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AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION

March 2, 2020

4:00 PM, City Council Chambers
130 S Galena Street, Aspen

I. WORK SESSION

I.A. Affordable Housing Development Update
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council  
 
FROM:  Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Project Manager 
 
THROUGH:  Scott Miller, Public Works Director 
 
MEMO DATE: February 28, 2020 
 
MEETING DATE: March 2, 2020 
 
RE: Update on Lumberyard Affordable Housing Development Project 
              
 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: This is an update to Council on the Lumberyard affordable housing 
development project currently in the early conceptual planning stage. Staff is seeking direction 
from Council to pursue the proposed work plan for the remainder of 2020. 
 

BACKGROUND: On June 11, 2019, Council directed staff to move forward with community 
outreach for the Lumberyard affordable housing development project. 
 

On June 24, 2019, Council approved a contract for community outreach with DHM Design for the 
Lumberyard affordable housing development project. 
 

On August 20, 2019, staff provided an update to Council including a schedule of outreach 
activities, and at Council’s request added additional public-facing activities. 
 

On September 24, 2019, staff provided an update to Council on the community outreach effort 
including information about events and activities, community participation, stakeholder meetings, 
surveys, and findings to date. 
 

DISCUSSION:  
 

At the November 18, 2019 work session, the team presented a group of themes that were heard 
during the 2019 community outreach. Building from those themes, the team then presented a 
series of diagrams illustrating some of the basic demands that will be made of the lumberyard 
site. This included the “needs and desires” diagrams, which illustrated how fundamental 
infrastructure, amenities, and non-housing program elements consumed land area. The team also 
presented three “density diagrams” which illustrated differing approaches to the potential 
arrangement of housing density on the site. The team demonstrated how these “density heat 
map” diagrams attempted to respond to themes which were heard during community outreach.  
 

The team left the work session with the direction to further develop the “density heat maps” into 
further-developed site diagram alternatives and with a short-term goal of vetting those at 
additional community gatherings, particularly near the Airport Business Center (ABC). 
 
Progress update: 
 
Following the November 18, 2019 work session, the team then advanced the outreach plan to 
review this information with stakeholders and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). In 
December 2019, the team also convened internal design charrette sessions, where we began to 
test the density diagrams to identify the potential “yield” of housing units as well as to test the 
responsiveness of each diagram to the community-based priorities that had been identified. 
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The result of this process was a series of site development diagrams and character images 
(included in the attached presentation slides), which were shared with the public in three open 
house meetings in mid-January, one of which was at the ABC. The team also issued a short 
survey targeting commuting workers – to which about 50 responses have been received. Of those 
respondents, over half commute at least four days a week to work in Aspen, and nearly 75% of 
respondents said they would choose to live in Aspen if quality affordable housing were available. 
This is generally consistent with the findings of the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing 
Study and with recent polling collected as part of the Burlingame/Water Place/Lumberyard 
outreach in 2019. 
 
The team has also continued to reach out “behind-the-scenes” to stakeholders via in-person 
meetings, phone calls, and emails. Since the November 18, 2019 work session, we have met or 
corresponded with John McBride (again), county planning staff, the developer of the new storage 
site adjacent to the City’s recently-purchased Aspen Mini Storage property, North 40 HOA, Kid’s 
First staff, APCHA, Builder’s First Source, Mountain Rescue, the Waldorf School in Carbondale 
(re: childcare), CMC, and the participants of the TAC which includes representatives from CDOT 
and the Aspen/Pitkin County Airport project team, among others. 
 
Consensus Items: 
 
Throughout the outreach and information-gathering process, numerous “consensus” items have 
emerged that will help us establish baseline goals. This not to say that nobody disagrees, but 
these are topics which are supported by a strong majority of the feedback we have received during 
the process. Some of these are aligned with greater, well-known community values and seem to 
go without saying. The team feels it is necessary to clearly identify these consensus items as they 
will be used as base assumptions moving forward. These include: 
 

• This site is appropriate for housing 

• This project should serve a variety of demographics 

• Local and regional trail connections are a priority 

• Access to transit is a priority 

• Adequate parking is a priority 

• Covered parking is a priority 

• Storage is a priority 

• Park space is a priority 

• Community gathering spaces are a priority 

• Noise is a fact of life at the ABC and should be mitigated as best as possible 

• High quality, low maintenance construction is a priority 

• Annie Mitchell and Mountain Rescue buildings are good examples of appropriate 
architectural character in the neighborhood 

 
Opposing Viewpoints: 
 
There are also numerous, significant topics which have opposing viewpoints. It is a critical project 
need to further work through these opposing viewpoints, and this is the primary reason that the 
team is asking Council to provide direction to move forward with the work plan proposed further 
below. 
 
One clear example is the conflicting priorities and values of the community related to project 
density, as illustrated below: 
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It is not surprising that the number of units and resulting density is prompting lively conversations 
in the community meetings, with strong opinions for maximizing number of units balanced, nearly 
equally, against strong opinions for lower density on the site. 
 
Below are the main topics where we are encountering such opposing viewpoints, and we will 
divide those into further-broken-down groups which will help us address them going forward with 
the proposed work plan for the remainder of 2020: 
 
Opposing viewpoint topics which do not need to be addressed immediately – let these unfold with 
the process: 
 

1. Unit count and mix 
2. Air quality and noise 
3. Building massing, height, impacts of density 
4. Character and sense of place / neighborhood 

 
Opposing viewpoint topics which are relatively plug and play – when the time is right, Council 
could swap-in or swap-out housing in place of these items: 
 

5. Childcare 
6. Mixed-use/commercial 

 
Opposing viewpoint topics which warrant discussion at present: 
 

1. Traffic impacts 
2. Building supply operation 

 
All of the topics on this list need to be better understood in order to arrive at a preferred conceptual 
plan and program by end of 2020. 
 
Unit count and mix, air quality and noise, building massing/height/locations of density, design 
character and sense of place can all be directly addressed in technical and design studies 
throughout the remaining 2020 work plan, and vetted with the community throughout that process. 
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It is also not terribly difficult for us to allocate land area for childcare and mixed-use/commercial 
space in a way such that, if eliminated from the program later in the process, those could relatively 
easily be replaced by a housing building (or buildings) of similar square footage. 
 
The topics of traffic impacts and building supply operation have a more significant impact on the 
way the team will study site and building design, and the team feels that both of these topics 
warrant more discussion with Council at the present time. 
 
Traffic impacts / traffic study: 
 
A significant topic of conversation amongst the project neighbors and the general public has been 
the potential traffic impacts of this project and the other three future developments at the ABC – 
the fire station, airport, and CMC. While a traffic study is a fundamental component of a 
development project, we understand clearly that the community is very interested in 
understanding the potential collective impacts of these four projects on the traffic within the ABC, 
at intersections, and on Hwy 82. The implementation of the 2012 CDOT Access Control Plan and 
the cost of those improvements directly relate to this conversation, and that the future 
improvement of the Lumberyard/Hwy 82 intersection may create a positive change in ABC 
circulation. 
 
Transit is an integral topic to the traffic discussion. It is apparent that, as a part of this public 
process, an understanding of the changes to traffic patterns is needed. The team’s proposed work 
plan for 2020 (included below) includes engaging the City Engineering Department and a traffic 
engineer to study at a planning level the existing conditions and overall impacts to traffic in the 
ABC. We have been in contact with the other project teams through the TAC and direct meetings. 
To start this process, we are proposing to work with City Engineering staff to collect and evaluate 
the existing available data related to traffic at the ABC and on the Hwy 82 corridor. We would then 
engage a traffic engineer to identify remaining data collection needs and to establish, with the 
other project teams, baseline assumptions for traffic generation associated with their projects. 
 
The target outcome would be an initial evaluation of the intersections at Baltic Avenue and the 
Lumberyard, and the Hwy 82 corridor through the ABC, to provide a picture of the total impacts 
to traffic in the area and to preliminarily identify potential improvements. The results of this study 
would directly inform the site-specific traffic study for the Lumberyard as required in the 
development review process. 
 
This preliminary traffic study is a relatively complex endeavor that will require cooperation with 
numerous agencies and organizations, and this work has specifically been requested by 
numerous stakeholder groups which we have engaged at the ABC. This work is included as part 
of the herein proposed work plan for the remainder of 2020. 
 
The team is asking Council to specifically provide direction as to whether the team should 
take this on, and staff does recommend doing so. 
 
Building supply operation: 
 
Team members have had several meetings with the current building supply operator regarding 
the potential for inclusion of a building supply operation on the site. Builder’s First Source has 
maintained that they would ideally continue to have a presence on the site, and that they will 
continue to serve the valley, one way or another, regardless of the outcome of this project. We’ve 
also heard clearly from the professional building community and some cohort of the public that 
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Builder’s First Source provides an important service to the community. In that spirit, our original 
density diagrams and site development studies included provisions for building supply in different 
locations on the site.  
 
As we engaged the public and stakeholders and studied alternatives, it became clear that 
allocating land area on the south (up-valley) and middle of the site were problematic. To the south, 
the undeveloped triangle-shaped portion of the site is difficult to lay out for a building supply 
operation, and would require heavy truck traffic to circulate internally through the housing 
development. In the middle of the site, a building supply operation would bifurcate the residential 
neighborhood. Therefore, we understood that the realistic location for building supply would be 
on the north end of the site, nearer the ABC. This comes with compromises, as it pushes housing 
away from the ABC and transit stops. 
 
The team also studied the acreage required for a building supply operation, including the potential 
for a small-scale facility. The Builder’s First Source minimum footprint for a full-service operation 
is 1.75 acres. The team also contacted a building supply operation design professional to 
understand this better and learned that about 1 acre would be the minimum recommended size 
for a full-service building supply operation. We also looked into the potential for a retail-front 
facility, limited to a 10,000 store with parking. 
 
In meeting with Builder’s First Source, we learned that bearing the cost of developing a new 
building supply facility on 1.75 acres may exceed their viability threshold. We also learned that 
the 1-acre facility is not financially feasible for their business model as it requires significant 
automation and limits stock on hand in a manner prohibitive for their business. Finally, a 
“contractor’s hardware store” of 10,000 feet also does not fit their business model, and an offering 
of that footprint would not interest Builder’s First Source. 
 
The team feels we have reached a threshold of understanding for the possibility of a building 
supply operation on this site and that additional public conversation will not shed addition light on 
this matter, specifically for a 1.75 acre operation. 
 
We find that most building industry professionals, some businesses, and some of the general 
public strongly (and in some cases vehemently) support maintaining a building supply operation 
on the site. The team has heard loud and clear – from building industry professionals, 
miscellaneous small businesses owners, and member of the general public as well – that there is 
a community need to have access to some amount of building supplies such as lumber, plywood, 
siding, trim, moulding, and millwork as well as associated hardware, tools and wood finish 
products. 
 
We also find that a large majority of the general public would prefer the site be leveraged for 
affordable housing to the fullest extent possible. 
 
The present discussion, which the team feels necessary at this time, is whether we can 
realistically continue this process with a 1.75 acre building supply operation as a realistic option 
for this site. 
 
It may be  important to continue to set aside as much as 20,000 square feet of land area for a 
wood-products retail commercial opportunity (which would need to include parking), but this would 
likely require an alternate operator. For context, Rio Grande Plaza is approximately 20,000 square 
feet. As the process moves forward, perhaps the 20,000 square foot set-aside could be further 
honed for space requirements to support a viable business which may be able to provide locals 
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and small businesses with access to essential wood products, even though those may end up 
being more expensive to purchase – at least people will not have to travel to the mid-valley to 
purchase those products. 
 
This approach would no-doubt eliminate the single family home order fulfillment operation which 
is performed by Builders First Source from the lumberyard site today, but the building industry will 
more than likely find a way to continue to serve the single family home construction market with 
little or no interruption, albeit with potential cost increases. 
 
The team is asking Council to provide direction as to whether the 20,000 square foot 
approach should be pursued, or if the team should instead continue to include options for 
a 1.75 acre building supply operation. 
 
Proposed work plan for the remainder of 2020: 
 
The primary intent of the proposed work plan is to create a path to informed decision-making. As 
we move forward, we will work to identify additional consensus topics, but we should anticipate 
that there will be cases where there is not likely to be one obviously correct answer or solution to 
the development of the lumberyard, and instead decisions will need to be made based on larger 
community priorities. 
 
The proposed 2020 work plan is broken into the following three parts: 
 

Part 1. Concept Design and Technical Study 
Part 2. Alternatives Refinement 
Part 3. Preferred Master Plan Selection 

 
This approach allows us to understand priorities, develop the project program, and advance the 
design. To develop these new layers of information, we’ll be looking at technical considerations, 
such as traffic, transit, soils, and utilities. We will be considering architectural character, massing, 
unit mix, counts and plans. And for the site, we will be studying circulation, trails, parking, parks, 
amenities and neighborhood character. We will also begin to study non-physical layers of 
information, such mix of rental vs for-sale. 
 
As we develop this information, we will continue to engage with neighbors, stakeholders, technical 
advisors, and the general public to test and refine our thinking, formatting and communicating 
information to clearly illustrate the variables at play and how each plan prioritizes those variables. 
 
Part 1, Concept Design and Technical Study: 
 
Our proposed next round of work involves some heavy-lifting to collect and analyze technical 
information, develop conceptual unit plans, building massing, design character, and to begin to 
evaluate unit mixes. This set of tasks runs into June 2020. 
 
Our first order of business is to kick off the technical studies. This includes tasks that are routine 
in site development – existing conditions survey, geotechnical soils study, utility capacity studies. 
As we discussed earlier, this includes a preliminary traffic impact analysis in the area of the ABC. 
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Part 1 Technical Studies: 
 

• Preliminary traffic study 

• Geotechnical soils report 

• Engineering utilities availability and capacity review 

• Engineering study of noise on site 

• Review of airport air quality monitoring 

• Preliminary drainage study 

• Existing conditions survey 
 
Concurrent with the technical studies, we will advance building and site design concepts. This will 
be an iterative process, testing building concepts against the three site alternatives, and refining 
each along the way. As both building concepts and site plans are developed and refined, we will 
be fleshing out the overall character of the development and of the different alternatives; we will 
also be narrowing in on an architectural design character. 
 
The result of the Part 1 work will be three conceptual master plan alternatives and supporting 
character imagery, building/site programming information, and a description of the priorities and 
compromises of each solution. Components of individual plans may be transferrable to other 
plans, and the plans may have overlays to illustrate options (for example, mixed-use or building 
supply); our goal is to create a clear set of choices supported by the layers of technical 
information, design character, and community outreach. The information will be compiled in a 
master plan alternatives report to be presented to the public, stakeholders, and council in late 
June. 
 
During Part 1, and to close this round of work, we will host a series of outreach events to share 
the alternatives and report with the public. The methodology will be similar to our 2019 work, 
taking advantage of Saturday markets, open houses, aspen community voice, and feedback 
forum events to engage the public in dialogue about the alternatives. We have identified the April 
Feedback Forum as an opportunity to update the public on our progress. Additionally, we will 
continue to meet with stakeholders via direct contacts. For the TAC, we have broken the group 
into sub-committees related to specific topics of study. We will engage those groups as-needed, 
and convene the TAC as a whole at the end of Part 1. 
 
Part 2, Refined Master Plan Alternatives: 
 
Following the review of the master plan alternatives and supporting information with the 
community and council, our team will refine the design studies, supplement information as 
needed, and share the results with the community and council. This round of tasks runs through 
September 2020. 
 
Along with refinements to the plans, also develop the draft land use parameters of each 
alternative, summarizing dimensional requirements and relationship of each alternative to the City 
Land Use Code. During this round of tasks we will request final direction for any additional 
information needed by council to select a preferred master plan. 
 
The outreach program for Part 2 is similar to Part 1, with public, stakeholder, and TAC meetings 
to review and seek feedback on progress and priorities. At the completion of this set of tasks, our 
target is to understand the top priorities that will be synthesized into a preferred master plan. We 
recognize and assume that we’ll carry more than one alternative into the preferred master plan 
selection. 
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Part 3. Preferred Master Plan Selection 
 
In October and early November we will refine the remaining alternatives to reflect the top priorities, 
illustrating the remaining choices to be made. 
 
This will be described in a revised Master Plan Alternatives Report, to be presented to council for 
selection of the preferred master plan that will be carried into 2021. We are targeting selection of 
the preferred master plan in mid-November or early December. 
 
Heading into 2021 with a preferred master plan in hand, Council can then choose timing on 
moving forward with schematic design and preparation of a land use application. This will be a 
complex land use action and will include annexation of the Aspen Mini Storage property along 
with appropriate re-zoning of the entire site as well as the overall development application. 
 
A summary of the remaining project schedule would include land use application development in 
2021, approvals and technical documentation in 2022, permit submittal in 2023, permit approval 
and contractor selection in 2024, and groundbreaking in 2025. 
 
Review of Current Plan Alternatives to Date: 
 
After reviewing the proposed work plan for the remainder of 2020, the team is prepared to present 
the conceptual site layouts which have been prepared to date. 
 
It is difficult for most people to look at a site plan and understand quickly what a given arrangement 
means in terms of priorities. To make the development diagrams useful in advancing the 
conversation, they each needed to respond to a specific set of priorities. Each alternative needs 
to represent a clear set of choices, with identified priorities and compromises.  
 
The team will describe how the priorities of each plan are illustrated on each of the plans so that 
the viewer can easily identify what values each plan is prioritizing or de-prioritizing. These 
presentation slides are included as an exhibit to this memo. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that Council provide direction to pursue the proposed 
2020 work plan as described. 
 
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: The general  nature of the work plan described has been planned for 
in the 2020 budget. Staff will deliver a detailed scope of work and fee schedule for this work plan 
in a documented contract amendment with DHM Design for approval by Council as part of the 
consent calendar at an upcoming regular City Council meeting. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:           
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
ATTACHMENTS: Accompanying work session presentation slide deck 9



THE ASPEN LUMBER YARD
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TODAY’S PRESENTATION

PART 1. RECAP - TIMELINE, ACTIVITIES SINCE 11/18

PART 2. 2020 WORK PLAN

PART 3. SITE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS

PART 4. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS
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SUMMER & 
FALL 2019 

NOVEMBER 
2019

DECEMBER 
2019

JANUARY
2020

FEBRUARY
2020

OUTREACH 
PART 1 

(COMPLETE)

TAC VIDEO MET WITH 
PITKIN 

COUNTRY 
PLANNING

3 PUBLIC OPEN 
HOUSES

MET WITH 
BUILDER’S FIRST 

SOURCE

MET WITH MINI 
STORAGE

MET WITH 
MOUNTAIN 

RESCUE

NEIGHBOR 
MEETINGS 

(JOHN 
MCBRIDE)

COMMUTER 
SURVEY

MET WITH 
WALDORF 
SCHOOL

ONGOING 
DESIGN 

CHARRETTES
CONVENED TAC 

MEETING

DESIGN 
CHARRETTES LAND 

DEVELOPMENT 
YIELD STUDIES

ONGOING TEAM 
MEETINGS

ONGOING TEAM 
MEETINGS MET WITH CMC

ONGOING TEAM 
MEETINGS

CONTINUED 
ENGAGEMENT 

WITH THE 
NORTH 40 AND 

KID’S FIRST

N
O

V 
18

th

OUTREACH: UPDATE
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OUTREACH: CONSENSUS

SITE IS APPROPRIATE FOR HOUSING.
HOUSING SHOULD SERVE A VARIETY OF DEMOGRAPHICS.
NOT TARGETING TRIANGLE PARCEL FOR HIGH DENSITY

T LOCAL AND REGIONAL TRAIL CONNECTIONS ARE A PRIORITY
ACCESS TO TRANSIT IS A PRIORITY 

PARK SPACE IS A PRIORITY

NOISE IS A FACT OF LIFE AT THE ABC. MITIGATE AS BEST WE CAN.

CONSENSUS / BASE ASSUMPTIONS
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OUTREACH: INFORMING WORK PLAN

“It’s an appropriate 
place for housing. But 
not 200 units. 212 is 

too dense.”

here? As much density 
as possible. Build AS 
DENSE AS POSSIBLE 

with as many units as 
possible- 400-500?”

OUTREACH 1 OUTREACH 2

CONCLUSIONS

CONFLICTING PRIORITIES AND VALUES 
LEAD TO NO CLEAR SINGULAR SOLUTION

COMMENTS ON DENSITY COMMENTS ON DENSITY
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OUTREACH: COMPETING PRIORITIES/OUTSTANDING QUESTIONS

OTHER TOPICS MERIT MORE DISCUSSION

SOME TOPICS ARE RELATIVELY PLUG AND PLAY

SOME TOPICS DON’T NEED TO BE 
ADDRESSED IMMEDIATELY. THEY WILL 

UNFOLD WITH THE PROCESS

BUILDING SUPPLY OPERATION

T TRAFFIC IMPACTS

DAYCARE

MIXED USEUNIT COUNT AND MIX

AIR QUALITY / NOISE

BUILDING MASSING / HEIGHT / 
FOCUS ON DENSITY
CHARACTER / SENSE OF PLACE
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WORK PLAN: HOW WE ARE GOING TO DO IT

WORK PLAN - APPROACH

CREATE A PROCESS AND TOOLS TO 
INFORM DECISION MAKING

EXAMPLES OF 
PROCESS

EXAMPLES OF 
TOOLS

RESEARCH AND INFOR-
MATION GATHERING TRAFFIC STUDY

SITE PLANS AND 
SUPPORTING VISUALS

METER TO TEST VALUES 
AND PRIORITIES

SURVEYS

DESIGN AND 
EXPLORATION

TESTING ALTERNATIVES 
CORRESPONDING TO 
DIFFERENT SETS OF 

PRIORITIES AND VALUES 
WITH PUBLIC
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WORK PLAN: HOW WE ARE GOING TO DO IT 

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL 
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN - INTRODUCTION

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL
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WORK PLAN: SCHEDULE

March April May June July August September October November

T   A   S   K   S 3/
2-

3/
6

3/
9-

3/
13

3/
16

-3
/2

0

3/
23

-3
/2

7

3/
30

-4
/3

4/
6-

4/
10

4/
13

-4
/1

7

4/
20

-4
/2

4

4/
27

-5
/1

5/
4-

5/
8

5/
11

-5
/1

5

5/
18

-5
/2

2

5/
25

-5
/2

9

6/
1-

6/
5

6/
8-

6/
12

6/
15

-6
/1

9

6/
22

-6
/2

6

6/
29

-7
/3

7/
6-

7/
10

7/
13

-7
/1

7

7/
20

-7
/2

4

7/
27

-7
/3

1

8/
3-

8/
7

8/
10

-8
/1

4

8/
17

-8
/2

1

8/
24

-8
/2

8

8/
31

-9
/4

9/
7-

9/
11

9/
14

-9
/1

8

9/
21

-9
/2

5

9/
28

-1
0/

2

10
/5

-1
0/

9

10
/1

2-
10

/1
6

10
/1

9-
10

/2
3

10
/2

6-
10

/3
0

11
/2

-1
1/

6

11
/9

-1
1/

13

11
/1

6-
11

/2
0

11
/2

3-
11

/2
7

Part 1: March-June
Technical data collection / studies

Conceptual unit plans

Conceptual architectural design

Draft unit mixes

Evaluation criteria development

ROM cost estimation

Creating alternative report

Stakeholder outreach

Public outreach - open house activities

Council check-in #5

Part 2: July-September

Conceptual engineering and technical requirements

Phasing plan drafts

Evaluation criteria scoring

Stakeholder outreach

Public outreach - open house activities

Team council prep

Council check-in #6

Part 3: October-November

Develop project next steps for 2021

Land use application framework

Team preparation for master plan selection meeting

Council check-in #7 - select preferred master plan

PART 1: 
  MARCH - JUNE 

PART 2: 
  JUNE - SEPT.

PART 3: 
  OCT. - NOV.
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WORK PLAN: PART 1

PART 1

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

TECHNICAL 
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN

March April May June

T   A   S   K   S 3/
2-

3/
6

3/
9-

3/
13

3/
16

-3
/2

0

3/
23

-3
/2

7

3/
30

-4
/3

4/
6-

4/
10

4/
13

-4
/1

7

4/
20

-4
/2

4

4/
27

-5
/1

5/
4-

5/
8

5/
11

-5
/1

5

5/
18

-5
/2

2

5/
25

-5
/2

9

6/
1-

6/
5

6/
8-

6/
12

6/
15

-6
/1

9

6/
22

-6
/2

6

Part 1: March-June

Technical data collection / studies

Conceptual unit plans

Conceptual architectural design

Draft unit mixes

Evaluation criteria development

ROM cost estimation

Creating alternative report

Stakeholder outreach

Public outreach - open house activities

Council check-in #5
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WORK PLAN: TECHNICAL STUDIES

PART 1 • TRAFFIC STUDY 
• GEOTECHNICAL SOILS EVALUATION
• ENGINEERING REVIEW OF THE UTILITY SERVICES AND 

CAPACITIES (UNIT COUNTS)
• ENGINEERING STUDY OF NOISE ON SITE
• REVIEW OF THE AIR QUALITY MONITORING THAT IS 

ON-GOING AT THE AIRPORT
• DRAINAGE
• EXISTING CONDITIONS SURVEY

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL TECHNICAL 
STUDIESSTUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN TECHNICAL STUDIESPART 1:

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

COUNCIL
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WORK PLAN: BUILDING / SITE DESIGN CONCEPTS

• DESIGN - CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURE
• UNIT PLANS
• BUILDING MASS
• DESIGN CHARACTER

• DESIGN - CONCEPTUAL SITE PLANNING
• SITE PLANS
• NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION

• PROJECT PARAMETER DEVELOPMENT
• ROM-LEVEL COST EVALUATIONS
• CONCEPTUAL PROJECT PROGRAMS
• ILLUSTRATING PRIORITIES - METER

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

BUILDINGBUILDING //
SITESITE DESIGNDESIGN 
CONCEPTSCONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN BUILDING / SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

PART 1:

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

COUNCIL
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WORK PLAN: ALTERNATIVES REPORT

ALTERNATIVES REPORT

Alternatives 
Report

• TECHNICAL STUDIES, SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
• CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS
• CONCEPTUAL SITE DESIGNS
• CONCEPTUAL PROGRAM 
NARRATIVES
• DESCRIPTION AND 
ILLUSTRATION OF PRIORITIES 
PER ALTERNATIVE
• ORDER-OF-MAGNITUDE 
COST FINDINGS

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

PART 2

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

PART 1:

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

COUNCIL

PART 3
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WORK PLAN: ALTERNATIVES REPORT

OUTREACH + COUNCIL

TECHNICAL 
ADVISORS

• SATURDAY 
• MARKET
• COMMUNITY 

LUNCHEON
• OPEN HOUSE
• WEBSITE AND 

SURVEY
• FEEDBACK FORUM

• MEETINGS
• IN PERSON 

INTERVIEWS
• EMAILS
• PHONE 

CALLS

THE PUBLIC STAKEHOLDERS

• MEETINGS
• EMAILS
• PHONE 
• CALLS

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

PART 1:WORK PLAN

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN
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WORK PLAN: PART 2

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

PART 2

WORK PLAN
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Part 2: July-September

Conceptual engineering and technical requirements

Phasing plan drafts

Evaluation criteria scoring

Stakeholder outreach

Public outreach - open house activities

Team council prep

Council check-in #6
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WORK PLAN: REFINED ALTERNATIVES

• LAND USE PARAMETERS
• BUILDING / SITE DESIGN CONCEPTS
• BUILDING / SITE PROGRAM
• CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING
• PHASING
• REVISED ROM COST ESTIMATE

REFINED ALTERNATIVES

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN PART 2:

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN
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WORK PLAN: PUBLIC OUTREACH

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH 
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH 
+ COUNCIL

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN OUTREACH + COUNCIL

TECHNICAL 
ADVISORS

• SATURDAY 
• MARKET
• COMMUNITY 

LUNCHEON
• OPEN HOUSE
• WEBSITE AND 

SURVEY
• FEEDBACK FORUM

• MEETINGS
• IN PERSON 

INTERVIEWS
• EMAILS
• PHONE 

CALLS

THE PUBLIC STAKEHOLDERS

• MEETINGS
• EMAILS
• PHONE 
• CALLS

REFINED
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN
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WORK PLAN: PART 3

PART 3

WORK PLAN

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL
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Part 3: October-November

Develop project next steps for 2021

Land use application framework

Team preparation for master plan selection meeting

Council check-in #7 - select preferred master plan
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WORK PLAN: PART 3

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH 
+ COUNCIL

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL  
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

WORK PLAN

OUTREACH 
+ COUNCIL

COUNCIL

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

PREFERRED MASTER PLAN

• REFINEMENTS TO MASTER PLAN 
MATERIALS

• 2021 PROJECT NEXT STEPS
• LANDUSE APPLICATION FRAMEWORK
• SELECTION OF PREFERRED MASTER PLAN

PART 3:

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES
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2021 2022
ADVANCE 
LAND USE 

APPLICATION 
PROCESS

• DD LEVEL SITE/
CIVIL PLANS

• SD LEVEL 
BUILDING 
DESIGN

DEVELOPMENT 
APPROVALS 
AND PERMIT 

DOCUMENTATION

2023 2024

PERMIT 
DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT 
APPROVALS, 

FINAL CD’S, AND 
CONTRACTOR 

SELECTION

2025
GROUND-BREAK 
(CONSTRUCTION 

STARTS)

END OF 2020

SELECTION OF 
PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE 
END OF 2020

WORK PLAN: OVERALL PROJECT SCHEDULE

PART 1

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

OUTREACH
+ COUNCIL

PART 2 PART 3

TECHNICAL 
STUDIES

BUILDING /
SITE DESIGN 
CONCEPTS

ALTERNATIVES 
REPORT

2020 WORK PLAN

PREFERRED 
MASTER PLAN

REFINED 
ALTERNATIVES

COUNCIL
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BEFORE WE MOVE ON, WHAT ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION OR PRODUCTS DOES 

COUNCIL NEED IN ORDER TO HELP THE 
DECISION MAKING PROCESS?
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PROCESS: DENSITY CONCEPTS

HIGH DENSITY 
HOUSING

MEDIUM DENSITY 
HOUSINGMIXED-USE OPPORTUNITIESPARKS, BUFFERS 

AND OPEN SPACE

DEFINITION: 25-35 
UNITS PER ACRE

DEFINITION: 15-20 
UNITS PER ACRE
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CHARACTER IMAGES

N
10 200

Mechanical
Lockers

Bike storage
Elevator  

ADA unit
Manager unit
Communal deck
Great room
Communal kitchen

Communal bath
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13

13

12

12
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12

Entryway w/ bike storageCommunal deck

Communal kitchen
Great room / dining

Unit type B

Development: Virginia Placer
Telluride, Colorado

Type: 
Architect: 
Total Beds: 47

M
ED

IU
M
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EN

SI
TY

35 UNITS/ACRE

30 UNITS/ACRE

25 UNITS/ACRE

20 UNITS/ACRE

15 UNITS/ACRE

Pedestrian perspective
N

5 100
Studio

2

2

2

1

1

1

4

4

4

4

4

4

3

3

3

2

2

2

Two bedroom kitchen Two bedroom living Studio

Development: Virginia Placer
Telluride, Colorado

Type: 
Architect: 
Total Units: 18

M
ED

IU
M
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EN

SI
TY

35 UNITS/ACRE

30 UNITS/ACRE

25 UNITS/ACRE

20 UNITS/ACRE

15 UNITS/ACRE

AFFORDABLE HOUSING APAR TMENT BUILDING |  VIRGINIA PL ACER

AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMUNAL LIVING PRECEDENT |  VIRGINIA PL ACER

Development: 

Type: 
1,529 

rich heritage and an emphasis on a Green 

feel and most residents rent their homes 

M
ED

IU
M
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EN

SI
TY

35 UNITS/ACRE

30 UNITS/ACRE

25 UNITS/ACRE

20 UNITS/ACRE

15 UNITS/ACRE

MULTI-FAMILY HOME COMMUNIT Y PRECEDENT |  HIGH POINT

Development: 

Type: 

Architect: 
Total Units: 

M
ED

IU
M
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EN

SI
TY

35 UNITS/ACRE

30 UNITS/ACRE

25 UNITS/ACRE

20 UNITS/ACRE

15 UNITS/ACRE
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: PROCESS
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PRIORITIES AS RELATED TO FEEDBACK

EACH PLAN RELATES TO A DIFFERENT SET OF PRIORITIES. THESE 
PRIORITIES CORRESPOND TO THE (SOMETIMES CONTRADICTORY) 
FEEDBACK WE HEARD IN THE OUTREACH PROCESSES

•• PRPRIOIORIRITITIZEZES S OPOPENEN S SPAPACECE T •• DEDE-E-EMPMPHAHASISIZEZES S THTHE E CACARR
•• DEDENSNSITITY Y BIBIASASEDED T TOWOWARARDSDS A ABCBC  

(A(AMEMENINITITIESES + + T TRARANSNSITIT))
•• LOLOWEWESTST U UNINIT T COCOUNUNTT

PRIORITIES
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PLAN STUDIES BASED ON PRIORITIES

• PRIORITIZES OPEN SPACE T • DE-EMPHASIZES THE CAR
• DENSITY BIASED TOWARDS ABC

(AMENITIES + TRANSIT)
• LOWEST UNIT COUNT

SCALE: 
40’ 80’

N
0’ 160’

PRIORITIES

PLAN STUDY
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PLAN, PRIORITIES AND SUMMARY SCALE: 
40’ 80’

N
0’ 160’

• PRIORITIZES OPEN SPACE T • DE-EMPHASIZES THE CAR
• DENSITY BIASED TOWARDS ABC

(AMENITIES + TRANSIT)
• LOWEST UNIT COUNT

PRIORITIES

PLAN STUDY

SUMMARY

14140 0 UNUNITITSS
(UN(UNITSITS PE PER AR ACRECRE -  - 13.13.3)3)

22220 0 PAPARKRKINING G SPSPACACESES
(PA(PARKIRKING NG SPASPACESCES TO TO UN UNIT IT RATRATIO IO - 1- 1.57.57:1):1)((

LULUMBMBERERYAYARDRD: : NONO
PAPARKRK: : 6262,0,00000 S SFF
DADAYCYCARARE:E: Y YESESDD

7474%%7474%%

3 3 STSTORORYY2 2 STSTORORYYY

2626%%2626%%
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METER

TYPICALLY FEATURES 
THIS CHARACTERISTIC

SOMEWHAT FEATURES 
THIS CHARACTERISTIC

RARELY FEATURES THIS 
CHARACTERISTIC

DOES NOT FEATURES THIS 
CHARACTERISTIC

Bike

Young Professionals

Surface (94)

Shared Private - 20,000

Pedestrian

Families

On Street (16)

Park - Common Area 62,000 sf

Seniors

Garage (155)

Population Served

Open Space

Parking Required

Transportation emphasis

Neighborhood Density Proximity to Transit

Building Supply ( NO )

0.2-0.4 miles0-0.2 miles

NEIGHBORHOOD DENSITY URBAN DENSITY

Density ( Units Per Acre )14.3

LAND USE CONCEPT 1B

Ownership 70%Rental 30%

Multi-family

3 Story

Daycare

2 Story

Dormitory 1 BedroomStudio 3 Bedroom2 Bedroom

Single Family

4 Story

Unit size

Building Height

Housing Type

Unit Type

10 UNITS/ACRES 35 UNITS/ACRES
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 1

HIGH DENSITY 
HOUSING

DEFINITION: 25-35 
UNITS PER ACRE

DEFINITION: 15-20 
UNITS PER ACRE

MEDIUM DENSITY 
HOUSINGMIXED-USE OPPORTUNITIESPARKS, BUFFERS 

AND OPEN SPACE

38



DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 1 SCALE: 
40’ 80’

N
0’ 160’

140 UNITS 
(UNITS PER ACRE - 13.3)

220 PARKING SPACES 

(PARKING SPACES TO UNIT RATIO - 1.57:1)

LUMBERYARD: NO
PARK: 62,000 SF 
DAYCARE: YES

• PRIORITIZES OPEN SPACE T • DE-EMPHASIZES THE CAR
• DENSITY BIASED TOWARDS ABC 

(AMENITIES + TRANSIT)
• LOWEST UNIT COUNT

74%

3 STORY2 STORY

26% 
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 3

HIGH DENSITY 
HOUSING

MEDIUM DENSITY 
HOUSINGMIXED-USE OPPORTUNITIESPARKS, BUFFERS 

AND OPEN SPACE

DEFINITION: 25-35 
UNITS PER ACRE

DEFINITION: 15-20 
UNITS PER ACRE
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 2 SCALE: 
40’ 80’

N
0’ 160’

175 UNITS 
(UNITS PER ACRE - 16.6)

200 PARKING SPACES 

(PARKING SPACES TO UNIT RATIO - 1.15:1)

LUMBERYARD: YES/NO
PARK: 32,000 SF 
DAYCARE: YES

• UNIT TYPE VARIETY T • FLEXIBILITY FOR BUILDING 
SUPPLY OPERATION

• MITIGATING BUILDING MASS BY 
SITING

82%

3 STORY2 STORY

18% 
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 3

HIGH DENSITY 
HOUSING

MEDIUM DENSITY 
HOUSINGMIXED-USE OPPORTUNITIESPARKS, BUFFERS 

AND OPEN SPACE

DEFINITION: 25-35 
UNITS PER ACRE

DEFINITION: 15-20 
UNITS PER ACRE
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DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: CONCEPT 3 SCALE: 
40’ 80’

N
0’ 160’

215 UNITS 
(UNITS PER ACRE - 20.4)

330 PARKING SPACES 

(PARKING SPACES TO UNIT RATIO - 1.53:1)

LUMBERYARD: NO
PARK: 35,000 SF 

DAYCARE: NO

• PRIORITIZES UNIT COUNT T • PARKING (UNDERGROUND) • MITIGATING BUILDING MASS BY 
BUILDING HEIGHT

100%

2 STORY

43



DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES: BUILDING SUPPLY

146 UNITS 
(UNITS PER ACRE - 13.9)

186 PARKING SPACES 

(PARKING SPACES TO UNIT RATIO - 1.27:1)

LUMBERYARD: YES
PARK: 7,000 SF 
DAYCARE: NO

• PRIORITIZES 1.75 ACRE 
BUILDING SUPPLY 
OPERATION

• OPEN SPACE / PARK SPACE 
COMPROMISED

78%

3 STORY2 STORY

22% 
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TAKE AWAYS

• THE WHOLE PROCESS IS DESIGNED TO HELP COUNCIL 
CHOOSE A DIRECTION.....

• ON CHARACTER
• ON PROGRAM
• ON PRIORITIES 

• IN 2020, WE ARE BUILDING LAYERS OF INFORMATION

• EACH ALTERNATIVE IS A WAY TO TEST A SET OF PRIORITIES

• WHAT ELSE DOES COUNCIL NEED TO MAKE THIS DECISION?
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SITE WITH CONTEXT
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council  
 
FROM:  Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Project Manager 
 
THROUGH:  Scott Miller, Public Works Director 
 
MEMO DATE: February 28, 2020 
 
MEETING DATE: March 2, 2020 
 
RE: Update on Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing 

Development Project 
              
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL: This is an update to Council on the Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 
affordable housing development project currently in the design stage. Staff welcomes additional 
input and direction from Council, but there are no specific decisions asked of Council. 
 
BACKGROUND: On June 11, 2019, Council directed staff to move forward with community 
outreach to begin Burlingame Ranch Phase 3. 
 
On June 24, 2019, Council approved a contract for community outreach and design with 359 
Design for the Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 project. 
 
On August 20, 2019, staff provided an update to Council including a schedule of outreach 
activities, and at Council’s request added additional public-facing activities. 
 
On September 24, 2019, staff provided an update to Council on the findings of the community 
outreach effort including information about events and activities, community participation, 
stakeholder meetings, surveys and findings to date for the project. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
At the November 18, 2019 work session, staff provided an update on the design process, including 
the issuance of the 100% schematic design (SD) plans. Council decided on construction materials 
for decks, balconies and exterior building stairs, consisting of metal columns supporting metal-
framed decks and balconies with wood decking, and railings would consist of a mix of wood and 
metal. This design is intended to reduce maintenance. Council confirmed the decision to use 
100% electric energy on site, with no natural gas fuel as was used in the prior phase of 
Burlingame. Council requested additional information on the topic of sound attenuation and 
energy efficiency, with a focus on the path to net zero. These updates are provided below. 
 
Progress update: 
 
In the past 15 weeks since the November 18 work session, the design team has gone from 100% 
schematic design (SD) to about 90% design development (DD) and plans to issue the 100% DD 
plans on March 10. The DD stage of design increments forward from the SD stage and refines 
and coordinates for a more complete project. This begins to minimize the possibility of major 
modifications being needed during the development of construction documents (CD) in the next 
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stage. During DD, the design team works out a clear, coordinated description of all aspects of the 
design, including architectural, mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and fire protection systems. 
Deliverables are similar to those of SD, but are more detailed and include a cost estimate. 
 
Once the DD plans are issued, the design team plans to begin construction documents (CD), and 
there will also be a focus on procuring a modular factory and general contractor. The staff is in 
the process of hiring an owner’s representative who will provide needed project management 
support as these additional key activities ramp up. Staff plans to bring a proposed contract for 
owner’s representative services (aka Construction Manager as Advisor or CMa) to Council for 
approval on either March 10 or 24. 
 
When we reach 90% CDs, the team plans to submit building permit applications in June. Changes 
to the plans as required throughout the building permit review process will bring the plans to 100% 
CD. 
 
Update on Sound Attenuation:  
 
Below is an update on the incremental sound attenuation improvement planned for Burlingame 
Phase 3: 
 

Existing Burlingame Phase 2: 
Unit Partition Assembly (unit-to-unit walls) STC 59 
Ceiling Assembly (unit-to-unit floor/ceiling) STC 55, IIC 55 
 
Proposed Burlingame Phase 3: 
Unit Partition Assembly (unit-to-unit walls) STC 64 
Ceiling Assembly (unit-to-unit floor/ceiling) STC 56, IIC 58 

 
The intent is to provide incremental design improvement and to capitalize on the quality assurance 
benefits of modular construction to make up for any losses that may have occurred in the past 
due to site-build structures. 359 Design has recently received a design review report from 
acoustics engineer DL Adams which verifies the incremental design modifications will have the 
desired intent. There is additional opportunity to potentially create a mockup at a modular factory 
to test this. 
 
Update on Energy Efficiency - the path to Zero Energy: 
 
Zero Energy means zero net energy consumption, and often includes zero carbon emissions. 
Energy Use Intensity (EUI) is a key metric used for measuring a building’s overall energy 
performance on a per square foot basis and is typically measured in units of kBtu per square foot 
per year. EUI can be discussed in terms of a building’s gross energy use or net energy use by 
considering any on-site renewable energy sources. 
 
According to energystar.gov, median EUI for multifamily residential in the US is about 60 kBtu per 
square foot per year. Based on actual usage for 2019, the calculated EUI for a 35-year-old, 850 
square foot, 100%-electric unit in Aspen at Centennial was 62 kBtu per square foot per year, with 
no on-site renewables, and with no carbon emissions. 
 
Based on actual usage data, the existing Burlingame Ranch Phase 2 buildings have a net site 
EUI of 33 kBtu per square foot per year. This includes on-site renewable generation via solar 
thermal hot water preheat systems. And if we remove an estimated solar thermal production of 
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approximately 5 kBtu per square foot per year, this results in a gross site EUI of about 38 kBtu 
per square foot per year – an indication of high-performing buildings as compared to older 
structures. But about 67% of the overall energy usage at Burlingame Ranch Phase 2 is fueled by 
natural gas. This produces an estimated 85 tons of CO2 per year carbon emissions in total for 
the 82 condominium units included on Phase 2. 
 
According to the New Buildings Institute, the median gross site energy use intensity (EUI) of Zero 
Energy verified buildings is 18 kBtu per square foot per year, before any on-site renewables are 
included. And Zero Energy emerging buildings have a median gross site EUI of 24 kBtu per 
square foot per year, before renewables. Zero Energy emerging buildings are those which were 
designed to ZE criteria, but have yet to successfully verify net zero operation. Based on this 
information, it seems logical that in order to be on a path toward Zero Energy, the designs for 
Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 should have zero carbon emissions, and the site EUI should aim 
toward the range of 18-24 kBtu per square foot per year, before on-site renewables. 
 
The buildings at Burlingame Ranch Phase 2 were compared to the 2018 IECC, and were 
calculated to perform 14.2% better than 2018 IECC minimums. In comparison, the current model 
for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3, with designs as directed by City Council, is calculated to perform 
19.9% better than 2018 IECC minimums. Although design criteria for the 2021 IECC has not yet 
been released, industry professionals suggest it will require approximately 3% improvement over 
the 2018 IECC. 
 
Council has directed staff to design Burlingame Phase 3 as 100% electric, therefore achieving 
zero carbon emissions. Modelling the current Burlingame Phase 3 designs under the 2018 IECC, 
we currently estimate that the new buildings at Burlingame Phase 3 will perform 5.7% better than 
the Burlingame Phase 2 buildings, which have a gross site EUI of about 38 kBtu per square foot 
per year. Thus a gross site EUI of approximately 30 kBtu per square foot per year, before on-site 
renewables, could be achievable with the current designs. 
 
It is important to understand how good a gross site EUI of approximately 30 kBtu per square foot 
per year is. For context, the two-story RMI headquarters in Basalt targeted an EUI of 17 kBtu per 
square foot per year, and that represents the absolute best in efficient design, but it is also not a 
dwelling facility with people using it on a 24/7/365 basis. 
 
Given available roof area, it may be possible to offset up to 50% of energy usage with on-site 
solar P/V renewable energy at Burlingame Phase 3. If successful, this could result in a net site 
EUI of about 15 kBtu per square foot per year, including on-site renewable generation. This may 
require us to use all available building roof area and also carport roof area. At the time of bidding, 
if this proves to be too costly, Council could choose to pare this back prior to construction. 
 
For further improvement on future projects, the entitlements in the approval ordinance should 
allow for 30% to 50% additional exterior wall thickness in order to be able to achieve an exterior 
wall insulation R value of R50, where our current designs are able to accommodate an R40 
exterior wall. In highly simplified terms, heat loss with walls at R40 is about 1,250 Btu’s per hour, 
whereas heat loss with walls at R50 is about 1,000 Btu’s per hour. This 25% savings in heat loss 
will also require additional initial project investment. 
 
As the design process moves forward, the team will continue develop energy modelling for 
Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 for a more confident estimate of Energy Use Intensity, both net and 
gross, and the cost of achieving that. 
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Upcoming Policy Decisions – Unit Income Categories: 
 
The chart shown below shows the unit income categories for Burlingame Ranch Phases 2 and 3 
combined: 
 

 
 
This income distribution was initially based on unit sales at Burlingame Phase 1, although staff 
has long been unable to find a specific source for this distribution from the time Burlingame Phase 
1 was developed. It is also important to note that the current APCHA Guidelines have consolidated 
income categories 5, 6 and 7 into the current category 5. 
 
As the Ordinance text notes, final designation of categories may deviate from the table at the 
discretion of Council. And in 2012, City Council did modify the income categories. Below is the 
actual income mix approved by Aspen City Council in 2012 and sold in 2014 and 2015. This was 
based directly on the number of households in each income category who had gotten prequalified 
and placed a $500 refundable deposit for a reservation. At the time, City Council felt that the 
reservation process was like a real-time study of the income levels needed. 
 

 
 
If we simply subtract the second table from the first, and correct for the number of flats versus 
townhomes remaining, the table below is the result: 
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City Council has a choice whether or not to modify this. From one perspective, it may be 
worthwhile to maintain this as planned, and from another perspective it could make sense to 
match the distribution from Phase 2 and then make adjustments as needed going forward from 
there.  
 
Unfortunately, the category 5+ area is one where the 2019 Regional Housing Study lacked detail 
for the upper valley region. Staff is inclined, based on our prior 2012 study, to think that this 
remaining distribution would be skewed too far to the right to realistically have uptake in the 
community and might be better off set to match the match the distribution from Phase 2 and then 
make adjustments as needed going forward from there. That is, depending upon how Council 
wishes to go about the sales process, which is discussed further below. 
 
Staff plans to study this matter make a formalized recommendation at the next project work 
session update. 
 
Also related to income levels, we have recently been hearing, “Category 2 households shouldn’t 
be allowed to buy because they can’t afford it.” However, a quick look at the 30% income standard 
suggests that many category 2 households can afford it as long as they are not bidding up to a 
higher category. The table below includes informed estimates of mortgage, HOA dues and utilities 
in monthly housing costs and calculates a percentage of gross income at both the low and high 
end of the category 2 income range, and for each household size allowable. 
 

 
 

“Cost burdened” is defined as greater than 30%, and “Severely cost burdened” is defined as 
greater than 50%. Households with incomes nearer the high end of the category 2 income range 
in each case appear comfortably within the 30% standard. Whereas households with incomes 
nearer the low end of the range in each case are cost burdened to some degree. But in no case 
does it appear that there are severely cost burdened cases as long as they do not bid up by one 
income category (bidding up by one higher category is the limit allowed in the APCHA Guidelines). 
 
Staff plans to study this matter further and make a formalized recommendation at the next project 
work session update. Whether or not households should be allowed to purchase a unit in a higher 
income category will be considered. 
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Upcoming Policy Decisions – Sales Process: 
 
As with Burlingame 2, a sales reservation process would allow us to set the unit categories equal 
to the actual demand. To verify qualifications, tis would require pre-qualifications and is extremely 
onerous on the staff and also on community members. During the Phase 2 reservations process, 
the staff time to manage reservations was nearly that of a full time employee and the paperwork 
involved in managing pre-qualifications lasted for two years. Some community members had their 
$500 deposit in place for up to two years only to end up having to request that it be returned after 
they found alternate housing or moved away or for other reasons. 
 
As with Burlingame 1, a lottery system once buildings are complete would be less onerous on 
everyone. But this makes it necessary to attempt to set the unit categories fairly accurately in 
advance – although those could be adjusted later if not enough bidders in each category enter 
the lottery at the time, particularly at higher income categories. 
 
Staff is willing to discuss with Council during the work session if Council yet has any opinions on 
this matter, otherwise staff plans to study this matter further and make a formalized 
recommendation at the next project work session update. 
 
Upcoming Policy Decisions – In-Complex Bidding: 
 
During community outreach, we heard a lot of interest from existing owners about in-complex 
bidding for Burlingame 3. 
 
Per the APCHA Guidelines: 
 
“In multi-phase affordable housing projects under construction, an APCHA owner who owns a 
newly constructed deed-restricted unit shall have in-complex priority in bidding on units within the 
same construction phase of the project, but not have in-complex priority in later phases of the 
project until all phases are complete. The in-complex priority does not exist for newly constructed 
affordable housing units (resales only).” 
 
The APCHA Guidelines are pretty clear on this policy, but if Council wishes to discuss this, staff 
is open to discussion about making alternate accommodations. Otherwise, staff plans make a 
formalized recommendation at the next project work session update. 
 
Project Estimate: 
 
This is the first time the team is presenting a full project budget estimate based on the direction 
pursued from the 2019 community outreach. This is an estimated budget based on the 100% DD 
design and is not based on actual bids.  
 
Escalation and contingency has been included to a level consistent with the procedures of the 
Federal General Services Administration (GSA) at an appropriate level for 100% DD design 
progress. Additional information on the referenced procedures is provided below: 
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The design team’s current project cost estimate is shown below. This includes a total development 
cost which captures all land and historical investments going back to 1997 as well as a separate 
total for the current effort to complete the project from the 2019 outreach effort through the end of 
the warranty period in 2024. This represents project cost, not the net project subsidy. 
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Notes about the estimate: 
 

• The Burlingame 2 gross cost per unit was $550,000 

• The Burlingame 3 estimate calculates to a cost per unit of $824,000 per unit 

• While this 50% increase initially seems unreasonable, it is not inconsistent with 5%+ per 
year construction cost increases which we tend to see in Aspen (8 years @ 5%/yr = 48%) 

 
The income category distribution of the units directly affects the net project subsidy because the 
sales revenues received are directly dependent upon the income category distribution. 
 
Included below is a case where the average income category is 3, which corresponds roughly to 
the Phase 2 income distribution (which averaged 2.9), and one where the average income 
category is 4, which corresponds roughly to the remaining income distribution (taken from the 
table above labeled “phase 3 remaining income categories”, which averaged 3.9). 
 

 
 
Future Council decisions on income category distribution will affect the actual net subsidy for the 
project. The information shown here has been included to provide Council with a range of potential 
net subsidy outcomes for the project and may also help with income category decision-making. 
 
In the category 3 case, the calculated subsidy per FTE is 16% lower than the current category 3 
fee in lieu amount. In the category 4 case, the calculated subsidy per FTE is 13% lower than the 
current category 4 fee in lieu amount. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the next steps as noted above and welcomes 
additional input and guidance from Council. 
 
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: Staff plans to provide additional analysis at the next project work 
session update as to budget and cash flow implications and the effects of this estimate on the 
Burlingame Phase 3 project and the other projects in the 150 Housing Development Fund. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:           
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
ATTACHMENTS: Accompanying work session presentation slide deck 
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AGENDA
Council Meeting 11.18.19

Design Progress

Sound Attenuation Update

Path to Zero Energy

Unit Income Categories

Sales Process

Project Budget Estimate

Next Steps / Direction

1

Burlingame
Ranch Phase 3

56



• Update on 100% SD design package

• Project estimate in process, seeking ROM factory estimates

Decisions made by Council:
• Construction materials for Decks, Balconies, Stairs
• Confirmed 100% electric, no natural gas

Additional Information Requested:
• Sound Attenuation / Improving unit-to-unit STC and IIC ratings
• Energy efficiency / path to zero energy

Council Work Session    11/18/2019

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 2
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Progress Update

Burlingame Phase III 3

Project 

Kickoff

Project 

Planning

Outreach

Events

Data 

Analysis

Building 

Permit

ConstructionSchematic 

Design

Occupancy

2019 2020 2021 2022

03/02/202011/18/2019

15 weeks

Construction 

Documents

03.02.2020

90% Design 
Development

100% Schematic
Design

On schedule for:
• 100% DD Plans March 10
• 90% CD Plans June 2020
• Modular Factory RFP April 2020
• General Contractor RFP May 2020
• Building Permits Applications June 2020

In Process:
• RFP and contract for 

Owner’s Rep
• Contract on consent 3/24
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Sound Attenuation Update

Burlingame Phase III 4
03.02.2020

Existing Burlingame Phase 2

• Unit Partition Assembly (unit-to-unit walls) STC 59

• Ceiling Assembly (unit-to-unit floor/ceiling) STC 55, IIC 55

Proposed Burlingame Phase 3

• Unit Partition Assembly (unit-to-unit walls) STC 64

• Ceiling Assembly (unit-to-unit floor/ceiling) STC 56, IIC 58

Update on expected performance improvement

• Verified in recent review by DL Adams acoustics engineers

• Factory modular considerations – could be part of a mockup to test

Incremental 
Design 

Improvement
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• Zero Energy means zero net energy consumption, and more 
recently includes zero carbon emissions.

• Energy Use Intensity (EUI) is a key metric used for measuring a 
building’s overall energy performance on a per square foot basis. 
EUI is typically measured in units of kBTu per square foot per year.

• According to Energystar.gov, median EUI for multifamily 
residential in the US is about 60 kBtu per square foot per year.

• Based on actual usage for 2019, the calculated EUI for an 850 
square foot 100%-electric unit at Centennial was 62 kBtu per 
square foot per year, with no on-site renewables, and with no 
carbon emissions.

Path to Zero Energy
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• Based on actual usage data, the existing Burlingame Ranch Phase 
2 buildings have a net site EUI of 33 kBtu per square foot per year. 
This includes on-site renewable generation via solar thermal hot 
water preheat systems.

• Removing an estimated solar thermal production of approximately 
5 kBtu per square foot per year results in a gross site EUI of about 
38 kBtu per square foot per year.

• About 67% of the usage at Burlingame Ranch Phase 2 is natural 
gas. This is estimated to be about 85 tons of CO2 per year carbon 
emissions.

Path to Zero Energy
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• According to the New Buildings Institute, the median gross site 
energy use intensity (EUI) of Zero Energy verified buildings is 18 
kBtu per square foot per year, before any on-site renewables are 
included.

• And Zero Energy emerging buildings have a median gross site EUI
of 24 kBtu per square foot per year, before renewables.

• To be on a path toward Zero Energy, our designs for Burlingame 
Ranch Phase 3 should have zero carbon emissions, and the site 
EUI should aim toward the range of 18-24 kBtu per square foot 
per year, before on-site renewables.

Path to Zero Energy
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• The buildings at Burlingame Ranch Phase 2 were compared to the 
2018 IECC, and were calculated to perform 14.2% better than 
2018 IECC minimums.

• Our current model for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3, with designs as 
as directed by City Council, is calculated to perform 19.9% better 
than 2018 IECC minimums.

• Although design criteria for the 2021 IECC has not yet been 
released, industry professionals suggest it will require 
approximately 3% improvement over the 2018 IECC.

Path to Zero Energy
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• Council has directed staff to design Burlingame Phase 3 as 100% 
electric, therefore achieving zero carbon emissions.

• Modelling the current designs under the 2018 IECC, we currently 
estimate the new buildings at Burlingame Phase 3 will perform 
5.7% better than the Burlingame Phase 2 buildings, which have a 
gross site EUI of about 38 kBtu per square foot per year.

• A gross site EUI of approximately 30 kBtu per square foot per year, 
before on-site renewables, could be an achievable goal for the 
current designs.

Path to Zero Energy
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• Given available roof area, it may be possible to offset up to 50% of 
energy usage with on-site solar P/V renewable energy at Burlingame 
Phase 3.

• If successful, this could result in a net site EUI of about 15 kBtu per 
square foot per year, including on-site renewable generation.

• This may require us to use all available building roof area and also 
carport roof area. At the time of bidding, if this proves to be too costly, 
Council could choose to pare this back prior to construction.

• As the design process moves forward, the team will continue develop 
energy modelling for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 for a more confident 
estimate of Energy Use Intensity and the cost of achieving that.

Path to Zero Energy
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Unit Income Categories

Burlingame Phase III 11
03.02.2020

Per Ordinance 22 of 2011, City Council may modify the unit income categories…
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Burlingame Phase III 12
03.02.2020

In 2012, City Council did modify the unit income categories.

Below is the actual income mix approved by Aspen City Council in 2012 and sold 
in 2014 and 2015. This was based directly on the number of households in each 
income category who had gotten prequalified and placed a $500 refundable 
deposit for a reservation.

Unit Income Categories
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Burlingame Phase III 13
03.02.2020

Under the current APCHA guidelines, categories 5, 6 & 7 have been consolidated 
into category 5. And if we simply subtract what has already been built and sold, 
the remaining income mix per the Ordinance would look like this:

Unit Income Categories

Might it be more realistic for this community if we plan to match the distribution 
from Phase 2 and then make adjustments as needed going forward from there?

What did the 2019 Regional Housing Study say? 
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Burlingame Phase III 14
03.02.2020

What did the 2019 Regional Housing Study say is needed?
TALLY OF NEED:
Cat 2 ~ 1,450
Cat 3 ~ 1,450
Cat 4 ~ 630 + ??
Cat 5 ~ ?????

Unit Income Categories
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Burlingame Phase III 15
03.02.2020

Also, we have recently been hearing:

“Category 2 households shouldn’t be allowed to buy 
because they can’t afford it.”

But a quick look at the 30% income standard suggests that many category 2 
households can afford it as long as they are not bidding up to a higher category.

“Cost-burdened” is defined as greater than 30%.
“Severely cost-burdened” is defined as greater than 50%.

Unit Income Categories
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Sales Process

Burlingame Phase III 16
03.02.2020

• As with Burlingame 2, a sales reservation process would allow us 
to set the unit categories equal to the actual demand. This would 
require pre-qualifications and is extremely onerous on the staff 
and also on the community.

• As with Burlingame 1, a lottery system once buildings are 
complete would be less onerous on everyone. This makes it 
necessary to set unit categories in advance - which could be 
adjusted later if not enough bidders show up at higher categories.
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In-Complex Bidding

Burlingame Phase III 17
03.02.2020

During community outreach, we heard a lot of interest from existing 
owners about in-complex bidding for Burlingame 3.

Per the APCHA Guidelines:

“In multi-phase affordable housing projects under construction, an 
APCHA owner who owns a newly constructed deed-restricted unit 
shall have in-complex priority in bidding on units within the same 
construction phase of the project, but not have in-complex priority 
in later phases of the project until all phases are complete. The in-
complex priority does not exist for newly constructed affordable 
housing units (resales only).” 72



Burlingame Phase III 18
03.02.2020

Staff will work with APCHA to formalize recommendations on:

• Sales process, lottery or reservation system and how that will 
work

• Income mix recommendation (may depend upon the 
recommended sales process)

• Whether Category 2 households should be allowed to purchase 
and/or whether this means no bidding up to higher category

• Whether to maintain in-complex bidding policy per APCHA 
guidelines

Policy Items for Next Work Session
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Project Estimate – Contingency and Escalation

Burlingame Phase III 19
03.02.2020

This is the first time the team is presenting a full project budget based on the direction pursued from the 2019 
community outreach. This is an estimated budget based on the 100% DD design and is not based on actual bids. 

Escalation and contingency has been included to a level consistent with the procedures of the Federal General 
Services Administration (GSA) at an appropriate level for 100% DD design progress.

Project estimating requirements, U.S. General Services 
Administration:

Escalation: Escalation is the anticipated increase in the project’s Escalation is 
the anticipated increase in the project’s cost due to inflation between the time 
the estimate is prepared and when the project is finished, since inflation 
continues during project construction. For simplicity, the estimator must 
assume that half of the work will occur before the midpoint of construction and 
half after. Therefore, the estimate is escalated to the midpoint of construction.

Construction contingency: The construction contingency is an allowance for 
cost growth that may occur during construction as a result of unexpected 
circumstances or incomplete design documents. GSA currently recommends 7% 
for new construction projects and 10% for renovations, but may direct the use 
of different figures on a project-by-project basis.

100% DD Contingency
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11.18.19 Burlingame Phase III 20

(2022 Occupancy) • Burlingame 2 cost 
per unit was 
$550,000.

• Burlingame 3 
estimated at 
$824,000 per unit. 

• This is a 50% 
increase which feels 
incredibly high.

• But it is not 
inconsistent with 
5%+ per year 
construction cost 
increases which we 
tend to see in Aspen. 

• 8 years at 5% per 
year = 48%. 75



11.18.19 Burlingame Phase III 21

(2022 Occupancy)
At average 
category 2.9, 
Burlingame 2 
subsidy per FTE 
was $140,000 
per FTE

At that time, the 
Category 3 Fee 
in Lieu amount 
was $230,411

Since that time, 
the Fee In Lieu 
amount has 
gone up by 50% 
less than the 
increase in 
subsidy per FTE 
calculated here. 76



Project Next Steps

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 22

Design Development/Construction Documentation
• 100% DD by March 10, 2020 then begin CD’s 
• PD Insubstantial Amendment – subject to Comm Dev Approval

Procurement
• RFP for Modular and General Contractor
• Proposal review, selection, contracting

Building Permit Application Submittal - early June 2020

Schedule Next Council work session TBD, potentially June 2020
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Council Direction

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 23

Questions?

Alternate Direction?
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council 

FROM: Michelle Bonfils Thibeault, Project Manager Capital Asset 

THROUGH: Sara Ott, City Manager and Scott Miller, Assistant City Manager

MEMO DATE: February 24, 2020

MEETING DATE: March 2, 2020

RE: Water Place II: Draft Site Plan based on Geotech & Wildlife Study results
_____

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: This is an update to Council on the community outreach efforts for 
the proposed Water Place II affordable housing development. Staff is seeking confirmation 
for proposed next steps.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND: On June 24, 2019, Council approved contracts for 
community outreach and design with 359 Design for the Burlingame Ranch Phase III and 
Water Place II projects and with DHM Design for the Lumberyard project.  Outreach efforts 
with the neighbors, City employee stakeholders, and the general public have been active 
since.

During the November 18, 2019 work session, Staff presented concerns learned from the 
neighbors during outreach efforts and next steps the Water Place II project team was taking 
to study and address these concerns including a Geotechnical Study of the soils and water 
table as well as a Wildlife Study.  These studies were sought to inform site planning efforts 
on the site.  Council was also asked to direct Staff on density.  Previous density studies 
indicated 48+ units were possible on the site.  Council asked Staff to return with a less than 
maximum density plan, although no set number was determined.

The Water Place II site is located near the Twin Ridge neighborhood, Castle Ridge 
apartments, Meadowood subdivision, Water Place I and the Five Trees subdivision. A 
neighborhood meeting at The Aspen Chapel is scheduled for February 27, 2020.  Mailed 
invitations were sent February 20, 2020, and follow-up email reminders were sent to all HOA 
presidents February 24, 2020.

DISCUSSION:  Of the existing subdivisions in proximity of the proposed development site, 
the Twin Ridge and Meadowood groups have shared the most feedback regarding existing 
conditions and input regarding the proposed development.  

The Water Place II project team has been studying the input from the neighbors and 
community received to date -- and has used this information and the findings in the initial 
Geotechnical Study and Wildlife Study in the development of a preliminary site plan option.  

79



                                                                      

2

Following is a recount of issues identified and how the preliminary site plan considers these 
items:  

1. Water and Drainage:  water table levels/flooding/run off at Twin Ridge
 An initial Geotech Study was performed (four borings) and analyzed January 21, 

2020 to understand the suitability of the soils for development, water tables and 
drainage.  In summary, the results were unremarkable and show the site is suitable 
to hold roads and building foundations for the proposed development.  

 No water table or drainage issues were found, however additional borings and 
analysis will be scheduled in April/May 2020 during the spring run-off conditions to 
further understand the existing site drainage and water tables.

 The project team is acutely aware and sensitive to the water issues historically 
encountered by the Twin Ridge neighborhood.  The project team is continuing to 
study engineering solutions in addition to a proposed dry well system throughout 
the site, curb and gutter to collect runoff and connect to the area storm water 
drainage system.  Specific design details of the site drainage system are being 
developed as the site plan is refined.

2. Slope analysis combined with the Geotech study results have defined the internal 
circulation road to maintain a rural and organic character to the development.  
 The proposed internal road is at the northeast corner of the subject site.  This 

location meets the many required engineering and design standards including road 
grade (2 to 10%), sight lines, grade and interacting angles at road intersections
(90` angled).  

 The proposed internal road is one directional at the south end of the property to 
reduce paved surfaces and maximize rural character of the site.

3. A wildlife study was conducted January 30, 2020 to understand the opportunities to 
maintain any wildlife migration paths that connect to surrounding open space and 
Meadowood. General wildlife activity was noted on the site; however, no mass
migration paths were observed or critical habitat noted.
 The site plan focuses the proposed building footprints toward the center of the 

development and accommodates wildlife traffic through open corridors.

4. This preliminary site plan maximizes setbacks from the shared property lines with 
Twin Ridge and Meadowood. 
 Locating the access road to meet engineering standards for both the intersection 

and grade of the road requires the road to be located toward the northern property 
boundary.

 Where existing neighbor buildings exist along the northern (Twin Ridge) property 
line, buildings are setback 30ft from the property line.

 Proposed building footprints along the westerly (Meadowood) property line are 
setback 26 to 35ft from the property line.

 73% of all buildings are located toward center of site to reduce impact on existing 
neighbors

 Landscaping buffers are being designed along both the west and north borders to 
the property to protect the privacy of existing neighbors and for proposed residents.
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5. The preliminary site plan option considers existing neighborhood character and 
building heights by:
 Proposing maximum of two-story townhome and multiplex buildings
 locating building footprints to utilize grade to reduce building height (i.e. tuck into 

slope)
 A Wildfire Hazard Review was conducted January 29, 2020 and found the current 

condition of the property to be considered “High Hazard” due to continuous brushy 
fuels, and site slopes generally exceeding 15%.  Generally, fuels mitigation across 
the entire development is recommended to increase the safety of both the 
proposed development and for existing neighbors to the property. 

6. A traffic study will be contracted after a preferred site plan option is developed to 
understand how traffic impacts to the neighborhood, mitigation and improvement 
opportunities.  Further details of unit count and bedroom mix will contribute to the most 
accurate traffic study analysis.
 Preliminary site plan meets land use code parking requirements (i.e. two parking 

spaces for all proposed two- and three-bedroom units; one parking space for all 
one-bedroom units).

7. Neighbors requested that site plan options include formalized connectivity to the 
Castle Creek bus stop for both the proposed development and Twin Ridge.
 The location of the access road provides a direct pedestrian connection to the park 

and sidewalk system on the east side of Doolittle Drive.
 Further improvements to the sidewalk along Doolittle Drive are being investigated

that would benefit all residents of the area.
 Proposed drainage and landscaping improvements along the northern (Twin 

Ridge) boundary of the site combined with formal sidewalks connecting directly to 
Doolittle Drive will route pedestrian activity to appropriate public sidewalks.

8. The preliminary site plan is an option that reaches toward the City’s employee 
housing demands and considers the existing neighborhood character and 
density patterns.
 The 2019 Affordable Housing Needs study projects a shortfall of 5,700 units by the 

late 2020s and current shortfall of 3,900 units for the workforce of Pitkin County.
 In 2018, a site analysis was conducted suggesting a range of up to 48+ units for 

the property.  
 The preliminary site plan shows a mix of 45 units, with one, two and three bedroom

units as an option of what is feasible with the information and studies the project 
team has to date.

 The current site is thick with fuel for wildfire.  Significant clearing is recommended
for the safety of both the existing neighborhoods and the proposed development 
plan. 

 Existing Neighborhood Density 
o Mountain Oaks Townhomes (AVH) 24 units/ac 21 units/0.89 acres
o Castle Ridge Apartment 10 units/ac 80 units/8.3 acres
o Water Place I 8.3 units/ac 23 units/2.76 acres
o Twin Ridge 4.33 units/ac 25 units/5.78 acres
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 Proposed Density 9.4 units/ac 45 units/4.75 acres

With the City Council’s confirmation of the proposed next steps, the project team anticipates 
producing several site plan options and returning to the community and City Council for input 
on selecting a preferred option in early 2020.

NEXT STEPS:
1. Consider Site Plan revisions based on City Council, Neighbor and general public input.
2. Outreach on architectural design ideas; further site plan refinement 
3. Contract traffic study based on refined preliminary site plan
4. Schedule additional Geotech studies for April/May 2020; refine preliminary site plan 

accordingly
5. Land Use application
6. Financing and Partnership Evaluation

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:
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EXISTING SITE: S i te  Cond i t ions

TWIN RIDGE

NEIGHBORHOOD

MEADOWOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD
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City Council Presentation  \\  02 March 2020 3

EXISTING SITE: 

VIEW 1 // SHADOW MOUNTAIN - EAST VIEW 3 // RED MOUNTAIN - NORTH

VIEW 4 // CASTLE CREEK - SOUTHVIEW 2 // DOWN VALLEY AND BUTTERMILK-WEST

Impor tan t  Views
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SITE CIRCULATION: Road Des ign
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SIGHT TRIANGLE FOR 

DOOLITTLE DRIVE  

TRAFFIC FLOW 

DIRECTION FOR LOWER 

AND UPPER ROADS   

EXISTING GRADING 

CONTOURS  
4%

7%

7%

2%
1%

8%

1%

2%

10%

6%

ROAD 

DESIGN: 

ROAD GRADE %

+ Access point to Doolittle Drive meets City 

Engineering and sight line requirements.

+ Follows the natural contours of the site to maintain 

a maximum 10% grade.

PROPOSED 

CONNECTION TO 

STORMWATER SYSTEM  DOOLITTLE DRIVE

TWIN RIDGE

NEIGHBORHOOD

MEADOWOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD

+ Optimizes site circulation for proposed building 

placement at lower sloped areas.

+ Effi cient use of most developable portions of the 

site.

+ Effi cient use of existing access road and utilities.
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DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS: Dra inage & Landscape

ACCESS FROM 

DOOLITTLE DRIVE

EVERGREEN BUFFER 

TREES & DRAINAGE 

DRYWELLS   

EXISTING TREES

   

NEIGHBORHOOD

CURB & GUTTER 

ALONG ROAD FOR 

CONTROLLED 

DRAINAGE   

MEADOWOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD

EVERGREEN BUFFER 

TREES & DRAINAGE 

DRYWELLS   

DRAINAGE DRYWELLS

DRAINAGE DRYWELLS

+ Use of curb and gutters to divert stormwater into 

engineered collection points, drywells, and/or 

existing utilities

+ Use of evergreen buffers along north and west 

property lines to buffer impacts to existing neighbors.

DOOLITTLE DRIVE

TWIN RIDGE

NEIGHBORHOOD

+ Maintain existing larger grouping of trees on site.DRAINAGE & 

LANDSCAPE

DESIGN:
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PRECEDENT IMAGERY: Dup lex ,  Townhome & Mu l t i fami ly
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SITE STUDIES: S i te  P lan

MAIL / PARKING  

MULTIFAMILY /

TUCKUNDER PARKING  

CARPORT / 

STORAGE   

(8,082’)
(8,107’)

(8,111’)

(8,134’)

(8,119’)

(8,107’)

(8,091’)

+ Provides mix of multifamily, townhome and duplex 

buildings that terrace into the existing topography

+ Utilizes mix of tuck under parking, garages and 

carports for effi cient parking solutions that work with 

the existing topography.

SITE PLAN 

DESIGN:

DOOLITTLE DRIVE

TWIN RIDGE

NEIGHBORHOOD

MEADOWOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD

+ Buildings are concentrated centrally on the site to 

optimize privacy with existing neighbors.

+ 2016 density studies optimized site at 48+ units.
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SITE STUDIES: S i te  P lan  -  Axon
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(8,082’)

(8,107’)

(8,111’)

(8,134’)

(8,119’)

+ Provides mix of multifamily, townhome and duplex 

buildings that terrace into the existing topography

+ Utilizes mix of tuck under parking, garages and 

carports for effi cient parking solutions that work with 

the existing topography.

SITE PLAN 

DESIGN:

+ Buildings are concentrated centrally on the site to 

optimize privacy with existing neighbors.

+ 2016 density studies optimized site at 48+ units.
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