Cox
Subject: Lot 640A development

Once again the town is dumping high density employee housing into the Meadows. As a home
owner along Adams Ranch Road this means more traffic, noise and dust. No provisions are being
made to directly connect this population to the village core. Wonder why the Village Core is an
economic dead zone. The people that work and require services don't live there. New employee
housing should be in the Core. The Meadows doesn't need more density. Convert the Meadows
Apartment to a park for those who already live there. This development is not consistent with a
community commitment to give all home owners in Mountain Village a quality experience in the
mountains. Richard Idler 101 Lupine Ln
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

455 Mountain Village Blvd.

Mountain Village, CO 81435

(970) 728-1392

Agenda Iltem No. 8

TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Hawkins, Director of Community Development
FOR: Meeting of February 19, 2015

DATE: February 12, 2015

RE: Meadows Improvement Plan

Purpose of Meeting

There are three main goals for the Council worksession: (1) direction on the final path for the
sidewalk from Fairway Four to the Adams Ranch intersection by Big Billies; (2) ensure we have
the final list of desired improvements; and (3) direction on final 2015 projects.

Framework

The Town Council directed the creation of a Meadows Improvement Plan as part of the 2014

budget and associated performance measures. The main intent for this plan is to provide the
desired community infrastructure and amenities to support existing development, and planned
development as envisioned in the Mountain Village Comprehensive Plan’s Meadows Subarea
Plan.

The Meadows Improvement Plan has its foundation in the following Comprehensive Plan
policies:

Subarea Plan Introduction. The following actions will lead the way to achieving the
principles, policies and actions of the Meadows Subarea Plan.

e Improve connection to Mountain Village Center and/or Town Hall Center Subareas with
a year-round chondola and/or pulse gondola connection and with an enhanced rubber
tire system, as needed.

e Provide a paved trail for pedestrians and cyclists from the Meadows Subarea to the
Mountain Village Center Subarea.

e Explore the construction of a two-story parking structure, with a green playfield roof, to
alleviate traffic congestion and allow visitors to utilize the year-round gondola or summer
paved trail for easy access to Mountain Village Center; provide an amenity for the
neighborhood, such as a day care.

e Construct improved pedestrian connections and enhanced community amenities.
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Principle Il, Policy F. Provide the following list of improvements to create a better sense of

community:
1. Plant trees and shrubs on the north side of Adams Ranch Road, especially between

Coyote Court and the Boulders entrance.

Plant trees and shrubs on south side of existing cement sidewalk.

Plant trees and shrubs on the north side of the proposed park by Telluride Apartments.

Repave Meadows Run Parking lot.

Install guard rail on Adams Ranch Road above Coyote Court.

Replace dying trees surrounding Meadows Run Parking lot.

Replace the wetland bridge decking with green building material.

Install a cement sidewalk from Big Billie’s Apartments to the Post Office instead of a

painted line as shown on the Meadows Subarea Plan Map.

9. Construct two or more tree islands in the middle of Meadows Run Parking Lot.

10. Work with private lot owners to plant flowers and flowering shrubs such as lilacs.

11. Create a sidewalk from Spring Creek to Fairway Four as shown on the Meadows
Subarea Plan Map.

12. Improve the safety and efficiency of major road intersections for all users — pedestrians,
drivers and cyclists.

©ONoOGOAWN

The Town Council conducted a special site walk and meeting on the Meadows Improvement
Plan on January 20, with the draft staff notes from that meeting shown in Exhibit A.

Funds Spent To-Date

The Meadows Improvement Plan has spent $61,883.14 in 2014 for surveying, wetland
delineations, engineering and landscaping services, which leaves $438,430 for work on actual
improvements in 2015.

Fairway Four to Adams Ranch Intersection

Town Council agreed in 2015 to initiate Section 4, with some differing opinions on the exact
location of the sidewalk. Exhibit B contains all of the consultant prepared sections to-date for
the plan per direction provided in 2014 Council meetings. Section 4 shows the sidewalk leading
from Fairway Four on the west side of the access road along the Meadows Parking Lot to a
cross walk across the Northstar access drive. The sidewalk then is shown running on the north
side of Adams Ranch Road to the main intersection by Big Billies.

At the January Council meeting, it appeared that a majority supported moving the sidewalk from
Fairway Four to the Northstar access drive on the east side of the access road, and then cross
Adams Ranch Road to follow along the north side as drawn. Section 6 shows a blue line with
this route. One Council member felt that the sidewalk should continue on the south side of
Adams Ranch Road all the way to the Big Billies intersection as shown in Red.

Staff is looking for the final direction on Section 4 so that engineered plans can be developed for
subsequent bids and completion in 2015.
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Meadows Improvement Plan List of Improvements

Based on input provided to-date, staff believes that the following represents the desired
improvements in the Meadows:

List of Analyzed Improvements

Improvement | Description Estimated
Cost
Section 1 6’ Sidewalk from Coyote Court to Meadows Trall $76,597
Section 2* 6’ Sidewalk from Coyote Court to Boulders Way $252,733
Section 3 Enhanced Lighting and Landscaping from Boulders Way to $134,664

Adams Ranch Intersection (Retain Existing Sidewalk with
Bikes on Road)

Section 3a Boulders Way Access Tract Improvements $103,242

Section 3b Adams Ranch Intersection Improvements (Normal Intersection) | $144,864

Section 4 6’ Sidewalk from Fairway Four to Adams Ranch Intersection $208,019*

Section 5 Improved ADA Walkway to Northstar Access Drive from Bridge | $185,092
and Along Northstar Drive

Section 6° 6’ Sidewalk on South Side of Big Billies from Adams Ranch $240,346
Road Intersection to the Chondola

Section 7 Meadows Parking Lot Park Option 1 (No Loss of Parking)® $139,351

Section 8 Post Office Access Improvements $24,783

Section 9 Prospect Creek Pocket Park $97,468

Table Notes:

Section 2 could be eliminated if the Telluride School District agrees to a new bus stop located
by Coyote Court on north side of the Road. School District policy currently does not allow for
another stop, so policy would have to be changed.

’Section 6 is a low priority until the redevelopment of Big Billies, with improving the current
Chondola access through Big Billies the consensus of the Council.

3Section 6 should include a potential summertime basketball court in the parking lot since
parking demand is lower in the summer.

Most sections include landscaping as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan, except for Section
4 that did plan any additional landscaping.

®Deducts out cost allocated for road maintenance budget that was allocated to repaving this
section in 2015.

List of Other Improvements That Were Not Analyzed Due to Costs But Will Be Included in the
Final Plan as Future Improvements for Additional Analysis
1. Meadows to Town Hall Subarea Trail (TSG concerned over golf course-trail interface)

2. Meadows to Village Center Paved Trail (TSG concerned over golf course-trail interface,
and Rosewood development will provide final end segment to the trail)

3. Year-round operation of the Chondola to Village Center (Not analyzed due to costs and
golf course impacts in the summer)

4. New chondola to Town Hall subarea (Not analyzed due to costs)

5. Additional trails in the Meadows area (Not analyzed because raised late in the planning
process)

6. Pump track in the Meadows area (Not analyzed because raised late in the planning
process)

7. Two story parking structure with green roof (Eliminated from analysis due to costs)
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8. Big Community Park in the Meadows (Not analyzed due to pending application and no
consensus)

9. Community garden (Not analyzed due to pending application)

10. Neighborhood Park

11. Other improvements not listed???

If the Council concurs with this list, staff will develop a Comprehensive Plan-like document for
review at a future worksession.

Direction on Final 2015 Projects

The emphasis for 2015 projects has been on safety-related improvements, with the Fairway
Four to Adams Ranch Road intersection sidewalk already selected by the Council in 2014 as
the top priority project in 2015. Continuing the safety theme, staff is recommending the
following projects in 2015:

2015 Funds $438,430
Section Project
' 6 Sldewglk from Fairway Four to Adams Ranch $208,019
Section 4 Intersection
Section 8 Post Office Access Improvements $24,783
Improved ADA 6' Sidewalk to Northstar Access $185.092
Section 5 Drive from Bridge and Along Northstar Drive '
Remainder $20,536

This proposal will create a very nice looped sidewalk system in the Meadows as an amenity and
provide safe sidewalk access throughout the neighborhood.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Town Council provide direction on (1) the final path for the sidewalk
from Fairway Four to the Adams Ranch intersection by Big Billies (Section 4); (2) the final list of
desired improvements in the Meadows Improvement Plan; and (3) the improvement projects to
be completed in 2015. Staff will then facilitate the preparation of engineered plans for the 2015
improvements for bidding. Staff will also create the more Comprehensive Plan-like final
Meadows Improvement Plan document for additional Council review and approval.
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Exhibit A: General Direction Provided at January 20, 2015 Council Meeting.

For the Meadows Parking Lot Park shown in Section 7
e Provide landscape buffer and potentially fence improvements to keep children in the
park.
e Keep the option to expand the Meadows Parking Lot Park into the parking lot pending
future TSG approval.

For the Meadows Parking Lot shown in Section 7
e Add temporary toilet by post office with long-term goal for permanent, stick built toilet.
e Look at new ADA ramp parallel to post office that is perpendicular to Northstar driveway
versus curved ADA access.

For Section 5, New Walkway from pedestrian bridge to Northstar access driveway.

e Break out the costs of the ADA accessible walk, new stairs and new sidewalk along north
side of the North Star Driveway.

e Ensure sidewalk connects to sidewalk along Adams Ranch Road to create walking loop
in the Meadows.

e Add sidewalk connecting to Northstar from proposed sidewalk.

For Section 4, Sidewalk from Fairway Four to Adams Ranch Road Intersection by Big Billies
e Majority of Council members indicated sidewalk should be on east side of Adams Ranch
Road to intersection with North Star driveway/Adams Ranch Road then cross to the north
side of the street across from Spring Creek preceding to the Adams Ranch Road by Big
Billies.
e Explore methods to allow for Aspen regeneration in snow storage area for Big Billies.
e Improve the visibility of the current Adams Ranch Road intersection by Big Billies.

For Section 6, Big Billies Chondola Connection
e Establish new pedestrian path on south side of Big Billies along Prospect Creek
concurrent with the future redevelopment of the property.
e Consider installing lighting along the current pedestrian path.
e Consider installing new sidewalk connection to existing sidewalks on north side of Big
Billies on the west side of the breezeway access drive.

Section 9, Pocket Park
e Reach out to Parker Ridge about the park as part of Meadows Improvement Plan process.

Overall changes to the Plan

Final plan needs to:
e Be a Comprehensive Plan-like document with verbiage and details.
Map out all improvements in final plan.
Ensure it is a living document that is considered as a part of the annual budget process.
Include a goal to create an overall landscaping plan for the Meadows.
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SECTION LINE
(TYPICAL)

CONNECT TO EXISTING
MEADOWS TRAIL

SECTION 1

TIMBER VIEW

Section 1 Costs

6' Sidewalk: $61,492*
Landscaping: $15,105
Total Estimated Costs $76,597

*Includes Lighting

November 2014
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SCALE IN FEET

Town of Mountain Village | Meadows Improvement Plan
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Section 1: Proposed 6-foot Sidewalk from Existing Meadows Trail to Coyote Court
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6' Sidewalk:				$61,492*
Landscaping:				$15,105
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Section 2A: Trail Option From Coyote Court to Boulders Way
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6' Sidewalk (North Side Only):		$200,000*	
Landscaping: 						$52,733
Total Estimated Costs				$252,733		 
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Section 3 Costs
Sidewalk Costs:
Enhanced Lighting:
Landscaping Costs:
Total Estimated Cost:
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Section 3B: Trail Option From Boulders
Way to Big Billies Intersection
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Section 3 Costs
Sidewalk Costs:			$0 (Retain Existing)
Enhanced Lighting:		$84,744
Landscaping Costs:		$97,000
Total Estimated Cost:	$134,664
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Section 3a

Bouders Way Intersection Costs
Paving, Sidewalk, Etc: $72,815*%
Landscaping: $30,427
Estimated Total Costs: $103,242
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Bouders Way Intersection Costs
Paving, Sidewalk, Etc:		$72,815*
Landscaping:					$30,427
Estimated Total Costs:		$103,242
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Section 3b

Adam's Ranch Intersection Costs
Normal Intersection Option
Paving, Drainage, Etc: $136,550*
Landscaping: $8,314
Total Estimated Cost: $144,864
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*Includes Lighting
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Adam's Ranch Intersection Costs
Normal Intersection Option
Paving, Drainage, Etc:	$136,550*
Landscaping:				$8,314
Total Estimated Cost:	$144,864
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Section 4
Sidewalk from Fairway Four to Adams Ranch Intersection

Paving, Drainage, Etc: $358,019*

Landscaping: $0

Total Estimated Cost: $358,019

Less Budgeted Maintenance in 2015:  $150,000 *Includes lighting

Estimated Total Cost from Imp. Plan:  $208,019
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Paving, Drainage, Etc:					$358,019*
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Total Estimated Cost:						$358,019
Less Budgeted Maintenance in 2015:	$150,000
Estimated Total Cost from Imp. Plan:		$208,019	
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Section 5

Improved Walkway To Post Office
Paving, Grading, Etc: $128,677*
New Access Drive Sidewalk: $42,797
Landscaping: $13,618

Total Estimated Cost: $185,092
o ADA ACCESSIBLE WALK *Includes I|ght|ng

¢ STAIRS

New Access Drive Sidewalk

OFFICE

November 2014
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Improved Walkway To Post Office
Paving, Grading, Etc:			$128,677*
New Access Drive Sidewalk:	$42,797
Landscaping:					$13,618
Total Estimated Cost:			$185,092
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T : Big Billies-Chondola Access Option 1
o Paving, Drainage, Etc.  $215,327*
0 ]
ONSMO* o, Landscaping: $25,019
» Sk :
M, TOtal Estimated Cost:  $240,346
BIG BILLIES
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Big Billies-Chondola Access Option 1
Paving, Drainage, Etc:	$215,327*
Landscaping:				$25,019
Total Estimated Cost:		$240,346
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PRECEDENTS

¢ NEW CONCRETE
EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN ¢ PLAYGROUND EDGE
SHADE STRUCTURE ¢ ® PERENNIALS
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® [ ]
[ ] . .
A0 Picnic Shelter
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PLAYGROUND f o, . G
i - 0
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7S &

OPEN LAWN

PERENNIALS

Wood Bench

FENCE TO SEPARATE PARKING¢
LOT FROM PLAYGROUND

BENCHES

NEW SIDEWALK ¢

BUFFER CONDOS FROM PARKING ¢ SeCtlon 7 b} O ptl O n 1 .
LOTWITHVEGETATION Total Cost For Improvements

$139,351

Picnic Shelter
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PRECEDENTS

¢ TERRACED BOULDER WALLS
TO EXPAND PARK AREA
NEW PLAYGROUND WITH ¢ 1 BEISIE
BOULDERS
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[ ]
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[ ]
0
44@
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° ’9,9 Shade Structure
%,
OPEN LAWN
(90'x100")

EXPAND PARK 10"INTO PARKING
LOT TO CREATE AN OPEN AREA.

Picnic Shelter

BOULDER SEAT WALL e
Section 7, Option 2
BUFFER CONDOS FROM PARKING ¢ Total Cost For Improvements
LOT WITH VEGETATION $225 076 80
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PRECEDENTS

¢ (4) BENCHES
* (5) BIKE RACKS
¢ PICNIC SHELTER =
WITH (2) PICNIC TABLES
¢ CONCRETE OVERLOOK

® River Access

Sy

s | o
 ACRUSHERFINESTRALL

STONE STEPSTO CREEKACCESS

River Access

Total Cost For Improvements
$97,467.50
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ADDITIONAL TCC FUNDS
Agenda Item 11

MOUNTAIN AGE

To: Mayor& Town Council

From: Councilman Marty McKinley
For: February 19, 2015 Town Council Meeting
Date: February 11, 2015

Re: Consideration of Allocating up to $35,000 in Additional Funds for the Telluride Conference Center

In January Marty McKinley, Nichole Zangara Riley, Bob Delves and Anton Benitez (TMVOA) met with TSG Vice President
of Hospitality Robert Stenhammer to discuss the status of the Telluride Conference Center. Several positive developments
have occurred or are in planning.

e A Marketing Director has been hired. She is well qualified and has worked with Mr. Stenhammer in the past.
Between salary, travel and event expenses this is a significant outlay

o TMVOA has committed to the purchase of a new state of the art screen and projector. TMVOA will retain the
asset but it will be for the benefit and use of the Conference Center

e TSG intends to purchase a new sound system for approximately $150,000 which they would like to apply as a
credit to a potential purchase of the facility

e TSG intends to convert the mezzanine level into two breakout rooms. The lack of breakout rooms is a significant
deficiency

It was a very positive meeting and | am encouraged at the direction of events.

The Town’s current level of subsidy to the Conference Center is:
e $65,000 to reimburse marketing expenses upon proof of expenditure
e $83,000 HOA dues to Franz Klammer Lodge HOA
e Up to $20,000 for repair expenses in excess of $2,500

The reimbursement of expenses has been a significant effort for Ms. Zangara and is an ineffective use of her time. The
remaining indebtedness on our bonds will be retired in November of 2017. A smooth transition of ownership would be
ideal for the Town of Mountain Village. To encourage that process | would recommend the following modifications to our
working arrangement:

¢ Increase the marketing expenditures to $100,000 in the form of a quarterly $25,000 grant requiring no supporting
documentation. TCC will easily exceed this amount with the costs of the new Marketing Director
o Reuvisit and refresh the contract. It was written under different circumstances and is outdated

These steps would reduce our administrative costs and would leave as a gesture of good will and support for the positive
steps mentioned earlier.
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Memo

To: Mayor Jansen and Town Council
Date: February 12, 2015
Re: Town Council Compensation

12a4

At the November, 2014 meeting, council asked for some possible benefit options for town council members for purposes of

recruiting and rewarding members.

According to the Town Charter, Section 3.4:

Town Council compensation may, by ordinance, amend or otherwise modify the compensation to the Mayor and Town
Councilors as described in this Charter. In the event the compensation set forth in this Charter is from time to time subsequently
amended or modified by ordinance, such amendment or modification shall not affect the compensation of any Mayor or Town

Councilors then in office during their current term of office.

If any changes are recommended, the first reading of an ordinance would have to take place at the April meeting and second

reading in May for this to be effective for the new council.

Compensation

Currently $100 per month (Mayor) and $50 per month (Councilors).

Compensation Comparison of other Similar Municipalities

SALARY HEALTH INSURANCE BENEFITS
COUNCIL MAYOR
Reimbursed for health insurance expenses up to the employee's
Telluride $800/month $1500/month budgeted amount for health (currently $443/month).
council member only OR eligible for a stipend equal to the cost
Aspen he/she is paying for single coverage
$500/mo $750/month ( pro tem) ) )
Avon (2 mtgs per month) $1000/ month (mayor) health benefits and family rec pass
$800/month $1200/month can choose to participate in either medical or dental plan or take
Breckenridge cash equivalent
Receives a full benefits package. Salary is determined by the
SMC $58,000/yr - state and county classifications. SMC is a class Il county.
Crested Butte Town $400/month $800/month no coverage
$75/mtg $150/mtg
Mt. Crested Butte 2 mtgs per month 2 mtgs per month
Telluride $800/month $1500 /month
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Some possible benefits the town could offer include:

e Free basic cable

o Free water

e Freesewer

e 401(K)- can contribute up to 100% of your compensation pre-tax
e Town match option
e Can rollover money from other qualified plans into 401K

e 457 Roth IRA -pending option

e Taxes are withheld before contributions are invested in your account

e Withdrawal of contributions/ earnings are tax free
e Health, dental, vision, life insurance (see costs below)
e Employee Assistance Program (EAP)

e Free financial, legal and personal counseling

e Identity theft protection services

Town council members are PERA members if they accept any compensation.
PERA benefits include:

e 13.7% employer match on salary

e 3% interest on member contributions

e Voluntary life insurance option

e Option to rollover PERA monies to a 401(k) upon termination of employment

Benefit costs for comparison (all are annual costs)

Employee
Employer cost cost Compensation

Pay $600.00 $0.00 $600.00
PERA $82.20 $48.00 $130.20
PERA voluntary life insurance $0.00 $93.00 $93.00
Season ski pass $795.00 $0.00 $795.00
Health, dental, vision (Employee only) $7,419.00 $0.00 $7,419.00
401(k) and/or 457 $600.00 $93.00 $93.00
Employee Assistance Program $29.76 $0.00 $29.76
Water $516.00 $0.00 $516.00
Sewer $516.00 $0.00 $516.00
Cable $599.40 $0.00 $599.40

$10,557.96 $234.00 $10,191.96
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

455 Mountain Village Blvd.

Mountain Village, CO 81435

(970) 728-1392

Agenda Iltem No. 13

TO: Town Council

FROM: Chris Hawkins, Director of Community Development

FOR: Meeting of February 19, 2015

DATE: February 13, 2015

RE: Conceptual Work Session to Discuss Conditional Use Permit for New

Freestanding Antennas on Coonskin Ridge Located on OSP-49R

PROJECT GEOGRAPHY

Legal Description: Lot 49R

Address: NA

Applicant/Agent: New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T
Owner: TSG Ski and Golf, LLC

Zoning: Full Use Active Open Space

Existing Use: Telecommunications Antenna

Proposed Use: New Freestanding Antenna

Adjacent Land Uses:
o North: USFS
o South: The Ridge
o East: The Ridge
o West: Open Space
ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit A: Applicant Narrative and Conceptual Plans

RECORD DOCUMENTS
e Town of Mountain Village Community Development Code (as adopted March 2013)
e Town of Mountain Village Home Rule Charter (as amended on June 28, 2005)
o Design Review Application as maintained by the Community Development Department.

BACKGROUND

The current antenna on Coonskin Ridge, located by the Ridge was approved by San Miguel
County prior to incorporation, with a height of approximately 90 feet. The current tower is
maxed out and cannot support any additional equipment, so the applicant is proposing the new
tower. The applicant is proposing a new tower as outlined in its narrative, with three options for
consideration:

Primary Option: Construction of a new second tower about 20" away from the existing tower
with the existing tower remaining in place for current broadcasters' antennas. The new tower

N
=
(o))



would be 100’ tall, and would accommodate AT&T and would provide the most colocation
potential.

Second Option. This option has the same scenario as the first option but the second, new
tower would be 90 feet tall matching the current tower height. This would leave less room for
collocation.

Thrid Option. This option would be to take down the existing tower, build a new tower that is
100" tall, and move all broadcasters’ antennas over to the new tower. This option would less
room for collocation than the other two options.

ANALYSIS

The installation of a new antenna triggers the need for a conditional use permit. In addition, the
applicant would have to submit for a variance since the maximum height at the site that could be
permitted is 48 feet.

The Community Development Code (CDC) contains the following provisions related to the
proposal:

1. Freestanding Antenna Design Standards. Freestanding antennas not
mounted to a building or structure shall meet the following requirements.

a. Visual impacts shall be mitigated to the extent practical;

i. Visual mitigation techniques such as coloring, screening, stealth
antennas and landscaping shall be used to the extent practicable.

ii. The level of mitigation required will depend on the location of the
proposed facility in relation to topographic features, important
visual features, major public thoroughfares, public recreational
areas, residential neighborhoods and other sensitive visual areas.

iii. Implementation of a visual mitigation plan shall be included as a
condition of any conditional use permit approval.

b. Antenna height shall be minimized to the extent practical with the
acceptable height permitted determined by the review authority. In no
event shall an antenna exceed the maximum height permitted in the
underlying zone district unless approved by a variance or PUD
development review process;

C. The antenna shall be made available for the collocation of other
telecommunication providers as a condition of approval with the goal to
reduce the number of antennas in the town to the extent practical; and

d. There are no other alternative antenna sites currently in existence in the
Telluride/town region that provide for collocation and the desired
telecommunication service, service area and telecommunication service
provider’s technical needs.

2. Consideration of Radio Frequency Emissions. The environmental effects of
radio frequency emissions shall not be considered an appropriate concern of an
adjacent lot owner provided the antenna complies with the regulations of the
Federal Communications Commission regarding such concern.

3. No Signal Interference. Evidence shall be submitted to demonstrate that a
proposed communication antenna complies with all specifications of the Federal
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Communications Commission with respect to preventing signal interference with
other systems, facilities, towers or antennas in the area. After operation of the
antenna commences, the antenna operator shall be required to investigate any
electrical disturbances affecting operation of equipment beyond the boundaries
of the antenna site and to resolve such disturbances if the disturbances are
attributable to the use of the antenna.

4. Federal and State Regulations. Communication antennas shall comply with all
applicable federal and state regulations. At the time application is made for a
conditional use permit, site-plan or final plat approval, the applicant shall submit
evidence showing he has obtained any required approvals or permits for
commercial communication antennas from these agencies.

Staff is highly supportive of improving AT&T’s capacity in Mountain Village because the current
system does not have enough capacity to handle the peak cellular demand, especially when
there are high occupancies in the town. Cellular service has become extremely important
because more households are relying on cellular communication versus land lines, with cellular
service the only means of communication. Moreover, excellent cellular service is important for
the town’s economic development and attractiveness as a resort destination.

Staff has some concerns over the 100 foot tower options due to potential need for a red,
blinking beacon and increased visual impact. However, the main goal should be to balance the
need to minimize visual impacts while also ensuring adequate cellular coverage and future
colocation options. The Town of Telluride and San Miguel County may also have some visual
impact concerns due to the CDC Ridge Regulations and an associated covenant that require a
referral for formal development applications. Staff has referred the conceptual worksession to
the Town of Telluride and San Miguel County with the goal to have comments by the meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council provide a general comments and direction on the proposal.
As outlined in CDC Section 17.4.6.E, any comments or general direction by the Town Council
shall not be considered binding or represent any promises, warranties, guarantees and/or
approvals in any manner or form. A conceptual worksession shall not be construed as a
comprehensive review of the proposal under discussion, and as such, additional issues and/or
concerns will most likely arise as part of the formal development review process.
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BLACK & VEATCH

"4 Building aworld of difference’

DEVELOPMENT NARRATIVE

Project Location;: Telluride Ski & Golf Property, Coonskin Mountain, near Ski Lift #7
(Granite Ridge Drive), Town of Mountain Village

AT&T Representative: Mike McCreedy, Independent Contractor of Black & Veatch,
on behalf of New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (a/k/a AT&T Mobility)

Project Description:

New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, a.k.a. AT&T Mobility (hereon referred to as “AT&T”) operates
an antenna facility at the above-referenced property. AT&T’s antennas are currently mounted to
the top of an existing 90-ft.-tall guy tower. AT&T’s ground equipment is currently housed inside
an existing equipment shelter at the base of the tower.

AT&T would like to implement much-needed upgrades to its antennas and equipment at the site,
including the replacement of older technology antennas with newer technology “LTE” antennas.
The proposed LTE upgrade will greatly enhance AT&T’s ability to meet customer demand for data
and voice transmission throughout the surrounding community (including the use of E-911 and
other emergency services).

AT&T performed an extensive structural analysis of the existing tower last year. The analysis
concluded that the exiting tower is at capacity. It does not have the ability to accommodate the
increased loading associated with AT&T’s proposed LTE upgrade at the site.

Proposed Scope of Work:
To accommodate the LTE upgrade, AT&T is proposing the following:
e Construct a new 100-ft. guy tower, located approximately 20 feet from the existing tower.
o Relocate AT&T’s antennas & cables from the existing tower over to the new tower.
e Make the necessary LTE upgrades to AT&T’s antenna configuration (described later in
this Project Narrative).
TSG’s antennas and a number of broadcast antennas would remain on the existing tower.
The new tower would be built to accommodate future collocation. By relocating AT&T’s
antennas to the new tower, the existing tower would also have room for future collocation.

Alternative Option #1:
An acceptable (but less-preferred) option would consist of the following:
e Construct a new 90-ft. guy tower (instead of a 100-ft. guy tower), located approximately 20
feet from the existing tower.
o Relocate AT&T’s antennas & cables from the existing tower over to the new tower.
e Make the necessary LTE upgrades to AT&T’s antenna configuration on the new tower
(described later in this Project Narrative).
e TSG’s antennas and a number of broadcast antennas would remain on the existing tower.
e The new tower would be built to accommodate future collocation, but there would be less
available space on this 90-ft. tower than if we built a 100" tower. It might be difficult for a
collocator to find adequate space and an acceptable antenna height on the 90-ft. tower.
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Alternative Option #2:
Another acceptable (but less preferred) option would consist of the following:

Construct a new 100-ft. tower, located approximately 20 feet from the existing tower.
Relocate all antennas from the existing tower over to the new tower (including AT&T’s
antennas, TSG’s antennas and several broadcast antennas).

Completely dismantle and remove the existing 90-ft. tower.

Make the necessary LTE upgrades to AT&T’s antenna configuration on the new tower
(described later in this Project Narrative).

Because the new tower would be 10’ taller than the existing tower, there would be room on
it for future co-location. But because the existing tower would be dismantled, TSG’s
antennas and the broadcast antennas would all be relocated to the new tower. Thus, the
new tower would be crowded with antennas, and there would be less available space for
future collocation than if we had left the existing tower in place.

Upon the completion of the Proposed Scope of Work (or Alternative Option #1 or Alternative
Option #2), AT&T would then be able to complete the following LTE upgrades at the site:

Remove three (3) existing 8’ panel antennas;

Remove three (3) existing TMA’s (power booster devices that sit behind the antennas);
Remove three (3) existing antenna mounting arms;

Install three (3) new antenna mounting arms;

Install six (6) new 8° LTE antennas; and sometime in the future, install six (6) more 8’
LTE antennas;

Install nine (9) new remote radio heads (auxiliary devices that sit behind the antennas); and
sometime in the future, install fifteen (15) more remote radio heads;

Install two (2) new surge suppressors (auxiliary devices that mount to the tower behind the
antennas); and sometime in the future, install one (1) more surge suppressor;

Install one (1) new 4’-diameter microwave dish (and associated mount, ice shield, and
cable) at a dish centerline height of 70°;

Run four (4) new DC power trunks and two (2) new fiber trunks up the tower to the new
antennas; and sometime in the future, run four (4) additional power trunks up the tower;
Attach one (1) new GPS antenna on the new ice bridge running from the equipment shelter
to the new tower;

Various work inside AT&T’s existing equipment shelter (including the removal and
replacement of a battery rack, the removal and replacement of a power plant, the removal
and replacement of various equipment racks, and the installation of some MW equipment).

Please see attached plans, which describes the Proposed Scope of Work in more detail.

Conditional Use Permit — Criteria for Decision:

a)

b)

The proposed conditional use is in general conformity with the principles, policies and
actions set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. The existing telecom facility has been in
operation on the subject property for several decades, and AT&T has been a user of the
facility for many years. The proposed tower will be consistent with the existing use of the
property as well as with the Comprehensive Plan.

Because the proposed tower will be consistent with the current use of the subject property,
the proposed conditional use will be in harmony and compatible with surrounding land
uses and the neighborhood. The proposed tower will not create a substantial adverse
impact on adjacent properties or on services and infrastructure. The general size and
appearance of the proposed tower will be relatively similar to that of the existing tower,
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except that it will be stronger, stouter and slightly taller. It will be able to accommodate
the structural loading of the LTE antennas and equipment (a benefit to mobile phone users
in the community). The proposed tower will also accommodate future collocation by other
telecom providers (also a benefit to the community because it reduces the proliferation of
towers in the area). The telecom facility has been in existence on this property since the
1960°s, so the proposed tower will not be significant change to what is there now. From
most vantage points, the existing tower is masked by trees and topography, as will the
proposed tower. The proposed tower will not significantly change the overall appearance
of the telecom facility.

¢) The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not constitute
a substantial physical hazard to the neighborhood, public facilities, infrastructure or open
space. From a structural standpoint, the existing tower is already at capacity, and any
increase in the loading of the tower would be unsafe. By constructing a newer stronger
tower, some much needed LTE upgrades can be made to the telecom facility without
compromising safety.

d) The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have a
significant adverse effect to the surrounding property owners and uses. As mentioned
above, the existing telecom facility has been in existence for nearly 50 years. The
proposed improvements to the site will not significantly alter the appearance, traffic or
noise experienced by surrounding property owners. And the proposed modifications will
benefit the surrounding community by greatly improving mobile phone service (including
E-911 and other emergency services).

e) The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall not have a
significant adverse effect on open space or the purposes of the facilities owned by the
Town. And the proposed modifications will benefit the Town by improving service to
mobile phone users (including E-911 and other emergency services).

f) The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall minimize
adverse environmental and visual impacts to the extent possible considering the nature of
the proposed conditional use. There is already an access road cut to the existing telecom
facility. There is also power and Telco servicing the site. By utilizing an existing telecom
facility, we eliminate the need to cut a new access road or run new utilities. Also, because
the proposed tower will generally be the same relative size and appearance as the existing
tower, visual impact will be minimized.

g) The design, development and operation of the proposed conditional use shall provide
adequate infrastructure. Road access and utilities are already available at the site. And the
proposed tower will provide adequate structural capacity for new technology to be
implemented. The proposed tower will also accommodate collocation.

h) The proposed conditional use does not potentially damage or contaminate any public,
private, residential or agricultural water supply source.

i) Because of its height, the existing tower is out of compliance with the Town’s regulations.
The height of the proposed tower will also be out of compliance. We are requesting a
height variance so that AT&T’s antennas can maintain an adequate centerline, and thereby
propagate signal over surrounding trees and topography. This will allow the site to provide
quality service to mobile phone users in the area. Other than the height of the tower, the
proposed variance meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

Variance — Criteria for Decision:

a) The strict enforcement of the CDC regulations would result in exceptional and undue
hardship upon AT&T in the development of property lot because of special circumstances
applicable to the lot. For many years, AT&T’s antennas have been operating at a height of
93 feet on the existing tower at the subject site. A 93-ft. centerline height (or higher) needs
to be maintained so that AT&T’s antennas can adequately propagate signal over
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surrounding trees and topography, thus providing adequate service to mobile phone users
in the area. From a structural standpoint, the existing tower is already at capacity, and any
increase in the loading on the tower would be unsafe. Thus, by constructing a new
stronger tower, much-needed technological upgrades can be made to the telecom facility
without compromising safety or service quality.

b) The variance can be granted without substantial detriment to the public health, safety and
welfare. The proposed tower will actually be an improvement to public safety and welfare.
By constructing a newer stronger tower, some much needed LTE upgrades can be made to
the telecom facility without compromising safety. Plus, we can greatly improve mobile
phone service for people in the community (including E-911 and other emergency
services).

¢) The variance can be granted without substantial impairment of the intent of the CDC. The
proposed tower will be in conformance with the current use of the property. In addition,
by locating the new tower within the existing telecom facility, we eliminating the need to
develop a second telecom facility somewhere else in the community. In addition, Section
17.6.5 of the CDC requires that telecom sites be made available for the collocation of other
telecom providers, thus reducing the proliferation of towers in the area. By constructing a
newer stronger tower, we accommodate future collocation.

d) Granting the variance does not constitute a grant of special privilege in excess of that
enjoyed by other property owners or other users of the subject property.

e) Reasonable use of the property is not otherwise available without granting of a variance,
and the variance being granted is the minimum necessary to allow for reasonable use. The
existing tower was able to accommodate the needs of the telecom users at the site for many
years. But from a structural standpoint, the tower is not suitable for making technological
upgrades. For AT&T to implement much needed LTE upgrades, and for the tower to
accommodate future collocation, a newer stronger tower needs to be constructed.

f) The lot for which the variance is being granted was not created in violation of Town
regulations or Colorado State Statutes in effect at the time the lot was created.

g) The variance is not solely based on economic hardship. It is instead based on the need to
build a stronger tower that can structurally accommodate AT&T’s technological upgrades
and future collocation. AT&T must maintain the current 93-ft. centerline antenna height
(or higher) so that its signal can propagate over surrounding trees and topography, and so
that service quality to customers is not compromised.

h) The existing tower is out of compliance with the Town’s height restriction. The proposed
tower will also be out of compliance. We are requesting a height variance so that the new
tower can accommodate similar antenna heights as the existing tower. This will allow the
antennas to adequately propagate over the surrounding trees and topography, and thus
provide adequate signal to mobile phone users in the area. Other than the height of the
tower, the proposed variance meets all applicable Town regulations and standards.

Conclusion:

AT&T respectfully requests the Town’s approval of the proposed site modifications. If allowed to
make the requested enhancements, AT&T will be able to greatly improve mobile phone service for
people living, working and traveling in the surrounding community. The proposed upgrades to the
antennas and radio equipment will allow the facility to employ advanced LTE technology, thus
allowing phone users to make calls, transmit data, and utilize advanced phone applications without
blockage or interruption of service.

If you have any questions or need further information, please contact Mike McCreedy, 303-332-
1212, mike.mccreedy@comcast.net.
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AGENDA [TEM #14

Date: February 12, 2015

To: Mayor & Town Council

From: Jackie Kennefick, Director of Administration/Town Clerk
RE:  Agendaltem #14

Consideration of Moving a Previously Approved Vending Cart (Backyard BBQ) from Sunset
Plaza to Heritage Plaza (Item was Continued from the January Meeting).

This item was continued from the January Town Council meeting due to a tie vote. All original
packet information has been included in the February packet as well as an additional email from
the vendor.




MEMORANDUM AGENDA ITEM #19

TO: MAYOR JANSEN AND TOWN COUNCIL
FROM: DEANNA DREW, DIRECTOR PLAZA SERVICES
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL VENDING CART IN HERITAGE PLAZA
DATE: JANUARY 8§, 2015
CC: KIM MONTGOMERY, JD WISE
BACKGROUND

The town approved and permitted the applicant’s vending cart, Backyard BBQ,
to operate during the 2014-2015 winter season on Lot OS-3V in Sunset Plaza
pursuant to Section 17.5.15.E of the Community Development Code (CDC),
“Vending Regulations”.

After approximately one month of operation, the applicant desires to move his
vending cart to Lot OS-3X, Heritage Plaza, to operate for the remainder of the winter
season. A letter from the applicant listing the reasons for this request is attached.

The town code currently allows a maximum of three vending carts to operate
in Heritage Plaza. Three vending carts (Place de Crepes, Wax Guru, and Gyro Stand)
were previously approved to be located in Heritage Plaza for the 2014-2015 winter
season and are currently operating under license agreements with the town. Two of
the existing carts serve food and the other offers ski and snowboard waxing services.

The Town Council may permit additional vending carts on Plaza Areas in its
sole discretion.

CONSIDERATIONS

e The applicant has met all conditions for approval of a vending cart on Town
plazas.

e According to the CDC, the purpose of permitting vending carts in the Village
Center is to promote vitality and vibrancy without impacting the public interest
or causing detriment to existing businesses.
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The vendor serves pulled pork and chicken brisket BBQ), a food item that does
not compete with other food establishments in the Sunset Plaza. However
this food item does compete with the Diggity’s Dogg House in Heritage Plaza.

But, Eric Moser the owner of the Dogg House has indicated he does not
oppose the vending cart moving to Heritage Plaza.

The vendor has recognized the town’s intent to utilize vending carts as
“incubator” businesses to eventually occupy long term, year-round, brick and
mortar sites in the Village Center.

The town desires to increase activity and vibrancy in our outlying plaza areas
including Sunset Plaza. The vendor has stated he will consider returning to
Sunset Plaza after he is able to build a reputation in a location with more
visibility and foot traffic.

The vendor has spent a considerable amount of time and money gaining
approval from the town for his vending cart operation.

The town acknowledges that Sunset Plaza does not provide a heated, snow-
tree, plaza surface or a large seating area to serve a vending cart operation, but
cannot provide an immediate solution to these issues. However, manual snow
removal and a variety of benches, tables and chairs do exist at this location.

It is the Plaza Services staff opinion that there is enough physical space for an
additional vending cart in Heritage Plaza this season.



1/7/15
Mayor & Town Council
Town of Mt. Village, CO.

RE: Sunset Plaza -Food Cart location

Dear Council Members,

As an introduction, | am Nick Pasquariello, an Executive Chef. | have worked in Mt. Village Hospitality
/Food operations in the past as:

1. Deli-Manager in the Mt. Market for 2 years &
2. Line Chef at the Peaks (in the 5 Star Restaurant) for a season.

Since graduation from Johnson & Wales University -Denver Culinary College in 2005, | have been
Executive Chef and/or Restaurant Manager in several restaurants in Ridgway & Montrose. The last 2
years | have been the Food Service Director /Dietary Manager of San Juan Living Center (Assisted living
facility) in Montrose. | felt that | needed a “rest” from that type of Food operation- as the “clients” are
usually ill & are there to either rehab or to have assisted living services until they pass. | am not a novice
businessman.

| chose to open a lunch BBQ Food Cart operation in Mt Village for the 2014-2015 Winter Ski season.
When | applied, there were no available Cart spots in Heritage Plaza, so | reluctantly accepted a cart
location in Sunset Plaza. | started in Sunset Plaza on 12/13/14. | have been in the Sunset Plaza for over
4 weeks from 10:30 -3:30 6-7 days a week, as per contract. | have opened up & stood by the BBQ Cart
during the snow storms /blizzard/freezing temps /overcast /wind & a few sunny days.

Here are the issues with this Lunch Food Cart location assignment in Sunset Plaza:

1. Thisis the first year a Lunch Food cart has operated in Sunset Plaza-there is no “winter lunch
cart history” to build on

2. My BBQ Cart is not advertised on the directories — & no temp sandwich board advertising is
allowed for carts (although allowed for other businesses)

3. Sunset Plaza has very little Skier/visitor & local “foot traffic” before 3 PM-(happy hour & dinner).

4. Sunset Plaza is not a winter lunch destination Plaza (Heritage Plaza is). The several inside Food
operations in Sunset Plaza have very minimal lunch traffic.

5. Sunset Plaza is not heated & requires snow shoveling & plowing —several inches of snow on the
Plaza is not conducive to having potential customers get to my Food Cart (Heritage Plaza is
heated)

6. My cartis required to be removed each nite. | had to rent a monthly parking spot in the parking
garage.
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7. Sunset Plaza did not provide public seating (tables & chairs) for my BBQ Food Cart business for
the 1°* 3 weeks during the Xmas or New Year’s Holiday weeks (Heritage Plaza does). My few
customers had to either stand or continue eating & walking. Addition of public seating (2 tables-
4 chairs) this week has not improved traffic or revenue.

Business to date:

| have had excellent reviews of the quality of my BBQ —Pulled Pork-Chicken & Brisket. However, because
of the issues above in the Sunset Plaza location, | have only averaged from 6-12 sandwiches per day
($50-$75/day). | have grossed Less than $800 for the 4 weeks. That barely pays for the cost of the Food
& my gas each day. There is NO revenue for space rental /parking rental / licenses or my salary. | am in
the red every day. | have invested over $6000 up front to:

Purchase the Food cart

Buy food

Food license & health inspection

Acquire the required Mt Village Insurance package

Pay Mt. Village Application & Licensing fees & the $500 deposit
Pay monthly rental for the cart location

No v s wWwDN e

Pay monthly parking fees
Request of the Town Council:

| can not return to my former position as Food Service Director at the Assisted Living Facility. | fully
intend to have this BBQ Lunch Cart be successful. However, | can not make this BBQ Food Cart a success
or build the reputation in Sunset Plaza. The Plaza is not set up for Winter Lunch Food Cart service and
no history as a Winter Lunch Plaza. | can not continue to stand in the Sunset Plaza in the snow & cold
with no real lunch foot traffic for the winter ski season.

Therefore, | am asking the Town Council to Transfer my cart location to Heritage Plaza immediately-so
that my business can survive & | can build a reputation for the BBQ Cart. BBQ (Pulled Pork-Chicken &
Brisket) is an approved menu & does not compete with other restaurant or cart menu items in Heritage
Plaza.

Future Intent:

As per the contract, my future vision would to become a brick & mortar operation, perhaps take over
the Sweet Life location in Heritage Plaza, if | have a successful season. At a minimum, | could agree to
return to Sunset Plaza next ski season, after | have built the BBQ Cart reputation in Heritage Plaza this
season. Without this move to Heritage Plaza for the rest of the Winter Ski season, | will lose my
investment & my livelihood.

Thank you for your consideration.

Nick Pasquariello/ Pasquariello Services /nickpasquariello@ouraynet.com /(970) 318-0153
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Susan Johnston

Subject: FW: February 19 MV Town Council agenda

From: nickpasquariello@ouraynet.com [mailto:nickpasquariello@ouraynet.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 11:40 AM

To: Jackie Kennefick

Subject: Re: February 19 MV Town Council agenda

2/12/15

Jackie Kennefick

Mtn Village Staff

Mtn Village Town Council Meeting 2/19/15
Re: # 15 Pasquariello Services-

Please present the original letter to the Town Council. See my new comments below..

There has been no discernible change in customer traffic since the last Mtn. Village Town Council meeting in January (still 5-10
sandwiches per day).

The Town did finally put up an a frame sign in Heritage Plaza. However it took 10 days. The sign was supposed to for the 3 Food
operations in Sunset Plaza & ended up with a listing of all business (food / service &

retail) in Sunset Plaza. It is something that should have been done at the start of the season -but it was completely ineffective in
increasing foot & customer traffic....

With no snow since the middle of January, unless | am able to move to the Heritage Plaza, | must close for this season & lose my
investment.

Last council meeting..it was a tie vote 3-3 because one of the Council Members left early. | want a full vote..
Respectfully, Nick Pasquariello
Pasquariello Services

(970) 318-0153
nickpasquariello@ouraynet.com

Attached is the agenda for next week's Council meeting.

>

> Please submit all packet materials by noon tomorrow and refer to the
> agenda item number. Thank you.

>

> Jackie Kennefick

> Director of Administration/Town Clerk

> Town of Mountain Village

>0 ::970.369.6406

> M ::970.729.3440

> Email Signup<http://www.townofmountainvillage.com/emailsignup> |

1
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Agenda Item 15 ;
J. David Reed P.C.

Memo

To: Mayor Jansen and Town Council
From: James Mahoney
Date: February 12, 2015

Re: Lot 38-50-51 Hotel Madeline — Amended and Restated Hotel Deed
Restriction

The Town was approached by the Madeline Property Owner (“Applicant”) about
the potential to amend and restate the Declaration of Condominium Hotel
Covenants and Restrictions (the “Hotel Deed Restriction”). In your packets you
will find the existing Hotel Deed Restriction, which was amended and restated in
2013, a proposed new amendment to the Hotel Deed Restriction (in redline format),
and a narrative from the Applicant as to why this proposed amendment is requested
and necessary.

The history of this document is that it was originally put in place in 2006 when the
PUD for Hotel Madeline was originally approved. The overall goal of the Hotel
Deed Restriction was to insure that the Hotel Madeline actually functioned like a
hotel, despite the ability to sell the efficiency lodge units to third party owners. The
amendment in 2013 cleaned up the document and removed an inventory deficiency
penalty section which was a cumbersome formula that didn’t work and attempted to
resolve any potential securities issues by adding language that stated that so long as
registration as a security is not required, each efficiency lodge unit shall be required
to participate in the hotels rental management program. This amendment was
requested by the previous owner of the property, Ektornet.

The property has since been purchased by the Applicant. The Applicant hired a
firm, Greenberg Taurig, who are the industry experts in condo-hotels and related
securities issues to analyze the document regarding securities and it is their opinion
that requiring an owner of an efficiency lodge unit to participate in the hotel’s rental
management program would require registration of a security, which is a very
expensive and prohibitive way to sell real estate. After receiving this analysis, our
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office reached out to the securities section at Sherman & Howard, for our own
expert analysis on the matter.

Our analysis was essentially that this could give rise to the need to register as a
security; however, it is not a given that it would. The analysis focused on what are
called “No Action Letters” which are issued by the SEC when a developer asks the
SEC if it will take action against such a developer based on their set of facts and
circumstances. There have been several No Action Letters issued by the SEC that
seem to indicate - when there are conditions which may normally require
registration as a security, when such conditions come from local zoning registration
as a security may not be required. The one major twist in our fact pattern from the
few No Action Letters that have been issued is that the rental requirement for this
property does not straight out of our LUO (now the CDC), but rather was part of a
negotiated PUD. The Applicant believes this is a major distinguishing factor. Our
analysis agrees that it is a distinguishing factor, but is not sure which way the SEC
would go on that question.

Therefore, the only way to be certain would be to require the applicant to seek a No
Action Letter from the SEC. As the Applicant explains in its narrative, that
approach is a very expensive, long and potentially risky route to take. Thus, the
Applicant has proposed adding various elements to the Hotel Deed Restriction, that
while not requiring each owner of an efficiency lodge unit to be in the hotels rental
management program, will (1) require owners to rent their unit when not using; (2)
limits occupancy of efficiency lodge units (something that is consistent with our
code, which calls these units out as short term lodging units); (3) requires the hotel
operator to be the only provider of (“Hotel Exclusive Services™); (4) requires any
third party rental operators to be approved by the HOA; (5) requires furniture
packages and decorations to be approved by the hotel operator; and (6) offers
benefits for owners who do participate. The Applicant believes that with these
elements in place they will have an extremely high rate of owners of efficiency
lodge units as part of their rental program.

This appears to be a viable option as opposed to staying with the existing restriction
as written and requiring the Applicant to seek a No Action Letter. However, that is
a determination that is entirely up to Town Council.

Should you want to approve the agenda item, you would need a motion as follows:
I move to approve the resolution approving the Second Amended and Restated

Declaration of Condominium Hotel Covenants and Restrictions (the “Hotel Deed
Restriction”) as presented.



February 5, 2015

Town of Mountain Village Town Council,

Madeline Property Owner, LLC (“MPO”) purchased Hotel Madeline Telluride (the “Property”), on August
22, 2014. NVHG Madeline Hotel Operator, LLC is operating the Property, now Madeline Hotel and
Residences Telluride, and is overseeing $15mm in capital improvements projects and the sale of the
Property’s Residences. NVHG Madeline Hotel Operator, LLC will also oversee a voluntary Residence
(Rental) Management Program for the soon-to-be Residence Owners.

MPO and the Mountain Village community have much to gain from the (i) successful sale of the Property’s
residences (the Property’s bed base will more than double, and the real estate transfer taxes will total
approximately $1.8mm conservatively), and (ii) successful operation of the Hotel and Residence Management

Program.

MPO plans to sell 60 Residence Condominiums and 11 Hotel Condominiums (the Hotel’s suites). The 11
Hotel Condominiums have kitchens and larger floor plans, both of which are necessary to obtain end-
purchaser financing. Unfortunately, the current Hotel Deed Restrictions includes language that is troubling to
potential buyers, and potential end-purchaser lenders, which effectively make the Hotel Condominiums
unsellable. Section 12.vi.c. of the current Hotel Deed Restrictions states:

“So long as the registration as a security is not required under applicable state and federal securities laws, each lodge and
efficiency lodge nnit in the condomininm-hotel shall be included in the hotel operator’s management and marketing program
and managed by the condominium-hotel operator, and in that case a separate unit management agreement for each unit nust
be excecuted at the time of closing on a lodge and efficiency lodge unit, consistent with this section.”

I have been representing condo-hotel developers and large-scale condominium sales programs for over
thirteen years. MPO’s legal counsel, GreenbergTraurig, is regarded as the experts in US real estate sales.
Together we are confident that any attempt to mandate participation in the Hotel Operator’s rental
management program would require securities registration. As GreenbergTraurig’s attached letter states:

“...mandatory rental program participation is viewed by the SEC fo turn a real estate offering into a security offering for
which registration wonld be required. Securities registrations are costly in both time and fees, and even if successful, entirely

change the nature of the sales program from licensed brokers to Series 7 licensed brokers.”

Having said this, MPO could file for an SEC no action letter. Unfortunately, the lengthy process, high fees,
SEC scrutiny, and outcome uncertainty (just three have been issued in over a decade) all make this an
unviable option. Moreover, even if an SEC no action letter could be obtained, it is doubtful lenders would be
comfortable enough with the unique restriction to provide end-purchaser financing.

Alternatively, an Amended Hotel Deed Restrictions has been drafted with the Town’s legal counsel, which
specifically calls out that the Town and MPO have the same goal — to have as many hot beds as possible, and
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to operate the same at the highest possible occupancy, rates and quality levels. The significant changes
include:

HOTEL EXCLUSIVE SERVICES: In the Amended and Restated Declaration, adopted January 29, 2015,
“Hotel Exclusive Services” were added to ensure the Hotel Operator is able to operate the property to the
Standards, and provide privacy and security to all unit Owners and Hotel Guests. Per the Hotel Exclusive
Setvices, the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator shall have the sole and exclusive right to provide the
following services to all Residence Condominium and Hotel Condominium Units:

*  Accept reservations by, from and through the Unit Owner and/or its agents, including any Qualified
Rental Program, for the use and occupancy of the Unit;

*  Establish and enforce check-in and check-out procedures for all Owner's and Ownet's guests;
®  Housekeeping and cleaning services necessary or desired for the Units;

= All routine repairs and maintenance services necessary or desired for the Units;

= Valet parking services;

= Pest control services;

®  Manage and maintain the Unit electronic locking system, and all associated keys, including issuance and
replacement of room keys;

= Collection of all service fees and other charges payable by the Owner to the Hotel Unit Owner or Hotel
Operator for the provision of these Hotel Exclusive Services and any other individual charges incurred
by or on behalf of Owner;

= Connect telephones in the Unit to the Hotel's telephone switchboard. All Units must utilize the Hotel's
telephone systems;

= Make arrangements for, or cause to be arranged, internet service and basic cable or satellite television
service to the Unit utilizing the Hotel's cable or satellite system and such additional television services as
Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator may, from time to time determine, in its discretion. No

separate internet, cable or satellite televisions services may be provided to the Units.

* In accordance with the liquor license issued by the State of Colorado for the Community, (i) operate
mini-bars in the Units; and (i) provide room service to the Units, which shall include the sale and
dispensing of alcoholic beverages and food in the Unit. Unit Owners shall not engage in any activity
within its Unit or any portion of the Community requiring a liquor license from the State of Colorado,
without limitation, the sale of alcoholic beverages and food;

*  Such additional services and procedures as the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator may elect, from
time to time, in order to maintain uniformity, quality, appropriate access restrictions, and ensure
compliance with the Town Requirements and the Standards.
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These same Hotel Exclusive Services, which ensure the Hotel Operator is able to operate the property to the
Standards, and provide privacy and security to all unit Owners and Hotel Guests, are also called out in the
Amended Hotel Deed Restrictions for your approval (see Section 6.6.4.).

QUALIFIED RENTAL PROGRAM: In the Amended and Restated Declaration, adopted January 29, 2015,
“Qualified Rental Program” was added to ensure that the Residence Condominiums and Hotel
Condominiums will always be represented in a manner that complements the Standards. In essence, any
company that intends to represent Residence Condominiums and/or Hotel Condominiums for transient
rentals is now required to be pre-qualified by the Association Board. Qualified Rental Programs are required
to:

* Be registered to do business in the State of Colorado;
= Have all business license(s) required by the Town of Mountain Village;

* Be current in the payment of applicable taxes to the Town of Mountain Village, San Miguel County and
the State of Colorado;

= Have an physical office located in or near the Town of Mountain Village, Colorado;

* Have a dedicated telephone number for Owners and guests to utilize that is a local or toll free call;

= Have experience managing rental units of at least four stars in quality rating;

*  Have other rental units under management that meet at least a four star quality rating; and

= Have personal injury liability insurance at a minimum amount of one million dollars ($1,000,000.00) per
occurrence and two million dollars ($2,000,000.00) in the aggregate or at such higher amounts as may be
required by the Board.

In order to ensure free enterprise and end-purchaser financing, Residence Condominium and Hotel

Condominium Unit Ownets are not precluded from directly renting the Ownet's Unit to a guest or from

utilizing rental services such as VRBO, HomeAway, Flip Key or similar rental services under which the

Owner is directly renting the Owner's Unit to a guest.

The Hotel Unit Owner is under no obligation to grant trademark usage rights to Qualified Rental Program or
to Unit Owner that choose to rent their Unit on their own.

Regardless of whether a Unit Owner chooses to rent with a Qualified Rental Program or on their own, they
must always adhere to the Hotel Exclusive Services.

The Qualified Rental Programs are also called out in the Amended Hotel Deed Restrictions for your approval
(see Section 6.6.5.).
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USE AND BUSINESS LICENSE REQUIREMENT: The current Hotel Deed Restrictions states the Hotel
Condominiums may not be the primary residence of the Hotel Condominium Owner. The Amended Hotel
Deed Restriction for your approval includes additional language that the Hotel Condominium Owner will be
required to have all business license(s) required by the Town of Mountain Village (see Section 6.6.6.). Per the
Town’s existing codes, if a Hotel Condominium Owner does not have the necessary business license, and
therefore does not report rental activity and pay the associated transient room taxes, certain penalties will be

enforced.

As an added measure of protection, given the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator must provide the
Hotel Exclusive Services, the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator will at all times be able to report to

the Town any rental activity, per the Town’s request.

CONDOMINIUM RECONFIGURATIONS: As always, and per the Amended and Restated Declaration,
adopted January 29, 2015, the Hotel Unit Owner must approve any and all renovations with the Residence
Condominiums and Hotel Condominiums, which continues to ensure that the Hotel, in its entitety, meets or
exceeds the Standards.

RESIDENCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANT BENEFITS: The Hotel Operator will make available
to all Residence Condominium and Hotel Condominium Owner a voluntary Residence Management
Program. The terms are nearly identical to those the Hotel Operator has used and uses at multiple resort
properties throughout the US. The terms have been optimized over many years to ensure the Hotel Operator
is able to maximize occupancy, rates and overall performance. The Madeline Residence Management
Program also provides additional benefits to the participants, including:

= Complimentary housekeeping up to 30 nights per year;

*  Complimentary turn-down setrvices (including trash/tidy) up to 30 nights per year;

= Complimentary valet parking for Unit Owner and Unit Owner Guests while in residences vs. non-
participants only receive complimentary valet for the Unit Owner;

*  Rev Restaurant and Black Iron Kitchen + Bar — 20% discount vs. 10% for non-participants;

*  Hotel guestrooms — 15-40% discounts (15% guaranteed) vs. 10% for non-participants (not-guaranteed);

®  Spaand Salon — 30% discounts vs. 20% for non-participants.

In the future, if necessary, additional participant benefits will be evaluated and added to encourage
participation in the Madeline Residence Management Program. By way of example, when the Hotel Operator
was brought in to operate Brasada Ranch in Bend Oregon, less than 30% of the individually owned cabins
that were being made available for overnight rentals were participating in the Hotel Operator’s Rental
Management Program. As of July 2015, 97% of the cabins that are being made available for overnight rentals
are participating in the Hotel Operator’s Rental Management Program.

CONCLUSION
With your approval of the Amended Hotel Deed Restrictions, you will be making the Hotel Condominium

Units sellable and therefore ensuring the Property’s full potential.

It is time the Property achieve its potential, and I truly appreciate you your time and consideration.
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Sincerely,

Brent P. McLean
Senior Vice President — Real Estate
Northview Hotel Group
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RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE DECLARATION OF CONDOMINIUM HOTEL
COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR HOTEL MADELINE

Resolution No. 2015-0219-

RECITALS:

A. The Town Council of the Town of Mountain Village (“Town Council”) granted
approval for a Final PUD Plan for Lots 50A, 50B, 50C, 51, 0S-3, 0S-3C (“Final
PUD Plan Approval”) as set forth in Resolution 2004-0318-02 recorded at Reception
No. 366172 (“Resolution 2004-0318-02") in the records of the San Miguel County
Clerk and Recorder (“Public Records”).

B. Pursuant to the Final PUD Plan Approval as amended, Lots 50A, 50B, 50C, 51,0S-3,
0OS-3C have been replatted into Lot 38-50-51R in accordance with the replat recorded
in Plat Book 1 at Page 3566 in the Public Records (“Property”).

C. Madeline Property Owner, LLC, (*“Owner”) is the fee title owner of the majority of
the Property.

D. In connection with the development of the Property, a Declaration of Condominium
Hotel Covenants and Restrictions was recorded against the Property at Reception No.
384750 (“Hotel Covenant”) relating to the operation of Property. Such Hotel
Covenant was amended by the Town Council in August of 2013 and recorded at
Reception No. 430163 in the Public Records (the “Second Amended and Restated
Hotel Covenant”).

E. Owner has applied to the Town to eliminate the requirement that all efficiency lodge
units after sales to third parties participate in the hotel’s rental program and to replace
this requirement with certain restrictions on use and occupancy as set forth in the
2015 Amended and Restated Declaration of Condominium Hotel Covenants and
Restrictions (the “Hotel Deed Restriction”) attached hereto as Exhibit A.

F. The amendments to the Hotel Deed Restriction are not one of the required community
purposes underlying the Final PUD Plan Approval, and are not required by any
condition of the Final PUD Plan Approval as amended.

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that the Town Council hereby approves an amendment to the
Hotel Covenant as set forth in Exhibit A, subject to the following:

Section 1. Recital Incorporation

The foregoing recitals are incorporated herein by reference.
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Section 2. Resolution Effect

A. This Resolution shall have no effect on pending litigation, if any, and shall not operate as
an abatement of any action or proceeding now pending under or by virtue of the
resolutions repealed or amended as herein provided and the same shall be construed and
concluded under such prior resolutions.

B. All resolutions, of the Town, or parts thereof, inconsistent or in conflict with this
Resolution, are hereby repealed, replaced and superseded to the extent only of such
inconsistency or conflict.

Section 3. Severability

The provisions of this Resolution are severable and the invalidity of any section, phrase, clause

or portion of this Resolution as determined by a court of competent jurisdiction shall not affect

the validity or effectiveness of the remainder of this Resolution.

Section 4. Effective Date

This Resolution shall become effective on February 19", 2015 (“Effective Date”™) as herein
referenced throughout this Resolution.

Section 6. Public Meeting

A public meeting on this Resolution was held on the 19™ day of February, 2015, in the Town
Council Chambers, Town Hall, 455 Mountain Village Blvd, Mountain Village, Colorado 81435.
Approved by the Town Council at a public meeting on February 19, 2015.

Town of Mountain Village, Town Council

By:

Dan Jansen, Mayor

Attest:

By:

Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk

Approved As To Form:

Jim Mahoney, Assistant Town Attorney
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2015 AMENDED AND RESTATED
DECLARATION OF CONDOMINIUM HOTEL
COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS
(Hotel Deed RestrictionsRestriction)

THIS_ 2015 AMENDED AND RESTATED DECLARATION OF CONDOMINIUM HOTEL
COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS (this “BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction”) is made this 32
day of September—2013 , 2015 by EKFORNETUS TELLURIDEMADELINE
PROPERTY OWNER, LLCDBeclarant, a Delaware limited liability company (“Hotel Unit Owner”),
successor in title to RAL Mountain Village Lodging, L.L.C. (“RAL”), for the benefit of the TOWN OF
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE, a home rule municipality and political subdivision of the State of Colorado
(“Town”), its successors and assigns. Beclarantis-owner-of-the- Hotel- Unit-as-defined-herein-

WHFNESSETH:

WHEREAS-RECITALS

RAL; executed that certain Declaration of Condominium Hotel Covenants and Restrictions
{(“Original Hotel Deed Restrictions)yRestriction”) dated April 4, 2006 and recorded June 12, 2006, at
Reception No. 384748 of the records in the Offlce of the Clerk Recorder of San Mlguel County, Colorado
(“Official : ¢ —
a%taehed—herete—lee}eet—tlFeperty—)—aﬁdRecords”) in connectlon Wlth the Planned Un|t Development
Approval granted to RAL by the Town pursuant to Town Resolution recorded at Reception Numbers 366172,
379360 and 384748 and the Amended and Restated PUD Development Agreement recorded on

, 2015 at Reception Number , as amended.

—WHEREAS,—theThe Ongrnal Deelaratren—prewdedier—tterelease#tere#emoﬁau

ation-thereofHotel Deed Restriction

Colerado;Hotel Covenants and Restrlctlons dated NevemberSeptember 12 2013 and recorded on October 7
291—1—&nd—reeereleel—Nevember—23—291—12013 at Receptlon No. &O@ﬂeﬁh&reeerd&n%he@#ﬂeeef—the@terk




and430163 (“First Amended and

Restated HoteI Deed Restrlctlon) in the Offrcral Records

—  WHEREASthe DeclarantA Colorado common interest community known as
“Telluride Mountain Village Resort Condominiums” (“Community”) was established on the real property
more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto (“Project Property”). The Project Property is
subject to the Third Amended and Restated Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions recorded
on , 2015 at Reception No. in the Official Records, as may be amended
(“Declaration™); and the Condominium Map recorded on February 11, 2009 at Reception No. 405678 and
the First Amendment to the Condominium Map recorded on January 29, 2015 at Reception No. in
the Official Records, as may be amended (“Condominium Map”). The Declaration and Condominium
Map may be referred to herein collectively as the “Condominium Documents.”

The Condominium Documents created a “Hotel Unit” and 100 “Hotel Condominium” Units. Each
Hotel Condominium Unit is zoned as an “Efficiency Lodge Unit” pursuant to the Town’s Community
Development Code (“CDC™).

The Condominium Documents further created certain “Residence Condominium” Units as
designated in the Condominium Documents.

As of the Effective Date, the Hotel Unit Owner is the fee title owner of the Hotel Unit and each of
the 100 Hotel Condominium Units.

The Hotel Unit Owner and the Town wish to amend and restate the Original Declaration-and-restate
itin-itsHotel Deed Restriction and First Amended and Restated Hotel Deed Restriction and fully supersede
and replace, in their entirety-as-hereinaftersetforth:, the same with this Hotel Deed Restriction.

_  AMENDMENTAND RESTATEMENT The- NOW THEREFORE, the Original
Declaration-isHotel Deed Restriction and the First Amended and Restated Hotel Deed Restriction are hereby
amendedend restated, replaced and superseded in ttsthelr entlrety by this Hotel Deed Restriction as set forth

1. RECHATHONS RECITALS. The recitationsRecitals set forth above are true and correct
and are incorporated into this BeclaratienHotel Deed Restriction by this reference as if set forth herein in full.

2. GENERAL RESTRICTIONS As more particularly described herein, the Declarant
op w)-on-the-Project Property-—Declarant
sha“—eperatethe—@endermnmm—lﬂetel has been constructed developed and established as the Community.

Pursuant to this Hotel Deed Restriction, the Hotel Unit Owner shall operate a “Hotel” within the

Community in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth herein.

Standard-provisions of this Hotel Deed Restrlctlon are mtended to bind and obllqate only the Hotel Unit
Owner and the Hotel Unit and not any other portion of the Community.




N
N

[13 99

— 66— “Condominium-Hotel- 3. DEFINITIONS. The following terms, when used in
this Hotel Deed Restriction, shall have the respective meanings ascribed to them below, except where the
context clearly requires a different meaning or where otherwise defined.

3.1 “Condominium Hotel” or “Hotel” shall mean the business of offering transient
guest lodging within Hotel Unit and the Community which shall be operated by the Hotel Unit Owner and/or

Hotel Operator.

3.2 “Hotel Operator” shall mean the entity retained by the Hotel Unit Owner to
operate the Hotel in accordance with this Hotel Deed Restriction.

3.3. “Hotel Unit” shall mean that portion of the Community designated in the
Condominium Documents as the “Hotel Unit,” as may be amended from time to time.

3.4 “Hotel Unit Owner” shall mean the fee title owner of the Hotel Unit.

3.5 “Hotel Condominium Units™ shall refer to those 100 Hotel Condominium Units
created and Efficieney-Lodge-Unitsthatdesignated in the Condominium Documents as “Hotel Condominium”

which are participating-in-the-On-Site-Rental-Program-for-useintended to be used for transient guest lodging
facilities (hotel guest rooms)-of-the-Condominium-Hotel).

— 7 HOTEL STANDARD.— 3.6 “Hotel Rating Standard” shall mean
achievement by the Ceondeminium—Hotel of either (i) Mobil Four-Star or Mobil Five-Star rating (as
determined by Mobil pursuant to Mobil’s then-applicable Travel Guide Rating Criteria for Four-Star or Five-
Star Lodging Establishments), or (2ii) AAA Four-Diamond or AAA Five-Diamond rating (as determined by
AAA pursuant to its then-applicable rating criteria for the Four-Diamond or Five-Diamond lodging
establishmentsy).

3.7 “Hotel Rating Service” shall mean the publisher of the Mobil Travel Guide or
the AAA Travel Guide or in the event such organization ceases to provide criteria for the Hotel Standard, an
organization reasonably acceptable in the Town that provides a comparable hotel rating system that is widely
recognized and accepted within the hospitality industry as a standard for rating the overall quality of hotels,
such additional organization being sometimes referred to as a “Replacement Hotel Rating Service”.

3.8 “Operational Standards” shall have the meaning set forth in Section 6 below.

3.9 “Residence Condominiums” means those condominium units within the
Community that are designated as “Residence Condominium” Units in the Condominium Documents.

4. ACHIEVEMENT OF HOTEL RATING STANDARD. The Hotel Unit Owner shall
apply to_the Hotel Rating Service for an initial rating as soon as permitted for each of the rating services,
shall take all reasonable actions required in order to achieve the Hotel Rating Standard on an expeditious
basis, and shall achieve the Hotel Rating Standard within two (2) years from the date the Condominium Hotel
opens to the public for transient guest lodging subject only to delays for force majeure (the “Initial Rating”).
The Hotel_Unit Owner shall be required to advise the Town in writing of the results of the initial and each
periodic rating of the Condominium Hotel obtained by the Hotel Unit Owner from the Hotel Rating Service,
promptly after receipt in writing of such rating. If at any time the Condominium Hotel does not achieve the
Hotel Rating Standard, the Hotel Unit Owner shall again achieve the Hotel Rating Standard (the “Re-
Achieved Rating”) within fifteen (15) months of the loss of the Hotel Rating Standard.




N
w

—— 041 REMEDY FOR NOT ACHIEVING HOTEL RATING STANDARD. Inthe
event that the Hotel_Unit Owner does not achieve the Initial Rating or the Re-Achieved Rating
within the timeframes provided in the foregoing paragraph the Hotel Unit Owner shall pay a fee to
the Town in the amount of Twenty-Five Thousand and No/100 ($25,000) Dollars for each month
following the date on which the Hotel Rating Standard was to be achieved or re-achieved and until
the Hotel Rating Standard is achieved, or re-achieved, which monthly amount shall be prorated for
the portions of a month following such date on which the Hotel Rating Standard was to be achieved
or re-achieved and the portion of a month preceding the date on which the Hotel Rating Standard is
achieved or re-achieved. In the event that the Hotel Rating Standard is not achieved on or before the
date one year after the date on which the Hotel Rating Standard is to be achieved or re-achieved, the
Hotel Unit Owner shall pay a fee to the Town in the amount of Fifty Thousand and No/100 ($50,000)
Dollars for each month following the date one year after the Hotel Standard is to be achieved or re-
achieved and until the Hotel Rating Standard is achieved or re-achieved, which monthly amount
shall be prorated for the portions of a month following such date that is one year after the date that
the Hotel Rating Standard is to be achieved or re-achieved and the portion of the month preceding
the date on which the Hotel Rating Standard is achieved or re-achieved.

— 11— CONDOMINIUM- 5. HOTEL REQUIREMENTS. The Hotel Unitand-the
condominitm-hotelunits-shall be-either—H operated and managed by a full service hotel operator/brand (as
applicable) with significant experience in full service hotel eperator/brand-(as-apphcable)-with-significant
experience—in—full—service—operations with existing broad marketing distribution capabilities (hotel
operator)(“Hotel Operator™) for the life of the condeminium-hetelHotel in accordance with the eperational
standardsOperational Standards.

— 12 CONDOMINIIM- 6. HOTEL STANDARDS.

6.1  The condominium-hotel-operaterHotel Operator shall be capable of operating the

projeetHotel in a manner consistent with the project-operational-standardsOperational
Standards of this DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction, or The-Condominium-the Hotel unit

operatorOperator shall have a high level of name, brand-awareness and marketing breadth
with the general public and offer customers incentives such as a customer loyalty program.

The current condominium-hotel-operator—Crescent-Hotels—and-ResortsHotel Operator,

Northview Hotel Group, satisfies the requirements of this seetienSection 6.

#:6.2  Examples of internationally or nationally recognized full service hotel operators and brands
include (but are not limited to) the following: Westin, Marriott (all full service brands),
Hyatt (all full service brands), Hilton (all full service brands, including Waldorf Astoria),
Fairmont, Intercontinental (all full service brands), Morgans Hotel Group, Wyndham, Le
Meridien Luxury Collection (Starwood) and similarly styled operators, as recognized by
accepted industry standards and brands from time to time.

#6.3  The condeminium-hetel-operatorHotel Operator may be changed by the ewnerefthe-Hotel

Unit {or-otherauthorized-person-orentiyyyOwner from time to time. In the event that the
owner-of-the-Hotel Unit Owner elects to terminate or replace the approved condominium-

hotel-eperatorHotel Operator at any time, the ewner-of the-Hotel Unit Owner shall provide
the Director of Community Development of the Town with: (a) thirty (30) daysdays’ prior
written notice of such termination or replacement including the reasons for such
termination_or replacement (which shall be held in confidence by the Town), or such lesser
period of time as may be necessitated by the bankruptcy or cessation of business of the
hotel-operator-efHotel Operator or the misfeasance or malfeasance of the condominium-
hotel-eperaterHotel Operator; and (b) within two hundred forty (240) days of termination
of the hotel-operatorHotel Operator, notice of the replacement condominium-hotel
operaterHotel Operator, which notice shall include a letter of intent from the replacement




condeminitm-hotel-operatorHotel Operator. The Town shall promptly provide notice of
acceptance or non-acceptance within forty-five (45) days of receipt of the notice and the

failure to provide a response shall be deemed to be an approval of the replacement

condominitm-hotel-eperaterHotel Operator by the Town. In considering the acceptability
of the replacement cendominium-hetel-operaterHotel Operator, the develeperHotel Unit

Owner and Town shall adhere to the standards and guidelines of this seetienSection 6.

In the event of a dispute between the ewner—of-the-Hotel Unit Owner and the Town
concerning the adequacy of the designation of the condeminium-hotel-operaterHotel
Operator consistent with this seetionSection 6, the parties shall initially identify a qualified,
neutral third-party recognized as an authority in the hospitality industry to mediate and
resolve this dispute through a binding mediation process described in section-6Section 7
below.

The Hotel Unit ewnerOwner and the condeminium-hetel-operaterHotel Operator shall
provide the following full service amenities, facilities and services within the Prejeet

PropertyCommunity, which are intended to help promote the-ledge-and-efficiency-lodge
wnitstransient guest lodging, including but not limited to a restaurant, bar, spa, lobby,

check-in/check-out, parking, concierge and similar full service hotel/lodging amenities.

The Hotel Unit and each ledge-3 iciency itisi ini
hotel—and—the—wit—Hotel Condommlum Unit shall meet the foIIowmg condltlons

restrictions and regquirementrequirements:

a:6.6.1 The ecendominium-hotel-operatorHotel Operator shall be responsible for the
implementation, management and operation of the-condeminium-hetel-inecluding
an onsite rental management program, which shall include the national and
international marketing of each—ofthelodge—and—efficiencylodge—units
{management-and-marketing-programs).the Hotel for transient guest occupancy
(“Hotel Rental Program™). The management—and—marketing—programHotel
Rental Program is intended to manage—and, market and promote the
condeminitm-hetelprojectHotel and the use and occupancy of the associated
lodge-and-efficiency-lodge-unitsin-the-condeminium-hotelHotel Condominium
Units participating in the Hotel Rental Program as accommodation styled rooms.
The managementand-marketing-programHotel Rental Program is further intended
to provide for the use and rentals-ofal-available-lodge-and-efficiency-unitswhich

are—required—to—be—made—available—rental of the Hotel Condominium Units
participating in the Hotel Rental Program to the general public-as—hetel-type

ledgingunits, except when the-hetel-condominitmssuch Units are occupied by an
owneras-allowed-by-this-section:the owners of the Units. The Hotel Rental
Program shall require that the maximum rental rates for the participating Hotel
Condominium Units are set by the Hotel Unit Owner or Hotel Operator.

b:6.6.2 The residential-condominivmsResidence Condominiums in the Project
PropertyCommunity may also voluntarily be-putinto-the-accommeodationsrental
pool-and-the-managementand-marketing-program-

federal%eeuﬂaes—mﬁ—eaeh%dgeﬂaﬂd—eﬁleleeey—ledge—emﬁpart|C|pat in the
condominitm-hotel-shal-be-included-inHotel Rental Program.

6.6.3 In accordance with the Zonlnq De3|qnat|on under the CDC as EfflClencv Lodqe
Unltsthe bera ana 3 narketine ana '
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&——The lodge-and-efficiency-lodge-unitsHotel Condominium Units shall not be the

primary residence of the owner-

H——When of such Units and when not in use by the owner of a-lodge-and-efficiency

{edge-unitthe Unit, such writsUnits shall be included-in-the-condominium-hotel’s
accommodations—rental-peel-andmade available for short-term transient rental
occupancy and accommodations by-guests.through the Hotel Rental Program, a
Qualified Rental Program (defined below) or a direct rental by the owner. Hotel
Condominium Units may not be rented on a long-term basis. For the purposes of
this Hotel Deed Restriction, “long term basis” shall mean a period of more than
thirty-one (31) consecutive days.

o

6.6.4

(i) The ewner—Declaration shall include provisions setting forth the
restrictions of a-ledgeSection 6.6.3, which may not be amended without
the prior written consent of the Town.

Hotel Exclusive Services. The Hotel Unit Owner and-efficiency-lodge-unit/or

6.6.5

the Hotel Operator shall provide lead-time—on—hotice—of—occupancy—to—the
condominitm-certain exclusive hotel operator—withservices (“Hotel Exclusive

Services”) to and for each of the Hotel Condominium Units as set forth in Exhibit
“B” attached hereto. The provision of the Hotel Exclusive Services shall be
mandatory for all Hotel Condominium Units and may not be performed by any
party other than the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator. The owners of Hotel
Condominium Units and their agents, employees and contractors are expressly
prohibited from performing or engaging in any of the Hotel Exclusive Services.
The provisions in the Declaration pertaining to the mandatory provision of the
Hotel Exclusive Services by the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator may not
be removed from the Declaration without the written consent of the Town.

Qualified Rental Programs. The Declaration shall include provisions regarding

6.6.6

the approval by the Board of the TMVRC Owners’ Association, Inc.
(“Association”) of third party rental programs (“Qualified Rental Programs™)
that are qualified to provide rental management services and programs for the
Hotel Condominium Units that meet the Hotel Rating Standard. The provisions
in the Declaration requiring approval of Qualified Rental Programs shall not be
amended without the prior written consent of the Town.

All Hotel Condominium Unit owners will be required to obtain and maintain all

6.6.7

business license(s) which allow for the rental of such units as required by the
Town of Mountain Village, and to pay any and all associated transient room and
lodging taxes. Hotel Condominium Unit owners who participate in the Hotel
Rental Program are not required to obtain a separate business license(s) as
required by this Section.

The Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator shall be required to provide a written

report to the Town on an annual basis bv no later than February 28‘“%4he£|ead4+ne

eeeupaney—datesr% of each year commencing on Februarv 28, 2015 which
includes the followmq mformatlon
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L “Onerational standasd

(i) The number of Hotel Condominium Units sold to third parties;

(ii) The number of Hotel Condominium Units sold to third parties
participating in the Hotel Rental Program;

(iii) The number of Hotel Condominium Units sold to third parties utilizing
a Qualified Rental Program;

(iv) The number of Hotel Condominium Units sold to third parties that are
directly rented by owners of the units;

(v) The name of each Qualified Rental Program approved by the Board of
the Association and the number of units utilizing the services of each approved
Qualified Rental Program;

(vi) Occupancy rates for the previous fiscal year for the Hotel Condominium
Units sold to third parties broken down into each of the following categories: (a)
Hotel Rental Program; (b) Qualified Rental Program; and (c) direct owner rentals;

6.7 The Hotel Condominium Units are encumbered by the Hotel Reconfiguration Deed
Restriction at Reception Number 384749 in the Official Records.

6.8 The Hotel Unit Owner, in consultation with the Hotel Operator, has established certain
standards under the Community Documents that among other things require a uniform
quality of furniture, fixtures and equipment packages for each of the Hotel Condominium
Units that comply with the Operational Standards (defined below).

6.9 “Operational Standards” means the standards for operating the eendeminivm-hetelHotel

as determined by the eendeminitm-hetel-operatorHotel Operator, in consultation with the
owner-of the- Hetel-Jnit;Hotel Unit Owner that are necessary to achieve and maintain the

Hotel Ratlnq Standard and are conS|stent Wlth the foregoing terms and condltlonsand—the

The Operatlonal Standards are mtended to be foIIowed for purposes of promotmg the use
and operation of the condominitm-hotelHotel as a full-service hetelHotel within the Hotel
Unit, the hetel-condominiuvmsHotel Condominiums and those residential-condominium
unitsResidence Condominium Units participating in the rental-management-programHotel

Rental Program. When developing and implementing the eperational-standards,-the-hotel
operatorOperational Standards, the Hotel Unit Owner and Hotel Operator shall exercise

istheir good-faith commercially reasonable judgment and adhere to industry standards for
similar projects located in the mountain resort locations as well as the actual operational
needs of the hetelHotel and/or hotel guest. It is recognized and agreed that the eperational
standardsOperational Standards may vary from time to time given due consideration to
winter periods, summer periods and shoulder seasons between winter and summer periods.

137. EXPERT RESOLUTION PROCESS. All disputes regarding the appointment of the replacement
hotel-operatorHotel Operator or replacement-hotelrating-serviceReplacement Hotel Rating Service shall be

resolved through the expert resolution process described in this section. WereWhere a matter is referred to
as the expert resolution process, the following provisions shall apply:

k7.1 Initiation of Expert Resolution Process. Either the hotelHotel Unit Owner or ewner-of-the
Hotel YnitOperator on the one hand, or the Town on the other hand, may initiate the expert
resolution process by notice to the other party after attempting in good faith to resolve the
matter for a period of not less than thirty (30) days from the delivery of written notice of
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disagreement by one party or the other. The parties shall have ten (10) days from the date
of such notice to mutually agree on an expert. An expert shall be a party agreed to by the
hotel-operator-or-owner-of the-Hotel Unit Owner or Hotel Operator on the one hand, or the
Town on the other hand, who has not less than five years of experience in the hospitality
industry practice of a national or international consulting firm and who does not have any
conflict of interest and has not previously worked for and does not work for either party
absent disclosure to and approval of the hetel-eperatorHotel Unit Owner or ewner-ef-the
Hotel UnitOperator on the one hand, and the Town, on the other hand. Upon the failure of
the parties to agree upon an expert, either party may submit a request to the local office of
the American Arbitration Association and such expert shall be selected by said office who
has not less than five years’ experience in the hospitality industry and in the operation of
hotels, and who does not have any conflict of interest and is not previously worked for and
does not then work for either party absent disclosure to and approval of the hetel
operaterHotel Unit Owner or ewner-of-the Hotel UnitOperator on the one hand, and the
Town on the other hand, which election shall be binding.

Decision of Expert. The decision of an expert selected according to this section shall be
final and binding on the parties and will not be capable of challenge, absent bad faith or
fraud, whether by arbitration, through a judicial proceeding or otherwise. If a party fails to
comply with the expert’s determination, the other party may enforce the determination in
a court of competent jurisdiction in San Miguel County, Colorado.

Submissions to Expert. Each party will be entitled to make written submissions to the
expert, but must provide a copy to the other party, and the latter will have the right to
comment on such submission. The parties will make available to the expert all books and
records relating to the issue in dispute and will render to the expert any assistance requested
of the parties. The cost of the expert and the proceedings, including the reasonable travel,
room, board and incidental expenses of the expert, will be born as directed by the expert.
Any hearings or meetings required of the expert will be held in San Miguel County,

Colorado or such other location as is acceptable to the hetel-operatororowner-ofthe-Hotel

Unit Owner or Hotel Operator on the one hand, and the Town on the other hand.

Terms of Engagement of Expert. The terms of engagement of the expert will include an
obligation on the part of the expert to (i) provide time frames to the parties for the
submission of information and materials reasonably necessary to resolve the subject issues,
(i) notify the parties in writing of the decision within thirty (30) days from the date on
which the expert has been selected and has received the information and supporting
documentation necessary to resolve the subject issues (or such other period as the parties
may agree); and (iii) make his or her decision regarding the replacement hetel+ating
serviceHotel Rating Service and/or replacement hotel-operaterHotel Operator by applying
the provisions of this BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction.

148. ARBITRATION PROCESS. All controversies, disputes or claims between the hotel-operator-or

owner-of-the-Hotel Unit Owner or Hotel Operator on the one hand, or the Town on the other hand, which
arise from or relate to this BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction and which are not otherwise subject to the
expert resolution process shall be resolved through the arbitration process described herein. Where a matter
is referred to the arbitration process, the following provisions may apply:

k8.1

Initiation of Arbitration. Either the heotel-operator-er-ownerofthe-Hotel Unit Owner or
Hotel Operator on the one hand, or the Town on the other hand, may initiate the arbitration

process by notice to the other party after attempting in good faith to resolve the matter for
a period of not less than thirty (30) days. Within thirty (30) days after a party’s delivery of
notice to the other party of its election to submit a disagreement to arbitration, the parties
shall mutually agree on an arbitrator with not less than five (5) years’ experience in the
hospitality industry and in the operation of hotels, who does not have any conflict of interest
and has not previously worked for and does not then work for either party, absent disclosure
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to and approval of the hetel-operatororownerofthe-Hotel Unit Owner or Hotel Operator

on the one hand, and the Town on the other hand. Upon failure of the parties to agree upon
an arbitrator, either party may submit a request to the local office of the American
Arbitration Association that an arbitrator be selected by said office with not less than five
(5) years’ experience in the hospitality industry and in the operation of hotels, and who
does not have any conflict of interest and has not previously worked for and does not then
work for either party, absence disclosure to and approval of the hetel-operatorHotel Unit
Owner or ewner-of-the Hotel UnitOperator on the one hand, and the Town on the other
hand, which selection shall be binding.

Conduct Of Arbitration. The arbitrator shall conduct the arbitration with the goal of
resolving the dispute as speedily as possible. All discovery shall be conducted in
accordance with the Colorado Rules of Civil Procedure. The arbitrator shall endeavor to
conduct the proceeding so as to permit the issuance of an award within four months of the
commencement of the arbitration. The award of the arbitrator shall be final and binding on
the parties and shall not be subject to challenge absent bad faith or fraud, whether through
a judicial proceeding or otherwise. If a party fails to comply with the arbitrator’s award the
other party may enforce an award in a court of competent jurisdiction in San Miguel County,
Colorado. The fees of the arbitrator and expenses of the arbitration proceeding shall be
allocated in the award by the arbitrator. Each party shall pay the fees and costs of its
respective counsel and fees of court and costs of any witness called by that party.

159. MISCELLANEOUS.

£9.1

Notwithstanding anything contrary set forth in this DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction, no
owner of a hetel-condominivmHotel Condominium Unit or residential-condominium
ofResidence Condominium Unit or any other parcel of real property within the project-of
which—the—Property—is—a—partCommunity, other than the Hotel Unit, no lessee or
concessionaire of a portion of, or of services within, the eondominium-hetelHotel Unit or
enwithin the PrepertyCommunity, and, except as otherwise provided in seetionSection viii
below, no holder of a mortgage or provider of financing with respect to the Project Property
or any condominium unit or other parcel of real property within the project-ef-which-the
Property-is-apartCommunity, shall be bound by or responsible for the fulfillment of the
requirements or restrictions imposed by this DeclaratiorHotel Deed Restriction, and no
lien or charge shall attach to any tnaterestinterest in the Preperty-efany property within the
project-ofwhich-the-Property-isapartCommunity as a result of this DeclarationHotel Deed
Restriction or the exercise of the rights hereunder other than against the Hotel Unit. No lien
shall be imposed against the Hotel Unit by operation of law or otherwise unless the matter
as to which the lien relates has been resolved in accordance with the applicable dispute
resolution mechanism provided for in this Beelaration-Hotel Deed Restriction. No present
or future partner, shareholder, officer, director, member, employee, affiliate or agent of the
owner of the Hotel Unit or of any corporation or other entity that is or becomes the owner
of the Hotel Unit or a constituent partner in or member of the owner of the Hotel Unit, shall
be personally liable, directly or indirectly, for any liabilities arising in connection with this
DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction, and the Town waives any such personal liability.

This DeelarationHotel Deed Restriction shall not be modified, amended or released except
by written instrument executed by the ewneref-the-Hotel Unit_ Owner and approved in
writing by the Town. Approval of a Lender (as defined below) is not required. The
appropriate governmental authority of the Town shall execute a written instrument
effectuating and acknowledging such modification, amendment or release. Any
amendment, modification or release of this BeelaratienHotel Deed Restriction shall be

recorded in the publicrecords-of San-Miguel-County;-Colorade-Official Records.

This BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction shall be effective upon recording.
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——There9.4These restrictions are hereby declared to be severable and independent. If any
court of competent jurisdiction shall declare any section, paragraph or part hereof invalid
or unenforceable, then such judgment or decree shall have no effect on the enforcement or
validity of any other section, paragraph or part hereof, and the same shall remain in full
force and effect.

v9.5  Articles and paragraph captions, headings and titles inserted throughout this
DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction are intended as a matter of convenience only and in no
way shall such captions, headings or titles define, limit or in any way affect the subject
matter or any of the terms and provisions thereunder or the terms and provisions of this
DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction.

wi-9.6  With the exception of the Lenders (hereafter defined), there shall be not third party
beneficiaries to this DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction and no party other than the ewner
of the-Hotel Unit Owner and the Town and any Lender, and their respective successors and
assigns, shall have a claim or be entitled to pursue a cause of action in connection with the
matters addressed herein.

vi9.7. Ifthe Town shall be notified in writing of a Lender’s (defined below) interest in the Project
Property-andfor-Hotel Unit or the ewner-ofthe-Hotel Unit Owner, the Town shall provide
such Lender with contemporaneous copies of notices efthe-ewner-efsent to the Hotel Unit
Owner sent in connection with this BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction.

vi#9.8. No Lender shall be responsible for any financial obligations hereunder which accrue or
relate to actions, inactions, conditions or circumstances arising or existing prior to the time
that such Lender shall have acquired title to or control of the Hotel Unit or the ewnerof
the-Hotel Unit Owner, as applicable.

$9.9  Any lien placed against the Hotel Unit arising out of or relating to the provisions of this
DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction is hereby expressly subordinated in all respects to any
loan held by either a Mortgage Lender (defined below) or a Mezzanine Lender (defined
below). The Town agrees to execute a release of any lien promptly upon the delivery by
any Lender of evidence of the foreclosure of a loan or transfer of the interest securing such
loan pursuant to a deed in lieu or transfer in lieu of foreclosure.

X
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“Lender” shall mean any of the following: (1) the holder of a loan secured by a mortgage
or deed of trust encumbering any-efthe-Project Property-and/or-the Hotel Unit (“Mortgage
Lender”); (2) the holder of a Loan secured by a pledge of direct or indirect ownership
interest in the ewner-ofthe-Hotel Unit Owner (“Mezzanine Lender”); (3) the successors
and or assigns of the Mortgage Lender or Mezzanine Lender; (4) the entity or individual
who acquires title to any-ofthe-Property-or-the Hotel Unit by purchase or assignment at
foreclosure or by deed in lieu thereof; and/or (5) the entity or individual who acquires
ownership to the direct or indirect ownership interests in the ewnerofthe-Hotel Unit Owner
in a UCC foreclosure proceeding, secured party sale or transfer in lieu of foreclosure.

xk9.11 Any notice provided or permitted to be given in this BeclarationHotel Deed Restriction
shall be made in writing and may be given by personal delivery, facsimile transmission or
by depositing the notice in the United States mail, postage prepaid, certified with return
receipt requested, and addressed to the party to be notified. Notice deposited in the mail in
the foregoing manner shall be deemed received three days after it is so deposited, excluding
Sunday and postal holidays. Notice given in any other manner shall be effective only if and
when actually received by the person or entity to be notified. For purposes of notice, the
addresses of the parties shall be set forth below until changed. Any party, by notifying the
other parties hereto in the manner provided in this paragraph, may designate a different
address for receipt of subsequent notices.
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For the Ownerofthe Hotel UnitsUnit Owner:

— Ektornet US Teluride Madeline Property Owner, LLC

_ 36 Narrow Rocks Road
Westport, CT 06880
Attn: Simon A. Hallgarten
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For the Town:

Town of Mountain Village

455 Mountain Village Blvd., Suite A
Mountain Village, CO 81435

Attention: Community Development Director

With a copy to:

J. David Reed P.C.
James Mahoney, Esq.
1047 S. 1% Street
Montrose, CO 81435

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Declarant has executed this Amended-and-Restated-Declaration2015
Hotel Deed Restriction on the day and year first above written.

Ektornet US TelurideMadeline Property Owner, LLC,

a

Delaware limited liability company

By
—Kai-Ringensen—ManagerSimon A. Hallgarten, Authorized

State of New-Yerk )
) ss.

County of New-Yeork— )

Acknowledged before me by Kai-Ringensen-as-ManagerSimon A. Hallgarten, Authorized Signatory of

Ektornet US FellurideMadeline Property Owner, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company on this-12%the

___day of September;2013 ., 2015.

Witness my hand and seal,

My commission expires
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JOINDER AND CONSENT:

The undersigned joins into this DeclarationHotel Deed Restriction for the purpose of acknowledging its
consent and agreement with the terms hereof.

TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE

By

Dan Jansen, Mayor

Attest:

Jackie Kennefick, Town Clerk



Exhibit “A”
Project Property Legal Description

Lot 38-50-52R51RR, Town of Mountain Village, A Replat of Lot 38R, Lot 50-51R, Tract OS-3-CR and
Tract OS-CX, Town of Mountain Village, according to the Plat recorded February 11, 2009 in Plat Book 1
at Page 4061, being also the property subject to that certain First Amended and Restated Declaration of
Grants, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Telluride Mountain Village Resort Condominiums, a
Condominium Common Interest Community Located in Town of Mountain Village, San Miguel County,
Colorado, dated November 7, 2011 and recorded November 23, 2011 at Reception No. 420677 of the
records in the Office of the Clerk and Recorder of San Miguel County, Colorado, as may be amended from

time to time.
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EXHIBIT B

EXHIBIT E TO DELCARTION

HOTEL EXCLUSIVE SERVICES

In order to ensure compliance with the Town Requirements and the Standards, the Hotel Unit Owner must
maintain control over the Hotel operations, services and facilities within the Community. The services listed
below are an integral part of the Hotel operations and may only be provided and performed by the Hotel Unit
Owner and/or Hotel Operator to or for all Residence Condominium and Hotel Condominium Units, in order
to ensure and maintain uniform, orderly and high quality Hotel operations. The Owners of Residence
Condominium and Hotel Condominium Units and their agents, employees and contractors are expressly
prohibited from performing or engaging in any of the Hotel Exclusive Services. The Rules and Requlations
supplement these Hotel Exclusive Services and establish the service fees and charges, which may be amended
from time-to-time.

Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator shall have the sole and exclusive right to provide the following
services to all Residence Condominium and Hotel Condominium Units:

1. Accept reservations by, from and through the Unit Owner and/or its agents, including any Qualified
Rental Program, for the use and occupancy of the Unit;

2. Establish and enforce check-in and check-out procedures for all Owner’s and Owner’s guests;

3. Housekeeping and cleaning services necessary or desired for the Units;

4. All routine repairs and maintenance services necessary or desired for the Units,

5. Valet parking services;

6. Pest control services;

7. Manage and maintain the Unit electronic locking system, and all associated keys, including issuance
and replacement of room keys;

8. Collection of all service fees and other charges payable by the Owner to the Hotel Unit Owner or
Hotel Operator for the provision of these Hotel Exclusive Services and any other individual charges
incurred by or on behalf of the Owner;

9. Connect telephones in the Unit to the Hotel’s telephone switchboard. All Units must utilize the
Hotel’s telephone systems;

10. Make arrangements for, or cause to be arranged, internet service and basic cable or satellite
television service to the Unit utilizing the Hotel’s cable or satellite system and such additional
television services as Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator may, from time to time determine,
in its discretion. No separate internet, cable or satellite televisions services may be provided to the
Units.

11. In accordance with the liquor license issued by the State of Colorado for the Community, the Hotel
Unit Owner or Hotel Operator shall (i) operate mini-bars in the Units; and (ii) provide room service
to the Units, which shall include the sale and dispensing of alcoholic beverages and food in the Unit.
Unit Owners shall not engage in any activity within its Unit or any portion of the Community
requiring a liquor license from the State of Colorado, without limitation, the sale of alcoholic
beverages and food;
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12. Such additional services and procedures as the Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator may elect,
from time to time, in order to maintain uniformity, quality, appropriate access restrictions, and
ensure compliance with the Town Requirements and the Standards.

Nothing in this Exhibit “E” is intended to authorize Hotel Unit Owner and/or Hotel Operator to
solicit, advertise, promote or rent a Unit. The Owner has the exclusive authority to arrange for the rental of
the Owner’s Unit in accordance with the Restated Declaration.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the Hotel Unit Owner, Hotel Operator and the Hotel, shall
not be liable for any loss of, damage to, or destruction of any of the personal property or physical
improvements located within the Units and shall not have any obligation to protect against or take action to
prevent the theft, damage or destruction of such personal property.

Except for the gross negligence or willful misconduct of any of the Indemnified Parties (as defined
below), each Unit Owner hereby agrees to the fullest extent permitted by law, to defend, indemnify and hold
the Hotel Unit Owner, the Hotel Operator, and all of their owners, affiliates and subsidiaries and their
respective_employees, officers, directors, owners, representatives, contractors and agents (collectively,
“Indemnified Parties”), free and harmless from and against any and all acts, omissions, investigations,
inquiries, liabilities, losses, damages, fines, obligations, penalties, demands, taxes, injuries, claims, causes of
action, judgments, allegations, costs and expenses, including reasonable attorney’s fees and costs
(collectively, “Claims”) arising and/or relating, directly or indirectly, from injury to person or property
(including to the Unit and the property therein), or both, sustained by anyone in and about the Unit, and in
connection with or arising from any cause in, on or about the Unit (including, but not limited to, a personal
injury), Unit Owner’s and Unit Owner’s Guests’ use of the Unit or the Community, from any breach or
default in the performance of the Hotel Exclusive Services by the Indemnified Parties. Unit Owner hereby
assumes all risk of damage to property or injury to persons in, upon or about the Unit from any cause, and
Unit Owner hereby waives all claims in respect thereof against the Indemnified Parties, excepting where the
damage is caused solely by the gross negligence or willful misconduct of the Indemnified Parties in the
performance of the Hotel Exclusive Services.




February 19th, 2015 Agenda Item 16a

Business and Government Activity Report
For the month ending: January 31st
2015 2014 Variance
Activity | MONTH |  YTD MONTH !  YTD Variance | Variance %
Cable/Internet
# Residential & Bulk Basic Cable 929 (28) -2.9%
# Premium Channel Residential & Bulk Subscribers 488 5 1.0%
# Digital Subscribers 280 (44) -13.6%
# Internet Subscribers 1,619 62 4.0%
Average # Phone Subscribers 99 8 8.8%
Village Court Apartments
Occupancy Rate %]| 100.00% 100.00% 98.20% 98.20% 1.80% 1.8%
# Vacated Units 1 1 4 4 3) -75.0%
# Work Orders Completed 25 (5) -16.7%
# on Waiting List 96 63 190.9%
Public Works
Service Calls 408 408 341 341 67 19.6%
Snow Fall Inches 13 13 37 37 (24) -64.9%
Snow Removal - Streets & Prkg Lots Hours 777 777 701 701 76 10.8%
Roadway Maintenance Hours 83 83 81 81 2 2.5%
Water Billed Consumption Gal.| 29,927,000 29,927,000 21,151,000 21,151,000 8,776,000 41.5%
Sewage Treatment Gal.| 8,122,000 8,122,000 8,200,000 8,200,000 (78,000) -1.0%
Child Development Fund
# Infants & Toddlers Actual Occupancy 17.02 17.02 19.03 19.03 (2.01) -10.6%
# Preschoolers Actual Occupancy 14.52 14.52 13.09 13.09 1.43 10.9%
Transportation and Parking
GPG (noon snapshot) 2,763 2,763 2,633 2,633 130 4.9%
HPG (hoon shapshot) 2,203 2,203 2,148 2,148 55 2.6%
Total Parking (noon snapshot) 10,370 10,370 10,305 10,305 65 0.6%
Parking Utilization (% of total # of spaces occupied) 42.7% 42.7% 42.5% 42.5% 0.2% 0.5%
Paid Parking Revenues $36,391 $36,211 $45,193 $45,193 ($8,982) -19.9%
Bus Routes # of Passengers 37 37 49 49 (12) -24.5%
Employee Shuttle # of Passengers 1,805 1,805 1,433 1,433 372 26.0%
Employee Shuttle Utilization Rate % 54.2% 54.2% 67.5% 67.5% -13.30% -19.7%
Inbound (Vehicle) Traffic (Entrance) # of Cars 65,005 65,005 60,704 60,704 4,301 7.1%
Human Resources
FT Year Round Head Count 78 2 2.6%
Seasonal Head Count (FT & PT) 5 1 25.0%
PT Year Round Head Count 11 (2) -15.4%
Gondola FT YR, Seasonal, PT YR Head Count 60 0 0.0%
Total Employees 154 1 0.7%
Gondola Overtime Paid Hours 269 129 92.1%
Other Employee Overtime Paid 84 50 147.1%
# New Hires  Total New Hires 7 7 1 6 600.0%
# Terminations 2 2 (2) -50.0%
# Workmen Comp Claims 2 2 2 0 0.0%
Workmen Comp Claims Costs $0 $0 $2 $2 -$2 -100.0%
Community Relations
Total Users/Total Sessions 1,207/1,447 | 1,207/1,447 91/200 91/200 1116/1247 | 1226%/624%
Town Hosted Meetings 5 5 5 5 0 0.0%
Email Correspondence Sent 3 3 4 4 (1) -25.0%
201111 N S 7
Press Releases Sent 0 ! 0 1 ! 1 1) -100.0%
Gondola and RETA RETA revenues are unaudited
Gondola # of Passengers 295,855 295,855 270,878 270,878 24,977 9.2%
Chondola # of Passengers 29,431 29,431 28,409 28,409 1,022 3.6%
RETA fees collected by TMVOA $328,647 $328,647 $177,315 $177,315 $151,332 85.3%
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2015 2014 Variance
Activity MONTH |  YTD MONTH |  YTD Variance | Variance %
Police
Calls for Service # 447 447 370 370 77 20.8%
Investigations # 10 10 31 31 (21) -67.7%
Alarms # 17 17 11 11 6 54.5%
Avrrests # 1 1 3 3 (2) -66.7%
Traffic Contacts # 3 3 7 7 4) -57.1%
Traffic Tickets Written # 0 0 3 3 3) -100.0%
Parking Tickets Written # 313 313 146 146 167 114.4%
Administrative Dismissals # 6 6 27 27 (21) -77.8%
Building/Planning
Community Development Revenues $13,564 $13,564 $29,511 $29,511 ($15,947) -54.0%
# Permits Issued 2 2 2 2 0 0.0%
Valuation of Building Permits Issued $49,971 $49,971 $164,263 $164,263 ($114,292) -69.6%
# Inspections Completed 138 138 88 88 50 56.8%
# Design Review/Zoning Agenda ltems 4 4 5 5 (1) -20.0%
# Staff Review Approvals 2 2 2 2 0 0.0%
Recreation
Mile of Trails Maintained 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 0 0.0%
Platform Tennis Registrations 60 60 40 40 20 50.0%
Ice Rink Skaters 1490 1490 1498 1498 (8) -0.5%
Snow Cat Hours 144 144 25 25 119 485.0%
Property Maintenance
Snow Removal Plaza Hours 356 356 297.25 297 58 19.6%
Plaza Maintenance Hours 288 288 239.25 239 48 20.2%
Lawn Care Hours 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
Plant Care Hours 12 12 6 6 6 100.0%
Irrigation Hours 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
TMV Trash Collection Hours 129 129 92.5 93 36 38.9%
Christmas Decorations Hours 342 342 347.75 348 (6) -1.7%
Vehicle Maintenance
# Preventive Maintenance Performed 24 24 22 22 2 9.1%
# Repairs Completed 20 20 41 41 (21) -51.2%
Special Projects 5 5 4 4 1 25.0%
# Roadside Assists 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
Finance
# Employee Based Business Licenses Issued 498 498 484 484 14 2.9%
# Privately Licensed Rentals 54 54 49 49 5 10.2%
# Property Management Licensed Rentals 248 248 303 303 (55) -18.2%
# VRBO Listings for MV si4_____ JTIIOOONII ... 2x....TNCRCATOTOON . oe 45,45
# Paperless Billing Accts (YTD is total paperless customers) 21 411 16 286 125 43.7%
# of TMV AR Bills Processed 2,023 2,023 1,894 1,894 129 6.8%
Accounts Receivable - Total Bad Debt Reserve/Allowance: $
TMV Operating Receivables Utilities - Cable and
(includes Gondola funding) Water/Sewer VCA - Village Court Apartments] ~ General Fund Investment Activity
Current $ 838,252 99.0% $ 211,369 90.5% $  (14,630) 152.2%  [Change in Value $22,275
30+ Days 1,139 0.1% 18,622 8.0% (783) 8.1% Ending Balance $5,757,875
60+ Days 2,706 0.3% 2,706 1.2% (1,390) 14.5% Investment Income $3,275
90+ Days 53 0.0% 886 0.4% 7,190 -74.8% Portfolio Yield 0.992
over 120 days 4,217 0.5% 19 0.0% - 0.0%
Total $ 846,367 100.0% $ 233,601 100.0% $ (9,613) 100.0%
Other Billings - CDF,
Construction Parking, Change Since Last Month -
Commercial Trash Total All AR Increase (Decrease) in AR |Other Statistics
Current 10,524 57.2% $ 1,045,516 96.0% $ 521,720 97.6% Population (estimated) 1,340
30+ Days 4,902 26.6% 23,879 2.2% $ 11,094 2.1% Registered Voters 1,016
60+ Days 1,869 10.2% 5,890 0.5% $ 857 0.2% Property Valuation 266,407,970
90+ Days 935 5.1% 9,064 0.8% $ 1,383 0.3%
over 120 days 178 1.0% 4,414 0.4% $ (422) -0.1%
Total $ 18,407 100.0% $ 1,088,762 100.0% $ 534,632 100.0%
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Memorandum

To: Town Council

From: Kevin Swain, Finance Director

Date: February 12, 2015

Re: Town of Mountain Village Financial Statements through December 2014
Mountain Village Financials Statements through December, 2014

General Fund Summary

These financials reflect the revised budget as adopted at the December Town Council Meeting. They are
preliminary and express the financial position as of the date of this memo. The books are still open and
there are payables outstanding. These financials do however materially reflect the year-end financial positon
of the Town. The General Fund currently shows a surplus of $500,000.

Development related revenues have declined from prior year but exceeded the revised budget. Sales taxes
continue to show an increase of 7% over prior year and are over budget by 5%. Total revenues of $8.25
million were over budget by $460,000 due mainly to sales taxes and community development fees such as
permit fees, use tax, road impact fees, and plan review fees exceeding revised budgeted expectations. County
Road and Bridge taxes have come in under budget and prior year. Contributions are under budget mainly
because shuttle expenses were less than anticipated and contributions are based on a percentage of those
costs.

Total operating expenditures of $7 million were under budget by $600,000. Capital outlay through this
period was for boilers/snowmelt/plaza improvement, trail improvements, and environmental projects.

Transfers to other funds include:
Fund This Month YTD Budget YTD Actual YTD % of Budget

Child Development Fund $ 29,695 $ 96,5612 $ 86,937 90.08%
Affordable Housing Development Fund

(Monthly Sales Tax Allocation) $ 62,788 $ 330,000 $ 348,409 105.58%
Conference Center Subsidy $ 65496 $ 164,018 $ 154,274 94.06%
Debt Service Fund $ (487,708) $  (420,330) $ (357,416) 85.03%
Vehicle & Equipment Acquisition Fund $ $ 216,868 $ 185,994 85.76%
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Income transfers from other funds include:

Fund This Month YTD Budget YTD Actual YTD % of Budget
Cable System $ 39,012 $ 165,628 $ 180,167 108.78%
Parking Services $ 34,686 $ (66,362) $ 33,477 -50.45%
Overhead allocation from Cable, W/S,

Gondola, VCA and Parking Services $ 37,199 §$ 451,996 $ 443,371 98.09%
*Tourism Fund $ 5374 $ 13,012 $ 53,124 408.29%

*This transfer is comprised of administrative fees and penalties collected.

Vehicle and Equipment Acquisition Fund — No Fund Income Statement Attached

A road and bridge vehicle was purchased ($164,000) with offsetting grant funds of $124,000, a Hotsy
pressure washer was replaced, new plaza services and Parks & Recreation ATV’s were replaced, a utility
truck and a crack sealing machine were purchased, and the bobcat leases have been paid. Employee
Shuttles have been purchased and 80% matching grant funds have been reimbursed.

Capital Projects Fund — No Fund Income Statement Attached

DOJ communications expenses of $ 83,726 have been incurred which will be paid by the grant monies for the
project. $61,883 has been spent on the Meadows improvement plan. $54,221 has been transferred from the
affordable housing development fund.

Historical Museum Fund — No Fund Income Statement Attached
$88,343 in property taxes were collected and $86,573 was tendered to the historical museum. The county
treasurer retained $1,770 in treasurer’s fees.

Mortgage Assistance Fund — No Fund Income Statement Attached
One promissory note was paid and interest of $5,572 has been recorded.

Sales Tax
Sales taxes of $3.1 million are 7% over 2013. Sales tax revenues are over budget by 5%. Restaurant shows the
highest growth of 13.5% followed by lodging at 9.4%.

Actual Sales Tax Base By Class, Through December 2014

Category Actual Actual PY % Actual PY % Actual PY % Actual PY $ PY %
2010 2011 Increase 2012 Increase 2013 Increase 2014 Variance Increase

4.5% 4.5% 2010 to 4.5% 2011 to 4.5% 2012 to 2013 4.5% 2013 to 2014 | 2013to

2011 2012 2014

Lodging 16,667,064 19,663,485 18% 21,813,629 11% 27,745,883 27% 30,348,012 2,602,129 9.38%
Restaurant 10,606,332 11,223,839 6% 12,717,690 13% 13,631,180 7% 15,477,328 1,846,148 13.54%
Retail 11,947,237 13,406,936 12% 12,293,787 -8% 14,864,000 21% 15,593,895 729,894 4.91%
Utility/Other 8,861,304 7,625,308 -14% 8,323,303 9% 9,047,900 9% 8,263,593 (784,307)] -8.67%
Total 48,081,937 51,919,568 8% 55,148,409 6% 65,288,964 18% 69,682,828 4,393,864 6.73%
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Tourism Fund
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2014 restaurant taxes totaling $314,737 have been collected and $308,442 was tendered to the airline
guarantee program. $1.2 million in lodging taxes were collected and $1.19 was tendered to the airline
guarantee program and to MTI. The Town retained $23,562 in administrative fees, and penalties and

interest of $2,811.

Lodging taxes exceeded prior year by 11% and are exceeding budget by 12%. Restaurant taxes are also
ahead of prior year and budget by 14.5% and 14%, respectively. For the month of December, restaurant
taxes are 15% over December 2013 and lodging taxes are 18% over December 2013.

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

Tax Base

N
=

2010
Activity
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111,915
138,044
149,122
6,630
4,214
37,439
52,231
60,591
51,295
12,191
5,712
152,210
781,594
19,539,844

Town of Mountain Village Colorado Lodging Tax Summary

2011 2012 2013 2014 2013 2014 Budget
Activity Activity Activity Activity Var % Budget Var %
(4%) (4%) (4%) (4%)
123,204 105,787 167,378 159,264 -4.85% 162,972 -2.33%
137,579 135,434 151,727 170,098 12.11% 148,710 12.57%
179,223 150,548 203,235 248,285 22.17% 196,971 20.67%
5,006 7,619 9,382 7,291 -22.29% 9,522 -30.59%
6,665 8,673 10,684 10,627 -0.53% 10,881 -2.39%
50,466 55,581 77,013 74,275 -3.56% 76,522 -3.03%
64,340 77,661 93,602 109,838 17.35% 92,286 15.98%
52,153 74,889 84,727 88,929 4.96% 84,488 4.99%
61,547 62,057 69,349 82,891 19.53% 68,746 17.07%
12,532 16,867 16,450 17,383 5.67% 16,731 3.75%
6,206 6,618 6,761 11,840 75.14% 6,695 43.46%
171,797 164,045 191,249 221,667 15.90% 181,008 18.34%
870,717 865,780 1,081,555 1,202,388 11.17% 1,055,532 12.21%
21,767,932 21,644,491 27,038,867 30,059,690 26,388,300



Town of Mountain Village Colorado Restaurant Tax Summary

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2013 2014 Budget
Activity Activity Activity Activity (2%) Activity (2%) Var % Budget Var %

(2%) (2%) (2%)
January 31,043 31,256 28,754 34,448 38,239 11.01% 33,945 11.23%
February 36,794 37,572 34,996 41,121 48,466 17.86% 40,521 16.39%
March 42,064 45,498 42,723 47,045 53,516 13.76% 46,358 13.38%
April 1,637 1,368 3,506 2,518 1,995 -20.79% 2,482 -24.40%
May 1,789 3,402 2,469 3,913 5,154 31.71% 3,856 25.19%
June 13,669 18,235 17,098 19,116 25,366 32.70% 18,837 25.74%
July 18,436 22,524 25,929 27,921 32,661 16.98% 27,514 15.76%
August 20,710 20,044 20,958 25,645 25,017 -2.45% 25,271 -1.02%
September 15,265 17,272 17,813 19,982 23,831 19.26% 19,690 17.38%
October 3,895 6,355 7,258 5,468 5,369 -1.80% 5,388 -0.35%
November 3,203 3,487 4,524 4,668 5,765 23.49% 4,600 20.21%
December 35,772 37,737 39,565 42,983 49,356 14.83% 42,033 14.84%
Total 224,278 244,750 245,593 274,828 314,736 14.52% 270,495 14.06%
Tax Base 11,213,910 12,237,496 12,279,634 13,741,420 15,736,820 13,524,750

Business license fees of $270,572 are under budget by $1,976 and over prior year $573. $254,338 was
remitted to MTI and $25,969 in admin fees and penalties were transferred to the General Fund.
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To: TMVOA

From: Kevin Swain, Finance Director
Date: January 31, 2015
Re: Gondola Quarterly Report, December 31, 2014

These financials reflect the revised budget as adopted at the December Town Council Meeting. They are
unaudited and therefore subject to change.

The gondola fund is $250,856 under budgeted operating expenses. Operating and capital grant funds
are submitted as expended and are posted when received. Due to a worker’s compensation dividend

check, that line item in each department has been reduced.

Gondola Fund - Expenditures

1. Mobile Aerial Rapid Rescue System (MARRS):
Annual budget: $77,356
YTD expenditures: $71,291
YTD budget: $77,356
MARRS is 8% under budget. This is due to savings on payroll costs due to evacs and training.

2. Chondola Operations and Maintenance:

Annual budget: $187,917

YTD expenditures: $162,843

YTD budget: $187,917
Chondola operations expenses are under budget by $25,100. Operations salaries and wages are
slightly over budget, as well as maintenance wages which are based on actual and offset
maintenance departmental wages and salaries. TSG utilities, parts and supplies, and outside labor
are running under budget. Utility costs are higher than prior year mainly due to the addition of
tire bank heaters. $12,000 budgeted major repairs was unexpended.

3. Gondola Operations:

Annual budget: $1.635 million

YTD expenditures: $1.565 million

YTD budget: $1.635 million
Gondola operations were under budget by $69,734. Salaries and wages are under budget $27,145,
group insurance under $9,355, and worker’s compensation $21,177, due to the dividend check
received. Administrative management costs were $6,611 under budget and $4,200 under prior year.
Those costs are based on actual hours by admin personnel.
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4. Gondola Maintenance:

Annual budget: $1.2 million

YTD expenditures: $1.12 million

YTD budget: $1.2 million
Gondola maintenance is below budget by $74,126 and $12,582 over prior year. Budget variances of
note are: Worker’s comp ($16,505), contract labor ($28,478), and parts and supplies ($10,165).
Contract labor ($9,081) and parts and supplies ($15,722) were under prior year but salaries and
wages ($17,881) and facility expenses ($10,300) were over prior year.

5. Fixed, General, Overhead and Administration:
Annual budget: $543,094
YTD expenditures: $482,920
YTD budget: $543,094
FGOA costs are $60,174 below budget. Noteworthy budget savings include: Natural gas ($5,900),
electricity ($43,405), and admin costs ($8,900). Also under budget are dues and fees and shuttle
expense.

6. Major Repairs and Replacements:
Annual Budget: $288,056
YTD expenditures: $272,685
YTD budget: $288,056
Conveyor drives and gear motors replaced/repaired, conveyor rebuilds performed, and cabin
window buffing has been continued.

7. Capital Outlay:

Annual Budget: $739,500 (there are matching grant funds for a portion of these costs)

YTD expenditures: $119,373

YTD budget: $739,500
One snowmobile and a Snowcat have been replaced. The Oak Street Station bathrooms were
remodeled and came in $1,263 under budget. The main drive grant funded project was not done due
to the securing of proper contracts and funding agreements. It is expected to be done in 2015 if
these items can be procured.

Overall Financial Performance through December 31, 2014

Total gondola expenditures through this period of $2.8 million were 19% under budget due mainly
to the main drive project. The budget shortfall was the result of reduced costs in all operations.
Total funding for the period of $3.8 million was primarily provided by TMVOA, with contributions
of approximately $3.3 million(86%), and $158,550 (4%) provided by TSG from lift ticket sales,
$325,908 (9%) in grant funding, event operations funding, $41,525 (1%), and miscellaneous
revenues, $3,727.



Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report
December 2014

General Fund

Revenues
Charges for Services
Contributions
Fines and Forfeits
Interest Income
Intergovernmental
Licenses and Permits
Miscellaneous Revenues
Taxes and Assessments
Total Revenues

Operating Expenses
Legislation & Council
Town Manager
Administrative Services
Finance
Technical
Human Resources
Town Attorney
Community Relations
Municipal Court
Police Department
Community Services
Community Grants and Contributions
Roads and Bridges
Vehicle Maintenance
Municipal Bus/Dial-A-Ride
Employee Shuttle
Parks & Recreation
Plaza and Environmental Services
Public Refuse Removal and Residential Trash Billing Services
Building/Facility Maintenance
Community Development
Building Division
Housing Division Office
Planning and Zoning Division
Contingency

Total Operating Expenses

Surplus / Deficit
Capital Outlay
Surplus / Deficit

Other Sources and Uses
Sale of Assets
Transfer (To) From Affordable Housing
Transfer (To) From Cable
Transfer (To) From Child Development
Transfer (To) From Communications
Transfer (To) From Capital Projects
Transfer (To) From Debt Service
Transfer (To) From Mortgage Assistance
Transfer (To) From Overhead Allocation
Transfer (To) From Parking Services
Transfer (To) From Conference Center
Transfer (To) From Tourism
Transferzgh:rom Vehicle/Equipment

Transfer (To) From Water/Sewer

2014 2013 2012 2011
Budget Budget | Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD YTD Variance | Variance Budget Balance | Actual YTD| Actual YTD | Actual YTD
®) (%)
$ 292241 $ 175891 $ 116,350 66.15% $ 175,891 (116,350) $ 724927 $ 431,759 $ 490,813
33,762 53,648 (19,886) -37.07% 53,648 19,886 29,884 32,708 13,498
4,003 6,077 (1,984) -32.65% 6,077 1,984 2,725 (558) 5,156
44,268 25,000 19,268 77.07% 25,000 (19,268) (534) 21,707 12,671
363,555 362,529 1,026 0.28% 362,529 (1,026) 440,285 415,315 455,538
273,555 158,060 115,495 73.07% 158,060 (115,495) 494,317 171,777 203,660
90,702 77,877 12,825 16.47% 77,877 (12,825) 89,642 120,072 142,781
7,149,011 6,934,226 214,785 3.10% 6,934,226 (214,785) 8,517,245 7,210,930 7,842,538
8,251,187 7,793,308 457,879 5.88% 7,793,308 (457,879) 10,298,491 8,403,710 9,166,655
18,072 21,608 (3,536) -16.36% 21,608 3,536 20,858 8,608 10,663
227,808 229,153 (1,345) -0.59% 229,153 1,345 213,208 215,374 286,388
329,063 358,197 (29,134) -8.13% 358,197 29,134 327,327 300,116 296,483
766,061 767,449 (1,388) -0.18% 767,449 1,388 761,718 760,377 788,728
157,025 176,802 (19,777) -11.19% 176,802 19,777 150,428 147,442 142,991
251,057 288,168 (37,111) -12.88% 288,168 37,111 261,463 243,776 234,324
437,283 454,458 (17,175) -3.78% 454,458 17,175 395,298 438,756 441,098
212,636 228,012 (15,376) -6.74% 228,012 15,376 187,414 201,339 214,284
28,859 29,859 (1,000) -3.35% 29,859 1,000 28,636 27,733 28,907
662,484 691,888 (29,404) -4.25% 691,888 29,404 713,062 765,679 796,087
51,391 51,394 ©) -0.01% 51,394 3 52,541 45,409 46,562
79,795 86,500 (6,705) -7.75% 86,500 6,705 66,500 91,500 103,500
909,908 1,011,628  (101,720) -10.06% 1,011,628 101,720 1,537,840 948,429 739,802
432,818 469,118 (36,300) -7.74% 469,118 36,300 429,893 476,649 466,418
153,917 193,805 (39,888) -20.58% 193,805 39,888 345,534 593,625 716,118
69,827 93,821 (23,994) -25.57% 93,821 23,994 73,746 84,663 88,021
405,229 445,045 (39,816) -8.95% 445,045 39,816 326,841 471,132 551,964
1,135,911 1,266,037  (130,126) -10.28% 1,266,037 130,126 1,129,898 1,036,132 965,803
43,929 46,809 (2,880) -6.15% 46,809 2,880 200,162 216,487 301,466
100,407 113,968 (13,561) -11.90% 113,968 13,561 162,205 298,395 94,705
5,527 9,149 (3,622) -39.59% 9,149 3,622 4,533 6,594 66,025
186,500 196,338 (9,838) -5.01% 196,338 9,838 168,638 160,392 182,675
19,096 19,298 (202) -1.05% 19,298 202 79,348 83,533 99,978
364,727 373,504 (8,777) -2.35% 373,504 367,977 260,043 262,310 328,255
- 26,025 (26,025)  -100.00% 26,025 6,929 - 4,099 39,426
7,049,330 7,648,033 (598,703) -7.83% 7,648,033 938,807 7,897,134 7,888,549 8,030,671
1,201,857 145275 1,056,582 727.30% 145,275 (1,396,686) 2,401,357 515,161 1,135,984
289,682 294,671 (4,989) -1.69% 294,671 4,989 167,036 89,705 16,567
912,175 (149,396) 1,061,571  -710.58% (149,396) (1,061,571) 2,234,321 425,456 1,119,417
10,568 - 10,568 #DIV/0! - (10,568) 1,685 5,563 1,300
(348,409) (330,000) (18,409) 5.58% (330,000) 18,409 (327,349) (277,387) (268,308)
180,167 165,628 14,539 8.78% 165,628 (14,539) 171,866 214,105 236,660
(86,937) (96,512) 9,575 -9.92% (96,512) 57,762 (72,215) (105,643) (128,897)
- 8,688 (8,688)  -100.00% 8,688 8,688 - - -
- - - #DIV/0! - (53,124) (365,765) - (2,238)
(357,416) (420,330) 62,914 -14.97% (420,330) (863,701) 410,031 96,511 83,208
- - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
443,371 451,996 (8,625) -1.91% 451,996 8,625 420,417 396,143 304,509
33,477 (66,362) 99,839  -150.45% (66,362) 20,575 11,280 4,101 (114,565)
(154,274) (164,018) 9,744 -5.94% (164,018) (164,018) (198,329) (155,045) (116,548)
53,124 13,012 40,113 308.29% 13,011.58 370,427 (65,970) (50,127) 40,400
(185,994) (216,868) 30,874 -14.24% (216,868) (30,874) (36,381) (95,587) (223,193)
- - - #DIV/0! - - 600,000 - -




Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report
December 2014

2014 2013 2012 2011
Budget Budget | Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD YTD Variance | Variance Budget Balance | Actual YTD| Actual YTD | Actual YTD
® (%)
Total Other Sources and Uses (412,323) (654,766) 242,444 -37.03% (654,766) (652,338) 549,270 32,634 (187,672)
Surplus / Deficit $ 499,853 $  (804,162) $ 1,304,015 -162.16% $ (804,162) $ (1,713,909) $ 2,783,591 $ 458,090 $ 931,745
Beginning Fund Balance Components Actual YTD Annual Budget
Emergency Reserve $ 2,676,812 $ 2,729,032
Property Tax Reserve 450,828 450,828
Unreserved 3,509,556 3,457,333
Beginning Fund Balance $ 6,637,196 $ 6,637,193
YTD Ending Fund Balance Components
Emergency Reserve $ 2,676,812 $ 2,689,410
Property Tax Reserve 450,828 450,828
Health Care Premium Savings Reserve 50,000 50,000
Facility Maint Reserve 155,000 155,000
Unreserved 3,804,409 2,487,793
Ending Fund Balance $ 7,137,048 $ 5833031

These financials reflect the revised budget as adopted at the December Town Council Meeting.

Revenues

Taxes & Assessments - Specific Ownership taxes collected are on budget. Sales tax revenues are 5% over budget and 7% over prior year.
Construction use tax is now over budget 15% but 72% below prior year. Property taxes collected are on budget.
Licenses & Permits - Construction permits are over the annual budget by $59,575. Electrical and plumbing permits are over budget $56,123.
Intergovernmental - Road and Bridge taxes are under budget and prior year 5% and 20%.
Charges for Services - Plan review, road impact, and DRB fees ended over the revised budget.

Fines & Forfeitures - Towing fees are under budget but traffic fines make up some of the shortfall.

Investment Income - Interest is exceeding budget and prior year.
Miscellaneous - Overall, over budget $12,825 but van rider revenues are under budget 10%.
Contributions - Green gondola receipts and TMVOA's employee shuttle contribution collected to date.

Top Ten Budget Variances

Under Budget

Plaza and Environmental Services - $130,126 Savings are mainly in electric and natural gas, plaza maintenance, supplies, and personnel expense.
Road and Bridge - $101,720 Savings in gasoline, personnel, bridge repair, and vehicle repair.
Municipal Bus Service - $39,888 Savings are in personnel costs and gasoline.

Parks and Recreation - $39,816 Under budget in personnel and trail maintenance.

Human Resources- $37,111 Savings in personnel costs due to a temporary vacancy, dues and fees, and life insurance costs.
Vehicle Maintenance- $36,300 Savings in personnel, general supplies and oil.
Police - $29,404 Savings in group insurance and gasoline.

Admin Services- $29,134 Savings in communications and electric.
Employee Shuttle - $23,877 Vehicle repair and gasoline were under budget.

Technical - $19,777 Savings were realized in hardware replacement and printer maintenance.
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Town of Mountain Village

Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report

December 2014

Tourism Fund

Revenues
Business Licenses Fees
Lodging Taxes - Condos/Homes (1)
Lodging Taxes - Hotels/Condos (1)
Lodging Taxes - Prior Year
Penalties and Interest
Restaurant Taxes
Restaurant Taxes - Prior Year
Total Revenues

Tourism Funding
Additional Funding
Airline Guaranty Funding
MTI Funding

Total Tourism Funding

Surplus / Deficit
Administrative Fees
Audit Fees
Total Administrative Fees
Surplus / Deficit
Other Sources and Uses
Transfer (To) From Other Funds

Total Other Sources and Uses

Surplus / Deficit
287

2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 |
Actual Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget Actual Actual Actual
YTD YTD Variance Variance  Budget Balance YTD YTD YTD
3) (%)
$ 270572 $ 271,145 $ (573) 0% $ 271,145 $ 573 $ 268,235 $ 245933 $ 228,070
563,529 474,989 88,540 19% 474,989 (88,540) 528,648 374,588 362,378
638,859 580,543 58,316 10% 580,543 (58,316) 552,906 490,481 508,685
781 - 781 #DIV/0! - (781) 870 7,044 -
12,546 3,000 9,546 318% 3,000 (9,546) 15,372 18,578 4,416
314,737 270,495 44,242 16% 270,495 (44,242) 274,828 245,428 243,948
88 - 88 #DIV/0! - (88) 164 1,045 -
1,801,112 1,600,172 200,940 13% 1,600,172 (200,940) 1,641,023 1,383,097 1,347,497
- 25,000 (25,000) -100% 25,000 25,000 100,000 105,833 -
898,081 782,296 115,786 15% 782,296 (115,786) 799,880 668,879 665,890
849,906 777,365 72,542 9% 777,365 (72,542) 807,113 658,512 641,207
1,747,988 1,584,660 163,327 91% 1,584,660 (163,327) 1,706,993 1,433,224 1,307,097
53,124 15,512 37,613 242% 15,512 (37,613) (65,970) (50,127) 40,400
- 2,500 (2,500) -100% 2,500 2,500 - - -
- 2,500 (2,500) #DIV/O! 2,500 2,500 - - -
53,124 13,012 165,827 1274% 13,012 (40,113) (65,970) (50,127) 40,400
(53,124) (13,012) (40,113) 308% (13,012) 40,113 65,970 50,127 (40,400)
(53,124) (13,012) (40,113) 308% (13,012) 40,113 65,970 50,127 (40,400)
$ - $ - $ - $ - - -3 -



Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report
December 2014

| 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 |
Actual Budget Budget  Budget Annual Budget
YTD YTD Variance Variance Budget Balance Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
$) (%)
Parking Services Fund
Revenues
Contributions/Shared Facility Expenses $ 17,461 $ 18,500 $ (1,039) 6% $ 18,500 $ 1,039 $ 19,567 $ 24419 $ 25,124
Fines and Forfeits 29,182 8,000 21,182 265% 8,000 (21,182) 361 10,678 10,210
Gondola Parking Garage 140,173 103,900 36,273 35% 103,900 (36,273) 128,917 113,549 107,728
Heritage Parking Garage 139,895 143,000 (3,105) -2% 143,000 3,105 146,813 121,366 112,364
Parking Meter Revenues 10,750 9,500 1,250 13% 9,500 (1,250) 11,157 11,736 11,732
Parking Permits 14,986 12,000 2,986 25% 12,000 (2,986) 11,580 10,475 6,166
Special Event Parking 41,743 36,000 5,743 16% 36,000 (5,743) 5,000 5,000 -
Total Revenues 394,190 330,900 63,290 19% 330,900 (63,290) 323,395 297,223 273,324
Operating Expenses
Other Operating Expenses 614 4,600 (3,986) -87% 4,600 3,986 1,615 2,501 6,126
Personnel Expenses 122,316 134,881 (12,565) -9% 134,881 12,565 123,051 124,910 143,901
Gondola Parking Garage 37,705 55,592 (17,887) -32% 55,592 17,887 38,732 35,147 44,197
Surface Lots 23,909 22,260 1,649 % 22,260 (1,649) 17,084 14,744 20,619
Heritage Parking Garage 113,116 118,765 (5,649) -5% 118,765 5,649 99,856 93,038 94,172
Contingency - - - #DIV/0! - - - (22,019) 22,019
Meadows Parking 2,000 - 2,000 #DIV/0! - (2,000) 1,000 1,188 810
Total Operating Expenses 299,660 336,098 (36,438) -11% 336,098 36,438 281,338 249,509 331,844
Surplus / Deficit 94,530 (5,198) 99,728 -1919% (5,198) (99,728) 42,057 47,714 (58,520)
Capital
Capital 29,232 29,343 (111) 0% 29,343 111 - 10,155 19,218
Surplus / Deficit 65,298 (34,541) 99,839 -289% (34,541) (99,839) 42,057 37,559 (77,738)
Other Sources and Uses
Sale of Assets - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Overhead Allocation (31,821) (31,821) - 0% (31,821) - (30,777) (33,458) (36,827)
Transfer (To) From General Fund (33,477) 66,362 (99,839) -150% 66,362 99,839 (11,280) (4,101) 114,565
Total Other Sources and Uses (65,298) 34,541 (99,839) -289% 34,541 99,839 (42,057) (37,559) 77,738
Surplus / Deficit $ - $ - 8 - #DIV/O! $ - $ - $ -3 -

Parking revenues are over budget $63,300. HPG revenues are lagging budget but are offset by GPG and special event parking.
Expenditures are under budget primarily due to personnel, utilities, and maintenance costs. The net transfer to the General Fund is $65,298.
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Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report
December 2014

| 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011
Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD YTD Variance Variance Budget Balance Actual YTD  Actual YTD  Actual YTD
) (%)
Gondola Fund
Revenues
Event Operations Funding $ 5525 $ - 3 5,525 #DIV/O! $ - % (5,525) $ 11,779 $ 9,380 $ 2,880
Event Operations Funding - SMC/TOT 36,000 36,000 - 0.00% 36,000 - 36,000 61,000 36,000
Grant Funding 325,908 478,259 (152,351) -31.86% 478,259 152,351 131,799 175,420 -
Insurance Proceeds - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Miscellaneous Revenues 3,169 5,000 (1,831) -36.62% 5,000 1,831 3,775 3,858 2,734
Sale of Assets 558 - 558 #DIV/0! - (558) - - -
TMVOA Operating Contributions 2,875,434 3,314,990 (439,556) -13.26% 3,314,990 439,556 3,025,294 2,968,105 3,070,810
TMVOA Capital Contributions 392,058 699,393 (307,335) -43.94% 699,393 307,335 43,043 191,259 173,483
TSG 1% Lift Sales 158,550 134,230 24,320 18.12% 134,230 (24,320) 136,939 133,290 134,665
Total Revenues 3,797,202 4,667,872 (870,670) -18.65% 4,667,872 870,670 3,388,628 3,542,311 3,420,571
Operating Expenses
MAARS 71,291 77,356 (6,065) -7.84% 77,356 6,065 67,701 73,623 70,714
Chondola 162,843 187,917 (25,074) -13.34% 187,917 25,074 150,512 156,607 189,307
Grant Success Fees 37,702 37,702 - 0.00% 37,702 - 27,463 4,498 -
Operations 1,528,082 1,597,816 (69,734) -4.36% 1,597,816 69,734 1,502,787 1,538,241 1,539,613
Maintenance 1,122,305 1,196,431 (74,126) -6.20% 1,196,431 74,126 1,109,723 1,107,875 1,036,546
FGOA 482,920 543,094 (60,174) -11.08% 543,094 60,174 487,400 470,208 410,908
Major Repairs and Replacements 272,685 288,056 (15,371) -5.34% 288,056 15,371 15,892 176,298 173,483
Contingency - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Total Operating Expenses 3,677,829 3,928,372 (250,543) -6.38% 3,928,372 250,543 3,361,477 3,527,350 3,420,571
Surplus / Deficit 119,373 739,500 (620,127) -83.86% 739,500 27,151 14,961 -
Capital
Capital Outlay 119,373 739,500 (620,127) -83.86% 739,500 620,127 27,151 14,961 -
Surplus / Deficit $ - 3 - 3 - #DIV/0O! $ - $ - $ - 3 -

N
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Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report

December 2014

Child Development Fund

Revenues
Daycare Fees
Fundraising Revenues - Daycare

Fundraising Revenues - Preschool

Grant Revenues - Daycare
Grant Revenues - Preschool
Preschool Fees

Total Revenues

Operating Expenses
Daycare Contingency
Daycare Other Expense
Daycare Personnel Expense
Preschool Contingency
Preschool Other Expense
Preschool Personnel Expense

Total Operating Expenses

Surplus / Deficit
Capital

Preschool Capital Outlay
Total Capital

Surplus / Deficit

Other Sources and Uses
Contributions

Transfer (To) From General Fund

Total Other Sources and Uses

Surplus / Deficit

2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 |

Actual Budget Budget  Budget Annual Budget
YTD YTD Variance Variance Budget Balance  Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD

$) (%)

$ 245405 $ 250,068 (4,663) -1.86% $ 250,068 $ 4663 $ 242,243 ' $ 218,635 $ 209,334
10,136 6,000 4,136 68.93% 6,000 (4,136) 10,967 11,545 7,261
3,980 6,000 (2,020) -1.11% 6,000 (165,473) 3,150 - -
24,643 30,000 (5357)  -17.86% 30,000 5,357 27,772 28,793 33,795
10,673 14,620 (3,947)  -27.00% 14,620 3,947 11,703 11,306 7,003
171,473 181,475 (10,002)  -166.70% 181,475 177,495 172,878 174,484 142,677
466,310 488,163 (21,853) -4.48% 488,163 21,853 468,713 444,763 400,070
- - - #DIV/O! - - - - -
57,240 76,319 (19,079)  -25.00% 76,319 19,079 69,870 64,681 66,336
310,570 325,300 (14,730) -4.53% 325,300 14,730 310,979 324,245 346,279
- - - #DIV/O! - - - - -
42,767 46,939 (4,172) -8.89% 46,939 4,172 34,847 34,580 32,514
142,670 136,117 6,553 4.81% 136,117 (6,553) 125,232 126,900 101,033
553,247 584,675 (31,428) -5.38% 584,675 31,428 540,928 550,406 546,162
(86,937) (96,512) 9,575 -9.92% (96,512) (72,215) (105,643) (146,092)
- - - #DIV/O! - - - - -
- - - #DIV/O! - - - - -
(86,937) (96,512) 9,575 -9.92% (96,512) (72,215) (105,643) (146,092)
- - - #DIVIO! - - - - -
86,937 96,512 9,575 9.92% 96,512 9,575 72,215 105,643 128,897
86,937 96,512 9,575 9.92% 96,512 9,575 72,215 105,643 128,897
$ - 8 - - #DIVIO! $ - $ -3 - % (17,195)

Child Development revenues are $20,650 under budget because of slow daycare and preschool fees. Grant revenues came in short of expectations.
Operating expenses are $31,400 under budget due mainly to daycare personnel costs although preschool employee costs are over budget, caused by
personnel allocations. Other savings are in the scholarship program, which is grant funded, and travel and education, The fund has required $86,937

in fund®3%rom the General Fund compared to a budget of $96,512.



Town of Mountain Village
Monthly Revenue and Expenditure Report
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| 2014 | 2013 [ 2012 | 2011 |
Budget Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD Budget YTD  Variance Variance Budget Balance Actual YTD Actual YTD  Actual YTD
®) (%)

Water & Sewer Fund
Revenues

Mountain Village Water and Sewer $ 2,197,882 $ 2,065,502 $ 132,380 6.41% $ 2,065,502 $ (132,380) $ 2,214,623 $ 2,074,019 $ 2,064,745

Other Revenues 8,993 24,050 (15,057) -62.61% 24,050 15,057 17,143 13,555 12,901

Ski Ranches Water 130,865 124,224 6,641 5.35% 124,224 (6,641) 124,938 124,433 123,793

Skyfield Water 24,127 18,595 5,532 29.75% 18,595 (5,532) 22,750 21,525 18,983
Total Revenues 2,361,867 2,232,371 129,496 5.80% 2,232,371 (129,496) 2,379,454 2,233,532 2,220,422
Operating Expenses

Mountain Village Sewer 414,214 385,871 28,343 7.35% 385,871 (28,343) 382,519 371,224 350,028

Mountain Village Water 861,493 996,732 (135,239) -13.57% 996,732 135,239 845,160 896,960 906,368

Ski Ranches Water 20,389 48,389 (28,000) -57.86% 48,389 28,000 30,481 30,554 65,726

Contingency - 28,620 (28,620) -100.00% 28,620 28,620 - - -
Total Operating Expenses 1,296,096 1,459,612 (163,516) -11.20% 1,459,612 163,516 1,258,160 1,298,738 1,322,122
Surplus / Deficit 1,065,771 772,759 293,012 37.92% 772,759 1,121,294 934,794 898,300
Capital

Capital Outlay 330,931 367,388 (36,457) NaN 367,388 36,457 448,822 203,359 134,132
Surplus / Deficit 734,840 405,371 329,469 81.28% 405,371 672,472 731,435 764,168
Other Sources and Uses

Overhead Allocation Transfer (134,455) (134,445) 10 -0.01% (134,445) 10 (119,016) (113,070) (127,020)

Mountain Village Tap Fees 27,043 33,075 6,032 18.24% 33,075 6,032 171,725 113,876 15,356

Sale of Assets - - - #DIV/O! - - - - -

Ski Ranches Tap Fees 10,718 5,000 (5,718) -114.36% 5,000 (5,718) 5,000 10,697 5,000

Skyfield Tap Fees - 2,000 2,000 100.00% 2,000 2,000 - - -

Telski Tap Fee/Water Credit (116,762) (116,762) - 0.00% (116,762) - (112,271) (107,953) (103,801)

Transfer (To) From General Fund - - - #DIV/0! - - (600,000) - -
Total Other Sources and Uses (213,456) (211,132) 2,324 -1.10% (211,132) 2,324 (654,562) (96,450) (210,465)
Surplus / Deficit $ 521,384 $ 194239 3 327,145 168.42% $ 194,239 $ 17910 $ 634,985 $ 553,703

Water and sewer base fees and irrigation fees are exceeded budget (1% and 39%), although irrigation fees are slightly behind last year. Excess water fees are over budget (30%).
Snowmaking fees are $22,000 over budget but $118,000 under prior year. Ski Ranches revenues are over budget due to base fees. Skyfield revenues are also over budget in excess

water. Other revenues are under budget in late fees, inspections, water meter sales, and maintenance revenues. Sewer expenditures are over budget due mainly to shared costs of the
treatment facility. MV water is under budget due to electricity and legal. Ski Ranches water costs are under budget with savings in personnel costs, R&M, and electric. Capital costs
include the regional sewer charge for the solar panels and shared costs, water rights acquisition, a leak detection system, a power generator, the San Joaquin well, and Wapiti water line
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| 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011 |
Actual Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget
YTD YTD Variance  Variance Budget Balance  Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
$) (%)
Cable Fund
Revenues
Cable User Fees $ 793941 $ 816,489 $ (22,548) -2.76% $ 816,489 $ 22,548 $ 849,571 $ 834,641 $ 799,861
Channel Revenues 234 416 (182) -43.75% 416 182 488 384 452
Internet User Fees 708,974 696,635 12,339 1.77% 696,635 (12,339) 609,267 568,401 543,853
Other Revenues 86,595 93,088 (6,493) -6.98% 93,088 57,346 79,019 86,276 108,885
Phone Service Fees 35,742 33,246 2,496 7.51% 33,246 (53,349) 34,256 32,458 19,936
Total Revenues 1,625,486 1,639,874 (14,388) -0.88% 1,639,874 14,388 1,572,601 1,522,160 1,472,987
Operating Expenses
Cable Direct Costs 572,187 571,724 463 0.08% 571,724 (463) 560,864 536,171 499,243
Phone Service Costs 24,505 23,580 925 3.92% 23,580 (925) 22,659 21,177 12,715
Internet Direct Costs 108,000 108,000 - 0.00% 108,000 - 102,358 91,272 91,348
Cable Operations 532,195 556,606 (24,411) -4.39% 556,606 24,411 528,395 506,551 479,322
Contingency - 3,000 (3,000) -100.00% 3,000 3,000 - - -
Total Operating Expenses 1,236,887 1,262,910 (26,023) -2.06% 1,262,910 26,023 1,214,276 1,155,171 1,082,628
Surplus / Deficit 388,599 376,964 11,635 3.09% 376,964 358,325 366,989 390,359
Capital
Capital Outlay 42,096 45,000 (2,904) -6.45% 45,000 2,904 105,431 19,897 13,902
Surplus / Deficit 346,503 331,964 14,539 4.38% 331,964 252,894 347,092 376,457
Other Sources and Uses
Sale of Assets - - - #DIV/O! - - - - 7,593
Transfer (To) From General Fund (180,167) (165,628) (14,539) 8.78% (165,628) 14,539 (171,866) (214,105) (236,660)
Overhead Allocation Transfer (116,336) (116,336) - 0.00% (116,336) - (106,028) (97,987) (97,390)
Total Other Sources and Uses (296,503) (281,964) (14,539) 5.16% (281,964) 14,539 (277,894) (312,092) (326,457)
Surplus / Deficit $ 50,000 $ 50000 $ - 0.00% $ 50,000 $ (25,000) $ 35000 $ 50,000
Beginning Fund Balance $ 60,000 $ 60,000 $ -
Ending Fund Balance $ 110,000 $ 110,000 $ -

Cable user revenues are under budget (1%) and are over prior year (3%). Residential basic, premium and digital fees are under budget. Internet revenues are over
budget 1.8% and 16% over prior year. Other revenues are under budget 7% due mainly to parts sales, labor, and equipment rental. Direct costs for cable are just over
budget and over prior year due to increasing programming costs. Internet costs are on budget and over prior year due to increased bandwidth. Phone service
revenues are over budget by 7.5%, while phone service expenses are slightly over budget by 4%. Phone revenues have increased 4% over prior year and expenses are
over prior year by 8%. Cable operating expenses are under budget with savings in head end and plant R&M, DCT's, and salaries and wages. The cable fund has
returned $296,5037 to the general fund including the overhead allocation, leaving $50,000 in the fund for future capital as budgeted. A pick-up truck has been
replaced2®4d additional receivers have been purchased.
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| 2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011
Actual Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget
YTD YTD Variance Variance Budget Balance  Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
®) (%)
Telluride Conference Center Fund
Revenues
Beverage Revenues $ - $ - 3 - #DIVIO! $ - $ - % - % - $ -
Catering Revenues - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Facility Rental - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Operating/Other Revenues 920 - 920 #DIV/0! - (920) - - 14,200
Total Revenues 920 - 920 #DIV/0! - (920) - - 14,200
Operating Expenses
Wait Staff - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Food Operations - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Beverage Operations - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
General Operations - - - #DIV/0! - - 12,271 6,156 4,924
Administration 78,598 79,018 (420) -0.53% 79,018 420 59,910 67,996 75,370
Marketing 36,010 65,000 (28,990) -44.60% 65,000 28,990 43,553 65,368 41,749
Contingency - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Total Operating Expenses 114,608 144,018 (29,410) -20.42% 144,018 29,410 115,734 139,520 122,043
Surplus / Deficit (113,688) (144,018) 30,330 -21.06% (144,018) (115,734) (139,520) (107,843)
Capital Outlay/ Major R&R 40,586 20,000 20,586 102.93% 20,000 (20,586) 82,595 15,525 8,705
Surplus / Deficit (154,274) (164,018) 9,744 -5.94% (164,018) (198,329) (155,045) (116,548)
Other Sources and Uses
Damage Receipts - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Insurance Proceeds - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Sale of Assets - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Transfer (To) From General Fund 154,274 164,018 (9,744) -5.94% 164,018 9,744 198,329 155,045 116,548
Overhead Allocation Transfer - - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
Total Other Sources and Uses 154,274 164,018 (9,744) 74.00% 164,018 9,744 198,329 155,045 116,548
Surplus / Deficit $ - % - $ - #DIV/O! $ - $ - $ - $ -

Expenses include HOA dues, equipment, and marketing.
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Affordable Housing Development Fund

Revenues
Contributions
Grant Proceeds
Rental Income
Sales Proceeds

Total Revenues

Operating Expenses
Coyote Court
RHA Funding - Moved in 2014 from the GF
Timberview
Sunshine Valley
Foreclosure Properties
Density bank
Fairway Four
Total Operating Expenses

Surplus / Deficit

Other Sources and Uses
Transfer (To) From MAP
Transfer (To) From General Fund - Sales Tax
Transfer (To) From Capital Projects Fund (1)
Transfer (To) From VCA (2)

Total Other Sources and Uses

Surplus / Deficit

Beginning Fund Equity Balance
Ending Equity Fund Balance

1. For Meadows Improvement Plan

2014 | 2013 | 2012 | 2011

Actual Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget

YTD YTD Variance Variance Budget Balance  Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
$) (%)

$ - $ - % - #DIV/O! $ - % - % -3 - % -
- - - #DIV/0! - - - - -
12,155 12,228 73 0.60% 12,228 21,635 22,028 13,842
- - - #DIV/0! - - (47,628) - -
12,155 12,228 73 0.60% 12,228 - (25,993) 22,028 13,842
- 5,000 (5,000) -100.00% 5,000 5,000 4,274 8,245 183,360
69,280 69,280 - 0.00% 69,280 - - - 596,754
- - - #DIV/0! - - - - 1,080,756
- - - #DIV/0! - - 13,558 7,343 9,587
942 7,181 (6,239) -86.88% 7,181 6,239 8,856 11,664 9,720

8,963 8,963 0 0.00% 8,963 0
8,856 8,856 - 0.00% 8,856 - - - -
88,041 99,280 (11,239) -11.32% 99,280 11,239 26,688 27,252 1,880,177
(75,886) (87,052) (11,166) 12.83% (87,052) (11,239) (52,681) (5,224) (1,866,335)
- (24,428) (24,428) 100.00% (24,428) - (14,000) - -
348,409 330,000 (18,409) -5.58% 330,000 (18,409) 327,349 277,387 268,308
(22,191) (61,570) (39,379) 63.96% (61,570) (39,379) - - -
(33,319) (111,854) (78,535) 70.21% (111,854) - (13,663) (137,681) (102,493)
292,898 132,148 (160,750) -121.64% 132,148 (57,788) 299,686 139,706 165,815
$ 217012 $ 4509 $ 149,585 331.70% $ 45096 $ (69,026) $ 247,005 $ 134,482 $ (1,700,520)

$ 763727 $ 763,727 $ -
$ 980,739 $ 808,823 $ 171,916

2. To help fund the community garden and basketball court in 2014.

Expenses consist of HOA dues on town owned property and the Regional Housing Authority's 2014 funding.
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Village Court Apartments

Operating Revenues
Rental Income
Other Operating Income
Less: Allowance for Bad Debt
Total Operating Revenue

Operating Expenses
Office Operations
General and Administrative
Utilities
Repair and Maintenance
Major Repairs and Replacement
Contingency
Total Operating Expenses

Surplus / (Deficit) After Operations

Non-Operating (Income) / Expense
Investment Earning
Debt Service, Interest
Debt Service, Fees
Debt Service, Principal
Total Non-Operating (Income) / Expense

Surplus / (Deficit) Before Capital
Capital Spending
Surplus / (Deficit)

Other Sources / (Uses)
Transfer (To)/From General Fund
New Loan Proceeds
Sale of Assets
Grant Revenues
Transfer From AHDF
Total Other Sources / (Uses)

Surplus / (Deficit)
Beginning Working Capital

Ending Working Capital

Rent revenues are at budget after 2014 revisions have been made, they are over prior year 10%. Other revenues are over budget 4% and over prior year 5% due mainly to other miscellaneous

2014 2013 2012 2011
Actual Budget Budget Budget Annual Budget
YTD YTD Vary ($) Var (%) Budget Balance Actual Actual Actual
$ 1,941,605 $ 1,943,231 $ (1,626) 0% $ 1943231 $ 1,626 $ 1,766,985 $ 1,677,183 $ 1,708,924
382,641 369,627 13,014 4% 369,627 (13,014) 362,903 330,175 287,342
(12,918) (12,918) - 0% (12,918) - (806) (7,587) (2,491)
2,311,328 2,299,940 11,388 0% 2,299,940 (11,388) 2,129,082 1,999,771 1,993,775
173,307 178,753 5,447 3% 178,753 5,447 180,891 172,632 168,550
109,656 119,275 9,619 8% 119,275 9,619 118,131 107,089 111,888
362,007 408,531 46,524 11% 408,531 46,524 387,210 361,856 398,705
347,216 371,985 24,769 7% 371,985 24,769 362,517 354,371 303,101
206,805 234,471 27,666 12% 234,471 27,666 283,011 120,508 185,112
- 12,509 12,509 0% 12,509 12,509 - - -
1,198,991 1,325,524 126,533 10% 1,325,524 126,533 1,331,760 1,116,455 1,167,355
1,112,337 974,416 137,921 14% 974,416 797,322 883,316 826,420
(179) (1,500) (1,321) -88% (1,500) (1,321) (470) (929) (905)
249,743 248,558 (1,185) 0% 248,558 (1,185) 266,902 272,229 293,179
593,657 587,633 (6,024) -1% 587,633 (6,024) 212,244 214,519 218,478
185,801 185,877 76 0% 185,877 76 224,004 210,833 201,795
1,029,022 1,020,568 (8,454) -1% 1,020,568 (8,454) 702,680 696,652 712,546
83,316 (46,152) 129,468 -281% (46,152) 94,642 186,664 113,873
- - - #DIV/O! - - - 383,342 1,021,836
83,316 (46,152) 129,468 -281% (46,152) 94,642 (196,678) (907,962)
(116,635) (116,385) (250) 0% (116,385) (116,385) (108,306) (101,252) -
- 50,683 50,683
- - - 0% - - - - (13,710)
- - - 0% - (33,319) - 147,708 732,292
33,319 111,854 (78,535) 0% 111,854 195,170 13,663 137,681 102,493
(83,316) 46,152 (78,785) 0% 46,152 161,851 (94,643) 184,138 821,074
- - - #DIV/0! - - (12,540) (86,888)
- - - #DIV/O! -
$ - 8 - 3 - #DIV/0! $ -

revenues which includes a SMPA rebate for LED lighting and utility billings. Office operations are under budget 3%. Group insurance and housing allowance are under budget. General

and administrative is under budget due to property insurance and tenant damages. Savings in utilities (11%) is mainly in electricity. Maintenance is over in fire system repairs but under in

contratct labor. MR&R is under budget mainly in cabinet replacement and parking lot expense. Expenses include LED lighting replacement, cabinet replacement, appliances, and some carpet

replacement. Operating expenditures of $1.2 million budget were $126,533 under budget.
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December 2014 2014 2013 2012 2011
Budget Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD Budget YTD  Variance Variance Budget Balance Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
®) (%)
Debt Service Fund
Revenues
Abatements $ - $ - - #DIV/O! $ - - $ - - 32,068
Contributions 204,425 203,740 685 0.34% 203,740 (685) 203,425 207,425 228,217
Miscellaneous Revenue - - - #DIV/0! - - - 235 -
Property Taxes 3,536,181 3,537,991 (1,810) -0.05% 3,537,991 1,810 3,426,649 3,431,494 3,232,592
Reserve/Capital/Liquidity Interest 10,582 5,910 4,672 79.05% 5,910 (4,672) 9,655 11,898 11,951
Specific Ownership Taxes 142,584 79,070 63,514 80.33% 79,070 (63,514) 115,031 96,511 83,208
Total Revenues 3,893,773 3,826,711 67,062 140.00% 3,826,711 (67,062) 3,754,760 3,747,563 3,588,036
Debt Service
2001/2011 Bonds - Gondola - Paid by contributions from TMVOA and TSG
2001/2011 Bond Issue - Interest 99,425 99,425 - 94.69% 99,425 - 103,425 107,425 103,216
2001/2011 Bond Issue - Principal 105,000 105,000 - #DIVIO! 105,000 - 100,000 100,000 125,000
2002 Bonds - Water/Sewer/Parking (refunding 1992) - 77.5% Water/Sewer - 22.5% Parking
2002 Bond Issue - Interest 63,125 R 63,125 #DIV/0! - (63,125) - 3,610 34,875
2002 Bond Issue - Principal - R - #DIV/0! - - - 95,000 845,000
2005 Bonds - Telluride Conference Center - (refunding portion of 1998 )
2005 Bond Issue - Interest 63,125 126,250 (63,125) 21.58% 126,250 63,125 152,050 173,850 194,450
2005 Bond Issue - Principal 585,000 585,000 - #DIV/0! 585,000 - 645,000 545,000 515,000
2014 Bonds - Heritage Parking
2014 Bond Issue - Interest 373,388 373,388 - 169.72% 373,388 - 381,788 389,988 397,788
2014 Bond Issue - Principal 220,000 220,000 - #DIV/0! 220,000 - 210,000 205,000 195,000
2007 Bonds - Water/Sewer (refunding 1997)
2007 Bond Issue - Interest 300,863 300,863 - 20.12% 300,863 - 346,988 391,425 399,425
2007 Bond Issue - Principal 1,495,000 1,495,000 - #DIV/0! 1,495,000 - 1,230,000 1,185,000 200,000
2009 Bonds - Telluride Conference Center (refunding 1998 bonds)
2009 Bond Issue - Interest 41,300 41,300 - 14.75% 41,300 - 49,050 55,800 61,000
2009 Bond Issue - Principal 280,000 280,000 - 7.72% 280,000 - 310,000 270,000 260,000
Total Debt Service 3,626,226 3,626,226 - 0.00% 3,626,226 - 3,528,301 3,522,098 3,330,754
Surplus / (Deficit) 267,547 200,485 67,062 33.45% 200,485 226,459 225,465 257,282
Operating Expenses
Administrative Fees 6,925 17,000 (10,075) -59.26% 17,000 10,075 1,750 11,530 14,341
County Treasurer Collection Fees 106,291 104,017 2,274 2.19% 104,017 (2,274) 103,030 103,382 98,502
Total Operating Expenses 113,216 121,017 (7,801) -6.45% 121,017 7,801 104,780 114,912 112,843
Surplus / (Deficit) 154,331 79,468 74,863 94.20% 79,468 121,679 110,553 144,439
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December 2014 2014 2013 2012 2011
Budget Budget Annual Budget
Actual YTD Budget YTD  Variance Variance Budget Balance Actual YTD Actual YTD Actual YTD
®) (%)

Debt Service Fund

Other Sources and Uses

Transfer (To) From General Fund (142,584) (79,070) (63,514) 80.33% (79,070) 63,514 (115,031) (96,511) (83,208)
Transfer (To) From Other Funds 500,000 499,400 - 0.00% 499,400 (600) (295,000) (37,500) -
Bond Premiums (70,588) - - #DIV/0! - 70,588 - - -
Proceeds From Bond Issuance (500,000) (500,000) - 0.00% (500,000) - - - -
Total Other Sources and Uses (213,173) (79,670) (63,514) 79.72% (79,670) 133,503 (410,031) (134,011) (83,208)
Surplus / (Deficit) $ (58,842) $ (202) $ 11,348 -5617.99% $ (202) $ (288,352) $ (23,458) $ 61,231
Beginning Fund Balance $ 734652 $ 737,976 $ (3,324)
Ending Fund Balance $ 675,810 $ 737,774 $ (61,964)

N
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2014 Financial Planning Management Summary* - Qtr 4

* This summary is a combined town revenue and expenditure summary not prepared in accordance with governmental budgeting and accounting standards, but rather to provide a summary look at the actual revenue and expenditures with debt service allocated to the appropriate fund or operation.

Inflows
Revenues

Debt Service Income
Property Tax (Income)
Other Income

Total Debt Service Income

Inflow Subtotal (Revenues)

Other Sources and Uses (Inflows)
Interfund Transfers In
Tap Fees
Sale of Assets

Other Sources and Uses (Inflows) Total

Total Inflows

Outflows
Operating Expense
Cable, Phone, and Internet Service Delivery Costs
Consulting, Professional Services, & Comp Plan
Dues, Fees, and Licenses
Environmental Projects
Equipment and Vehicle Maintenance
Fuel (Vehicles)
Funding Support to Other Agencies
Government Buildings and Facility Expense
Information Technology
Legal Services
Marketing, Public Communications, and Regional Promotion
Other Expenses
Personnel Expense
Property Insurance
Road, Bridge, and Parking Lot Paving, Striping, and Repair
Supplies, Parts and Materials
Travel, Education, and Conferences
Utilities-W/S, Electric, Natural Gas, Internet, Phone Services
Water/Sewer Service Delivery
Total Expense

Capital
Debt Service Expense
Principal/Interest
Other Admin Fees
Total Debt Service Costs
Outflows (Expenses) Subtotal
Other Sources and Uses (Outflows)
Interfund Transfers Out
Water/Sewer Water and Tap Fee Credits
Other Sources and Uses Total (Outflows)

Total Outflows

Net Budget Surplus (Deficit)

Total Beginning Fund Balance - Governmental Funds Only

Total Ending Fund Balance - Governmental Funds Only

Outstanding Debt (end of year)
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Governmental Funds

Enterprise (Business-Type) Funds

Non-major Funds

[ Governmental Pass Through Funds

Special Revenue Funds

Debt Child
General Vehicle Service Capital Parking Development/Housing Percentage Historical

Fund Acquisition Fund Projects Services Water/Sewer Cable TCC VCA Authority Total of Total Tourism Museum Gondola
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 Grand Total
$ 8,251,187 $ 224,000 $ 142,584 $ 123,418 $ 394190 $ 2,361,867 $ 1,625486 $ 920 2,324,246 $ 484,037 $15,931,935 $ 1,801,112 $ 88,343 $ 3,797,202 $21,618,592
- - - - 1,591,281 1,237,663 - 707,236 - - 3,536,181 - - - 3,536,181
- - - - 4,762 3,704 - 2,116 179 - 10,761 - - 204,425 215,186
- - - - 1,596,043 1,241,367 - 709,353 179 - 3,546,942 - - 204,425 3,751,367
8,251,187 224,000 142,584 123,418 1,990,233 3,603,234 1,625,486 710,273 2,324,425 484,037 19,478,877 - 1,801,112 88,343 4,001,627 25,369,959
710,139 185,994 500,000 54,221 - - - 154,274 33,319 435,346 2,073,293 - - - 2,073,293
- - - - - 37,761 - - - - 37,761 - - - 37,761
10,568 - - - - - - - - - 10,568 - - - 10,568
720,707 185,994 500,000 54,221 - 37,761 - 154,274 33,319 435,346 2,121,622 - - - 2,121,622
8,971,894 409,994 642,584 177,639 1,990,233 3,640,995 1,625,486 864,547 2,357,744 919,383 21,600,499 1,801,112 88,343 4,001,627 27,491,581
- - - - - - 726,935 - - - 726,935 6.13% . - - 726,935
128,934 - - - - - 2,199 - 14,483 1,125 146,741 1.24% - - 59,717 206,458
43,667 3,360 - - - 1,960 661 78,598 40,166 18,282 186,694 1.58% - 1,770 11,536 200,000
41,090 - - - - - - - 70,819 - 111,909 0.94% - - - 111,909
122,746 - - - - 38,519 39,611 - 7,829 - 208,705 1.76% - - 8,366 217,071
156,231 - - - 566 10,834 3,908 - 4,541 - 176,080 1.49% - - 6,182 182,262
79,795 - - - - - 25,750 - - 93,076 198,621 1.68% 898,081 86,573 - 1,183,275
102,651 - - - 106,802 2,211 2,347 - 178,643 36,972 429,626 3.62% - - 50,031 479,657
157,025 - - - 2,502 - 30,401 - 3,063 - 192,991 1.63% - - 3,840 196,831
417,770 - - - - 8,750 - - - - 426,520 3.60% - - 3,203 429,723
102,523 - - - - - 717 36,010 1,680 - 140,930 1.19% 849,906 - - 990,836
505,529 - - - 13,451 - - - 52,967 9,781 581,728 4.91% - - 80,598 662,327
4,261,660 - - - 122,316 474,620 330,205 - 393,534 453,817 6,036,152 50.92% - - 2,534,354 8,570,507
105,108 - - - - 12,644 8,242 - 68,803 - 194,797 1.64% - - 41,421 236,218
302,721 - - - 16,411 - - - - - 319,132 2.69% - - - 319,132
122,283 - - - 16,746 38,878 37,663 - 4,478 16,542 236,590 2.00% - - 190,484 427,074
33,930 - - - - 2,443 4,135 - 901 - 41,409 0.35% - - 7,924 49,333
365,667 - - - 20,866 280,169 24,113 - 370,001 11,693 1,072,509 9.05% - - 350,965 1,423,474
- - - - - 425,070 - - - - 425,070 3.59% - - - 425,070
7,049,330 3,360 - - 299,660 1,296,098 1,236,887 114,608 1,211,908 641,288 11,853,139 100.00% 1,747,987 88,343 3,348,621 17,038,091
289,682 367,072 - 145,609 29,232 330,931 42,096 40,586 - - 1,245,209 - - 404,457 1,649,666
- - - - 607,591 1,844,785 - 969,425 435,544 - 3,857,345 - - 204,425 4,061,770
- - - - 50,947 39,626 - 22,643 593,657 - 706,873 - - - 706,873
- - - - 658,538 1,884,411 - 992,068 1,029,201 - 4,564,218 - - 204,425 4,768,643
7,339,012 370,432 - 145,609 987,430 3,511,440 1,278,983 1,147,262 2,241,109 641,288 17,662,566 1,747,987 88,343 3,957,503 23,456,400
1,133,030 - 142,584 - 65,298 134,455 296,503 - 116,635 87,540 1,976,045 53,125 44,124 2,073,294
- - - - - 116,762 - - - 116,762 - - - 116,762
1,133,030 - 142,584 - 65,298 251,217 296,503 - 116,635 87,540 2,092,807 53,125 - 44,124 2,190,056
8,472,042 370,432 142,584 145,609 1,052,728 3,762,657 1,575,486 1,147,262 2,357,744 728,828 19,755,373 1,801,112 88,343 4,001,627 25,646,456
499,852 39,562 500,000 32,030 937,505 (121,662) 50,000 (282,716) - 190,555 1,845,127 - - - 1,845,126
6,637,196 20,346 734,652 - 7,392,193 - - - 7,392,193
$ 7,137,048 $ 59,907 $1,234,652 $ 32,030 $ 8,463,637 $ - $ - 3 - $ 8,463,637
$ - 8 - 8 - 8 - $ 8,290,000 $ 6,380,000 $ - $ 3,700,000 $13,492,350 $ - $31,862,350 $ - % - $ 2,700,000 $ 34,562,350



Agenda item 17
Memo

To: Mayor Jansen and Town Council
From: James Mahoney

Date: February 12, 2015

Re: Boulder’s Zoning Violations - Update

A request was made to update Town Council on where our office and Town staff is
regarding the Boulder’s and potential zoning violations related to potential illegal
accessory apartments.

I will give you some background into where we started and where we are at. Late
in 2012 the Town was approached by a resident in the Boulder’s alleging that there
were illegal accessory apartments in multiple homes within the Boulder’s
subdivision. The Town looked into the matter and concluded that it was likely that
such accessory apartments existed. However, the Town staff wanted to make sure
that this was an issue that the Town Council wanted pursued, rather than jump into
enforcement. Therefore, Town staff conducted a work session with Town Council
on proposed code changes that would allow for the existence and regulation of
accessory apartments. Town Council directed staff to investigate further and
enforce if necessary rather than change codes to allow for accessory apartments.
This process took into 2013 to get such direction.

In the spring/summer of 2013 the Town investigated by speaking with the
complaining party to get a feel for what units in the Boulder’s may have accessory
apartments. After this investigation it was determined that while these units may
exist, there would likely be insufficient grounds for a search warrant, thus, the Town
asked for voluntary inspections of properties. These voluntary inspections were
granted by the property owners, although it took some time to coordinate and
complete.

After concluding these inspection and evaluating them in light of Town records and
approvals, in the spring of 2014, Town staff made the determination that there were
several types of accessory apartments within the Boulders. All had full to semi full
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kitchens, but the differences were in the access and lock off capability. Some were
basement areas that were commingled with the remainder of the houses and some
were fully locked off and accessible through completely separate entrances. The
former was determined to be a legal non-conforming use that could remain in place
so long as no lock off facilities or separate entrances was ever added. These were
deemed to be “Mother in Law Units”. The later were deemed to be illegal
accessory apartments that could no longer be rented (Separate Access Unit). Letters
to owners of Mother in Law Units and Separate Access Unit owners was sent in
May of 2014. The letter to Separate Access Unit owners demanded that such units
cease being rented.

Several months later, the Town was approached by Mr. Daniel Zemke as the
attorney for the owners of the Separate Access Unit owners saying they would like
to discuss the determination. We discussed the determination and ways to resolve
the matter without going to court and have been in those discussions for the past 4-6
months. We currently have a potential settlement which would require the owners
of the Separate Access Units to make physical changes to their units to essentially
change the layout so that they are in line with the Mother in Law units. We are
working through the details of what those changes are, so it would be inappropriate
to comment as to what those are going to be as it is an ongoing settlement
discussion at this point in time.

It is also important to note that while our office and Town staff has determined that
there are improper accessory apartments, until a court of competent jurisdiction
makes that determination it is not a conclusive determination and there are many
factors beyond the Town’s position that would play into a court case of such nature
making any outcome uncertain.

With that said, 1 would like to either get a settlement wrapped up by the end of April
so as to allow for construction during the ideal summer construction season or
proceed with preparing for a court case at that time.
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TOWN OF MOUNTAIN VILLAGE

455 Mountain Village Blvd. Suite A
Mountain Village, Co 81435
970-728-8000

970-728-4342 Fax
mvclerk@mtnvillage.org

February 19, 2015 AGENDA ITEM #19a

Mr. Eric Heyboer

Pollution Prevention Advisory Board

Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, CO 80246-1530

RE: EcoAction Partners’ RREO 2015 Grant application
Dear Mr. Heyboer:

The Town of Mountain Village would like to submit this letter of support for EcoAction Partners’ RREO grant
application. We have worked with EcoAction Partners since its inception in 2007 and are a major funder of the
organization. As a government and as an interconnected, interdependent region, we recognized the value in
having one organization that could address regional issues of sustainability.

In response to a grant received in 2009 from the Colorado Governor’s Energy Office, EcoAction Partners brought
together representatives from the regional governments, the local power utilities and interested citizens to form
what is now called the Sneffels Energy Board. As part of that grant, a regional Sustainability Action Plan was
completed. The establishment of a regional composting program was near the top of the desired outcomes in the
plan.

The Sneffels Regional Composting project has many layers of benefits to our region. It creates some much needed
employment, and addresses several challenges that we face. It is difficult for small rural governments to fund a
regional facility, yet we fully embrace the environmental benefits of reduced transport of materials, reduced landfill
methane production and increased use of compost as a soil amendment - made locally, of local materials and
purchased and used in large part by locals. It is a winning combination for our region. We are very pleased that the
grant opportunity has expanded to promote just this sort of hub and spoke regional facility.

We fully support the grant application and truly hope it is awarded as the project would be a major benefit to our
rural/resort region.

Sincerely,

Dan Jansen, Mayor
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