
1

AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION

Amended 7/2/2020 5:30 PM

July 6, 2020

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

WEBEX
Go to: www.webex.com Click "Join" at the top right-hand corner   
Enter Meeting Number 126 928 2798
Password provided  81611
                        Click "Join Meeting" 
OR

Join by phone
Call: 1-720-650-7664
Meeting number (access code): 126 928 2798
Meeting password: 81611

I. WORK SESSION

I.A. Housing Development Update: Lumberyard and Burlingame 3
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Project Manager 
 
THROUGH:  Hans de Roos, Capital Asset Director 
 
MEMO DATE: July 2, 2020 
 
MEETING DATE: July 6, 2020 
 
RE: Conceptual Design Progress Update - Lumberyard Affordable 

Housing Development 
              
 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: The project team will introduce and present five conceptual site plan 
alternatives and will guide Council through a discussion of refinements in an effort to narrow the 
choices to three site plans for further community vetting. 
 
BACKGROUND: On June 11, 2019, Council directed staff to move forward with community 
outreach and conceptual design for the Lumberyard affordable housing development project, and 
on June 24, 2019, Council approved a contract for community outreach and conceptual design 
with DHM Design. 
 

On August 20, 2019, staff provided an update to Council including a schedule of outreach 
activities, and 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. 
 
On November 18, 2019, the team presented themes that were heard during community outreach 
and “density heat maps”. Council directed the team to further develop those and present design 
alternatives at additional community gatherings, particularly near the AABC. 
 
On March 2, 2020, the design team presented certain “consensus items” and “opposing 
viewpoints” from community outreach, and in a memo to Council on March 18, 2020, staff 
provided an outline of Council direction received and proposed a related work plan for the 
remainder of 2020. The work plan was soon modified due to COVID-19, when, on April 14, 2020, 
Council approved a contract amendment with DHM for an “abbreviated work plan”. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Lumberyard project is still in the conceptual planning and design phase, and the project team 
will introduce and present five conceptual site plan alternatives with massing, unit count and mix 
and neighborhood layout in the context of the area surrounding the Lumberyard site. The team 
will be seeking feedback about what resonates most with Council to further develop direction to 
narrow the design options. 
 
Direction to date has been received from community members in community outreach settings, 
and has been understood by City Council members and further refined through the lens of the 
City Council members. 
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Community Consensus Items: 
 

• 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 

 
Community Opposing Viewpoints: 
 

• Unit count and mix 

• Air quality and noise 

• Building massing, height, impacts of density 

• Character and sense of place / neighborhood 

• Childcare 

• Mixed-use/commercial 

• Traffic impacts 

• Building supply operation 
 
Refined Council Direction: 
 

❖ Population Served: 

• Put housing first, based on need 

• Prioritize density, but balance with amenities to facilitate livability 
 

❖ Building Material Supply:  

• Prioritize the use of the site for affordable housing over building supply operation 
 

❖ Mixed-Use: 

• Recognize the connection between housing and childcare; consider space for childcare 

• Allow the ABC to provide commercial services, but be conscious of gaps in available 
services 

 

❖ Transportation and transit:  

• Integrate innovative transit concepts for connection (not only bus system) 

• De-emphasize cars and parking, facilitate ways to reduce or eliminate parking 
 

❖ Parks and Open Space: 

• Distribute open site area to serve housing 

• Integrate innovative gardens and green structures 
 

❖ Noise and Air quality 

• Noise is a fact of life at the ABC and should be mitigated as best as possible 
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Introducing Five Conceptual Plan Alternatives / Massing Studies 
 
The team utilized the direction from Council, and also needed to use certain assumptions to 
assemble the five conceptual alternatives presented here. The following base assumptions are 
reflected in each alternative. 

 
❖ Design: 

• Blending of unit types within buildings, not segregated based on unit size 

• Biasing density to north, closest to access transit and services 
 

❖ Mixed-use: 

• Childcare and mixed-use remain plug-and-play, can be added or removed with associated 
unit count trade-offs, easy to integrate or remove and replace with units 

 
❖ Unit Mix: 

• Based on RF Regional Housing Study, refined with conditions of each alternative 

• Example, to get more units on site, need to bias toward smaller units 
 
❖ Transportation and Transit: 

• Parking is treated as a maximum, Council could reduce as desired 

• Underground parking becomes necessary over 140 units, but provides flexibility 

• Site area is available for a variety of transit options, can easily overlay transit facilities 
 
❖ Items which are common to all five alternatives: 

• All are based on prior site development study #3 which biased density to the north 

• The unit mix is distributed throughout project rather than segregated by type or size 

• Densities over 140 units on this site require underground parking rather than surface 

• Unit mix has no 3-br rentals, prioritizes more small units rather than fewer large units 

• Transit options, childcare, mixed use are plug and play, can be added or removed at will 
 
The five massing studies include two different layout concepts (Concept 1 and Concept 2), and 
both concepts have an upper (a) and a lower (b) density option: 
 
❖ Concept 1a – Concept 1 with “High Density” – 450 total units 
❖ Concept 1b – Concept 1 with “Low Density” – 216 total units 
❖ Concept 2a – Concept 2 with “High Density” – 450 total units 
❖ Concept 2b – Concept 2 with “Low Density” – 217 total units 
❖ Concept 2c – Concept 2 with “Shared Living Maximum Density” – 501 total units 
 
The high density options attempt to responsibly explore the upper ranges of unit counts, and the 
design team has intentionally created certain plan differentiators - some of which are 
interchangeable. As the design process moved forward in iterations, the team found it necessary 
to modify the site arrangements and unit mix to best adjust to conditions on the site. 
 

* It is important to note that team is using the terms “high density” and “low density” to differentiate 

the bookends for each concept in this design iteration. But by no means is this to suggest that the 
“low density” models here are actually low density by traditional Aspen planning standards. 
 

** The “shared living” option is a variation of Concept 2, but with small studio units and the addition 

of common area community amenities to minimize floor area for a maximized unit count 
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Concept 1a – Concept 1 with “High Density” – 450 total units 
 

 
 
Key Stats: 

❖ Rental - 85% / Ownership - 15% 
❖ Outdoor space - 41% 
❖ Unit mix - (32%) standard studio, (34%) 1-bedroom, (30%) 2-bedroom, (4%) 3-bedroom 
❖ Building height - (95%) 4-story, (3%) 3-story, (3%) 2-story 
❖ Parking - (100% subgrade) 601 parking spaces, 0.97 spaces per bedroom 

 
 
Design Analysis: 

❖ Maximizing the parcel for housing, almost all 4-story 
❖ Density biased to the north (downvalley), closest to ABC, transit and trail connections 
❖ Massing steps down at south (upvalley) end of site, ownership units 
❖ Buildings front Sage Way, activating streetscape 
❖ About 35% of units are in “single-loaded” buildings 
❖ All underground parking 
❖ Connected and protected internal park space 
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Concept 1b – Concept 1 with “Low Density” – 216 total units 
 

 
 
Key stats: 

❖ Rental - 85% / Ownership - 15% 
❖ Outdoor space - 38% 
❖ Unit mix - (22%) standard studio, (47%) 1-bedroom, (26%) 2-bedroom, (5%) 3-bedroom 
❖ Building height - (56%) 3-story, (44%) 2-story 
❖ Parking - (mix of podium and subgrade) 283 parking spaces, 0.97 spaces per bedroom 

 
Design Analysis: 

❖ Similar site layout arrangement to the 450-unit version 
❖ Balances unit count and ABC character, mix of 2- and 3-story 
❖ Density biased to the north (downvalley), closest to ABC, transit and trail connections 
❖ Massing focused to the east (Deer Hill) and to the north, away from Highway 82 
❖ Massing steps down at south (upvalley) end of site, ownership units 
❖ Connected and protected internal park space 
❖ Buildings front Sage Way, activating streetscape 
❖ About 35% of units are in “single-loaded” buildings 
❖ Podium parking at ground level reduces underground parking but increases building 

height, cars circulate along west side of park space to access garages 
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Concept 2a – Concept 2 with “High Density” – 450 total units 
 

 
 
Key stats: 

❖ Rental - 100% / Ownership - 0% 
❖ Outdoor space - 40% 
❖ Unit mix - (24%) standard studio, (45%) 1-bedroom, (31%) 2-bedroom, (0%) 3-bedroom 
❖ Building height - (93%) 4-story, (7%) 3-story 
❖ Parking - (100% subgrade) 590 parking spaces, 1.0 spaces per bedroom 

 
Design Analysis: 

❖ Massing and density distributed consistent throughout the site 
❖ Maximizes the parcel for housing, almost all 4-story 
❖ Buildings deflect away from Sage Way, increasing buffering area to the west 
❖ 100% rental, all units in “double-loaded” buildings, fewer studio units than in Concept 1 
❖ Broad variety in usable outdoor spaces 
❖ All underground parking 
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Concept 2b – Concept 2 with “Low Density” – 217 total units 
 

 
 
Key stats: 

❖ Rental - 84% / Ownership - 16% 
❖ Outdoor space - 42% 
❖ Unit mix - (23%) standard studio, (43%) 1-bedroom, (29%) 2-bedroom, (5%) 3-bedroom 
❖ Building height - (100%) 2-story 
❖ Parking - (100% subgrade) 289 parking spaces, 0.96 spaces per bedroom 

 
Design Analysis: 

❖ 100% 2-story, most consistent with ABC character and FAR 
❖ Massing distributed consistent throughout the site, density tapers north to south 
❖ Buildings deflect away from Sage Way, increasing buffering area to the west 
❖ Rental units are in “double-loaded” buildings, fewer studio units than in Concept 1 
❖ Ownership units could be townhome format rather than multifamily 
❖ Broad variety in usable outdoor spaces, spread throughout the site 
❖ All underground parking 
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Concept 2c – Concept 2 with “Shared Living Maximum Density” – 501 total units 
 

 
 
Key stats: 

❖ Rental - 100% / Ownership - 0% 
❖ Outdoor space - 42% 
❖ Unit mix – (44%) “Shared Living” studio, (24%) standard studio, (22%) 1-bedroom,  

     (10%) 2-bedroom, (0%) 3-bedroom 
❖ Building height - (11%) 4-story, (80%) 3-story, (9%) 2-story 
❖ Parking - (100% subgrade) 553 parking spaces, 1.0 spaces per bedroom 

 
Design Analysis: 

❖ Massing distributed consistent throughout the site, with 4-story buildings to the north 
❖ Building and unit density biased to the north, toward ABC, transit 
❖ Buildings deflect away from Sage Way, increasing buffering area to the west 
❖ 100% rental, all units all are in “double-loaded” buildings, no ownership or 3-bed units 
❖ Includes ‘shared living’ studios of 320 square feet, but with common area space /amenities 
❖ Broad variety in usable outdoor spaces, spread throughout the site 
❖ All underground parking 
❖ Maximizes parcel for housing while limiting mass, scale and floor area, primarily 3-story 
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Childcare, mixed-use, transit, parking “plug-and-play overlays” 
 

Any of the plans can include (or not include) the following items which can be added or removed 
in a “plug-and-play” manner and would have unit count trade-offs in each case: 
 

❖ Childcare: 15,000 – 20,000 square foot building, play yard, parking, drop-off 
❖ Transit: East or West side of Sage Way, 5,000 – 8,000 square feet of site area 
❖ Ancillary Off-Street Parking: 26-28 Surface Parking Spaces Adjacent to Sage Way 
 

 
Summary of five conceptual alternatives: 
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RECOMMENDATION: The design team recommends that Council engage in a robust dialogue 
about positives and negatives of each plan and how to refine the direction toward a narrowing of 
options. The design team is prepared to help with probing questions such as: 
 

❖ If we set a maximum of 3-stories, what density would that be? What would that look like? 
❖ What would 300 units look like in either Concept 1 or Concept 2? 
❖ Would 250 units be possible with a maximum of 2-sotries? 
❖ What would it look like if we somehow combined Concept 2b and Concept 2c? 

 
The team is asking for direction to aim at a preferred layout and a preferred level of density to 
begin to move toward three conceptual plan alternatives which can be brought forward for further 
community vetting in an appropriate setting to be determined as part of our next steps. 
 
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: It is extremely difficult to estimate budgets for each plan. Next steps 
in the process could attempt to provide project cost estimates in more detail. 
 
For this stage in the process, Council may simply want to think about the “low density” plans as 
roughly $100 million project cost budgets and the “high density” plans as roughly $200 million 
project cost budgets. But these are rough order of magnitude at this time. 
 
Any of these options will require future conversations related to project phasing and debt 
mechanisms to leverage the 150 Fund for development. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:           
 
              
 
ATTACHMENTS: Accompanying presentation slides and exhibits 
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to review five conceptual 
site plan alternatives and guide 

refinements to narrow to three site 
plans for further community vetting

WORK 
SESSION 

GOAL
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PART 1.   ACTIVITIES SINCE MARCH UPDATES

PART 2.   CONSENSUS, TRADE-OFFS, ASSUMPTIONS

PART 3.   SITE PLANS AND MASSING MODELS

PART 4.   DISCUSSION AND NEXT STEPS
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o March 2nd Work Session: Outreach update, 
concept diagrams

o March 18th: Information update memo, revised 
approach

o Today: Site studies, unit mix/counts, massing 
studies
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direction to date has been received 
from community members in 

community outreach settings, and has 
been understood by City Council 

members and further refined through 
the lens of the City Council members.

INPUT AND 
DIRECTION 

RECEIVED TO 
DATE
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Population Served: 
Put housing first, based on need
Prioritize density but balance with amenities to 
facilitate livability

Building Materials Supply:
Prioritize the use of the site for affordable 
housing over building supply operation

Mixed-use:
Recognize the connection between housing and 
child care; consider space for child care
Allow the ABC to provide commercial services, 
but be conscious of gaps in available services

Transportation and transit:
Integrate innovative transit concepts for 
connection (not only bus system)
De-emphasize cars and parking, facilitate 
ways to reduce or eliminate parking

Parks and Open Space
Distribute open site area to serve housing
Integrate innovative gardens and green 
structures

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

Schedule:
Accelerate design and approvals schedule
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Transportation and Transit: 
Parking requirements treated 
as maximum
Underground parking is 
necessary for 140+ units, and 
provides flexibility in total 
counts
Site area is available for a 
variety of transit options

Design:
Blending of unit types within 
buildings
Biasing density to north
FAR used as analogue for massing

Mixed-use:
Child care & mixed use remain 
plug-and-play, with trade-off of 
units for each

Unit Mix:
Based on RF Regional Housing 
Study, refined with each 
alternative
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Five Massing Studies
Two concepts, each with two densities, + a shared living option
Exploring the upper ranges of unit counts
Intentionally created differentiators; some are interchangeable
Iterative process resulted in refined arrangement and unit mix

Common to All Concepts
Based on prior ‘Site 
Development Study #3’
Unit mix distributed 
throughout project
No 3-bedroom rental units

Owner units in south ‘triangle’
Some component of underground 
parking
ABC and Annie Mitchell Trail 
alignments
Sage Way / Hwy 82 intersection
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Add bucket boxes to this slide
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Concept 1a

Studios: 135 (R) + 9 (O)
1 Bedrooms: 135 (R) + 20 (O)
2 Bedrooms: 113 (R) + 20 (O)

3 Bedrooms: 20 (O)

Total: 450 units

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE
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Ownership
15%

Rental
85%

Rental vs Ownership

Studio
32%

1 bdrm
34%

2 bdrm
30%

3 bdrm
4%

Unit Type

41%

Useable Outdoor Space

FAR: 0.75

3 Stories
3%

2 Stories
2%

4 Stories
95%

Building Height

230 SF/FTE

N
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Parking Spaces
496 (R) + 105 (O)

Total: 601

(0.97 spaces/bedroom)

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE
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Design Analysis

Stepping of massing at south end of 
site (ownership units)

Buildings front Sage Way, activating 
streetscape

+/-35% units are in single-loaded 
buildings

Density biased to north, closest to 
transit and trail connections

All underground parking

Connected & protected internal park 
space

Maximizing the parcel for housing; 
almost all 4-story
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Design Analysis

Stepping of massing at south end of 
site (ownership units)

Buildings front Sage Way, activating 
streetscape

+/-35% units are in single-loaded 
buildings

Density biased to north, closest to 
transit and trail connections

All underground parking

Connected & protected internal park 
space

Maximizing the parcel for housing; 
almost all 4-story

ANNIE MITCHELL

25



26



27



Concept 1b

Studios: 46 (R) + 2 (O)
1 Bedrooms: 91 (R) + 10 (O)
2 Bedrooms: 47(R) + 10 (O)

3 Bedrooms: 10 (O)

Total: 216 units

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE
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t

Ownership
15%

Rental
85%

Rental vs Ownership
Studio
22%

1 bdrm
47%

2 bdrm
26%

3 bdrm
5%

Unit Type

38%

Useable Outdoor Space

FAR: 0.47

3 Stories
56%

2 Stories
44%

Building Height

440 SF/FTE

N
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Parking Spaces
231 (R) + 52 (O)

Total: 283

(0.97 spaces/bedroom)

Podium parking
(ground-level, shared garage)

Underground parking

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE
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Design Analysis

Massing focused to back (east) and 
north sides of site (away from Sage 
Way/Highway 82
Buildings front Sage Way, activating 
streetscape

+/-35% units are in single-loaded 
buildings

Density biased to north, closest to 
transit and trail connections

Ground-level, shared garages at 
north and south ends of site: reduces 
underground parking but increases 
building massing

Cars circulate along west side of park 
space to access garages

Connected & protected internal park 
space

Balancing unit counts and ABC 
character; mix of 2- and 3-story
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Design Analysis

Massing focused to back (east) and 
north sides of site (away from Sage 
Way/Highway 82
Buildings front Sage Way, activating 
streetscape

+/-35% units are in single-loaded 
buildings

Density biased to north, closest to 
transit and trail connections

Ground-level, shared garages at 
north and south ends of site: reduces 
underground parking but increases 
building massing
Cars circulate along west side of, and 
cross center of, park space to access 
garages
Connected & protected internal park 
space

Balancing unit counts and ABC 
character; mix of 2- and 3-story

ANNIE MITCHELL

32



33



34



Concept 2a

Studios: 110 (R)
1 Bedrooms: 200 (R)
2 Bedrooms: 140 (R)

3 Bedrooms: 0 

Total: 450 units

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE
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t

Rental
100%

Rental vs Ownership
Studio
24%

1 bdrm
45%

2 bdrm
31%

Unit Type

40%

Useable Outdoor Space
3 Stories

7%

4 Stories
93%

Building Height

FAR: 0.75

227 SF/FTE

N
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Parking Spaces
590 (R)

Total: 590

(1.0 spaces/bedroom)

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

37



Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site

Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All units are in double-loaded 
buildings; lower % of studios 
compared to Concept 1
100% rental units

Density evenly distributed 
throughout site

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Maximizing the parcel for housing; 
almost all 4-story
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Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site

Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All units are in double-loaded 
buildings; lower % of studios 
compared to Concept 1

100% rental units

Density evenly distributed 
throughout site

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Maximizing the parcel for housing; 
almost all 4-story

ANNIE MITCHELL
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Concept 2b

Studios: 46 (R) + 4 (O)
1 Bedrooms: 85 (R) + 10 (O)
2 Bedrooms: 52 (R) + 10 (O)

3 Bedrooms: 10 (O) 

Total: 217 units

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

42



Studio
23%

1 bdrm
43%

2 bdrm
29%

3 bdrm
5%

Unit Type

42%

Useable Outdoor Space

2 Stories
100%

Building Height

FAR: 0.37

Ownership
16%

Rental
84%

Rental vs Ownership

480 SF/FTE

N

43



Parking Spaces
235 (R) + 54 (O)

Total: 289

(0.96 spaces/bedroom)

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

44



Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site

Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All rental units are in double-loaded 
buildings; lower % of studios 
compared to Concept 1
Owner units could be townhome 
format

Density tapering north to south

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Most consistent with ABC character 
and FAR; all 2-story
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Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site

Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All rental units are in double-loaded 
buildings; lower % of studios 
compared to Concept 1

Owner units could be townhome 
format

Density tapering north to south

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Most consistent with ABC character 
and FAR; all 2-story

ANNIE MITCHELL

46
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Concept 2C

Studios: 119 (R)
1 Bedrooms: 110 (R)
2 Bedrooms: 52 (R)

Shared Living Studios: 220 (R)

Total: 501 units

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

49



Studio
24%

1 bdrm
22%2 bdrm

10%

SL 
Studio
44%

Unit Type

42%

Useable Outdoor Space

3 Stories
80%

2 Stories
9%

4 Stories
11%

Building Height

FAR: 0.43

Ownership
0%

Rental
100%

Rental vs Ownership

280 SF/FTE

N

50



Parking Spaces
553 (R)

Total: 553

(1.0 spaces/bedroom)

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

51



Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site, with 4-story 
buildings to the north end
Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All units are in double-loaded 
buildings; unit mix includes ‘shared 
living’ studios
100% rental units

Building and unit density biased to 
the north

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Maximizing the parcel for housing 
while limiting massing and scale; 
primarily 3-story
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Design Analysis

Massing is generally consistent 
throughout site, with 4-story 
buildings to the north end
Buildings deflect away from Sage 
Way, increasing buffering area to the 
west. No units west of Sage Way
All units are in double-loaded 
buildings; unit mix includes ‘shared 
living’ studios

100% rental units

Building and unit density biased to 
the north

All underground parking

Broad variety in useable outdoor 
spaces, spread throughout site

Maximizing the parcel for housing 
while limiting massing and scale; 
primarily 3-story

ANNIE MITCHELL
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Concept 2a

Studios: 110 (R)
1 Bedrooms: 200 (R)
2 Bedrooms: 140 (R)

3 Bedrooms: 0 

Total: 450 units

Day Care
15,000-20,000 SF: building, 
play yard, parking, drop-off

Transit
East or west side of Sage Way; 

5,000-8,000 SF site area
Ancillary parking

26-28 off-street spaces

N

ANNIE 
MITCHELL

MINI 
STORAGE

56



SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES
This slide to be columns or matrix of comparable data points for each concept
All four stories
All double-loaded corridors
All rental
Balanced unit mix
X% underground parking
Ground-level parking
No 3-bedroom units
Includes ‘shared living’ concept studios
Useable open space…open space as SF per FTE

Concept 1A Concept 1B Concept 2A Concept 2B Concept 2C

450 215 450 217 501

FAR 0.75 FAR 0.47 FAR 0.75 FAR 0.37 FAR 0.43

85% Rental
15% Owner

85% Rental
15% Owner 100% Rental 84% Rental

14% Owner 100% Rental

65% Double-loaded
35% Single-loaded (R+O)

65% Double-loaded
35% Single-loaded (R+O) Double-loaded 85% Double-loaded

15% Single-loaded (O) Double-loaded

Underground Parking
(one level)

Podium +
Underground Parking

Underground Parking
(one level)

Underground Parking
(one level)

Underground Parking
(one level)

STU
1 BD
2 BD
3 BD

SL STU

STU
1 BD
2 BD
3 BD

SL STU

STU
1 BD
2 BD
3 BD

SL STU

STU
1 BD
2 BD
3 BD

SL STU

STU
1 BD
2 BD
3 BD

SL STU

4 STORY

3 STORY

2 STORY

4 STORY

3 STORY

2 STORY

4 STORY

3 STORY

2 STORY

4 STORY

3 STORY

2 STORY

4 STORY

3 STORY

2 STORY
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council  
 
FROM:  Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Project Manager 
 
THROUGH:  Hans de Roos, Capital Asset Director 
 
MEMO DATE: July 2, 2020 
 
MEETING DATE: July 6, 2020 
 
RE: Progress Update and Policy Decisions for Burlingame Ranch Phase 

3 Affordable Housing Development Project 
              
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL: Staff is providing a progress update and seeking policy decisions from 
Council on the Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 affordable housing development project currently in 
the design stage.  
 
BACKGROUND: On June 11, 2019, Council directed staff to move forward with community 
outreach to begin Burlingame Ranch Phase 3, and on August 20, 2019, staff provided an update 
to Council including a schedule of outreach activities.  
 
On September 24, 2019, staff provided an update to Council on the findings of the community 
outreach effort, and on November 18, 2019, staff recommended proposed incremental 
improvements in the areas of structure for decks and balconies, all-electric mechanical systems, 
sound attenuation improvements, and energy efficiency. 
 
At the March 2, 2020 work session with Council, staff provided an update on design progress 
toward 100% DD plans as well as updates on energy efficiency and sound attenuation. Staff also 
presented a project cost estimate and introduced upcoming policy decisions including unit income 
categories, sales process, and in-complex bidding. 
 
DISCUSSION: In this work session, staff will be providing a progress update and will be seeking 
policy decisions on the items mentioned above which were introduced on March 2. 
 
Progress update: 
 
In the past 18 weeks since the March 2 work session, the design team has progressed from 100%  
design development (DD) to 90% construction documents (CD). The design team vetted the plans 
with various regulating City departments and is currently in the process of submitting building 
permit applications. The permit applications are running about 3 weeks later than intended, 
leaving about 8 months to complete the permit application review process which should be 
sufficient time. 
 
The team has completed a competitive RFP process for modular manufacturing, and will be 
presenting a contract with Guerdon LLC of Boise, ID on Council’s consent agenda at an upcoming 
regular City Council meeting. 
 
The team has issued an RFP for general contractor (GC) construction services, and initial 
proposals have been received. The team will evaluate the bids received and select finalists for 
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further vetting of potential GC candidates for the project. Staff anticipates seeking approval of a 
GC contract in August. 
 
Because the GC RFP process is ongoing, staff has not included an update to the March 2 project 
cost estimate at this time. At the time of approval of a GC contract, staff will update the project 
cost estimate accordingly. 
 
Update on Energy Efficiency - the path to Zero Energy: 
 
At the March 2 work session, staff set a target gross energy use intensity (EUI) for the Burlingame 
Phase 3 buildings at 30 kBtu per square foot per year. Since that time, energy modelling has 
produced an estimate of 30.5 kBtu per square foot per year. The next step toward project energy-
efficiency goals is to overlay solar photovoltaic (p/v) energy production to reach a net EUI which 
will be suitable for the project. 
 
In order to reach a net EUI of under 20 kBtu per square foot per year, it appears necessary to 
install approximately 4 solar p/v panels per unit - which may not be financially feasible for the 
project. To make this more realistic, staff is instead pursuing a system with 2 solar p/v panels per 
unit - which may result in a net EUI of approximately 25 kBtu per square foot per year. This would 
be a highly energy-efficient project, but with a more acceptable project cost and future 
maintenance requirement. Unless directed otherwise by Council at this time, staff will 
provide further update on this matter when approval of a GC contract is requested – which 
is anticipated for August. 
 
Policy Decisions for Council – Including Staff Recommendations 
 
Staff is seeking direction from Council on the following policy items. Staff recommendations are 
included with each item, where appropriate. 
 
1. Direct Sale or “Rent-to-Own”: 
 
Staff requests that Council consider the direct sale of units to APCHA-qualified buyers as was 
done for the prior two phases of Burlingame, and compare that to a potential “rent-to-own” model 
– where units would be initially rented by APCHA-qualified tenants, and then later tenants could 
purchase the unit which they have been renting. This would not preclude families from buying into 
the community, and would only create a different path to doing so. 
 
The sales model for the prior two phases of Burlingame have both resulted in legal action being 
taken against the City by the newly-established condominium HOA (Phase 1 and Phase 2). 
Although this has posed a financial risk to the taxpayers, the City has yet to be required to disburse 
any funds related to these legal actions. The Phase 1 legal action was resolved years ago, while 
the Phase 2 legal action is still pending. Continuing with the direct sale of units for Burlingame 3 
would pose similar risk of legal exposure under current state law related to construction defect 
claims. 
 
Staff is unsure at this time how long tenants would need to rent their units prior to having the 
opportunity to purchase and whether or not a public hearing process would be required to amend 
the development approvals to enable a “rent-to-own” sales process. 
 
Given Council direction, staff can pursue further research on this topic and return with 
more sufficient information for Council decision-making. 
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2. Lottery or Reservation Process 
 
Burlingame Phase 1 utilized a lottery process, and Burlingame Phase 2 utilized a reservation 
process. Whether Phase 3 will use a lottery process or a reservation process, APCHA 
recommends that all households get prequalified as a prerequisite for participation. 
 
Although there were challenges related to the pace of the lottery process for Phase 1, the process 
was generally considered to be fair and successful, and demand for the 84 Phase 1 units proved 
sufficient. 
 
The reservation process for Phase 2 was put in place to mitigate concerns related to housing 
demand in the wake of the financial crisis of 2007-2008. Although the process was largely a 
success, the Phase 2 sales reservation process was significantly onerous for staff to manage and 
required additional staff resources. In addition, some buyers had to maintain their reservation for 
up to two years in order to purchase their unit. Because of the lengthy reservation timeline, there 
was significant churn in the reservations - which needed constant management by staff and 
increased time-investment from buyers. 
 
Whether Council wishes to utilize a lottery process or reservation process for Phase 3 may rest 
largely on Council’s confidence in the level of demand for the 79 new units at Phase 3. Despite 
concerns about economic impacts due to the COVID-19 global pandemic, recent lottery 
participation for 10 units at 802 West Main Street resulted in over 100 participants in the lottery 
for those 10 units. Because of the need indicated in the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork Regional 
Housing Study and the seemingly unwavering demand for workforce housing in Aspen seen in 
the 802 West Main Street lottery participation, staff recommends that Council plan to utilize a 
lottery process similar to what was used for Phase 1, but with a requirement for 
prequalification as a prerequisite for participation. 
 
Whether Council ultimately decides on a direct sale or “rent-to-own” model, staff feels that Council 
can nonetheless make this decision at this stage in the process – as it will work for either model. 

 
3. Bidding up to Higher Categories 
 
Staff has heard some concerns about whether Category 2 households can afford to purchase 
housing. To review this, staff created the table below, which includes informed estimates of 
mortgage, HOA dues and utilities in monthly housing costs and calculates those costs as a 
percentage of gross income. The percentage of gross income is calculated at both the low and 
high end of the category 2 income range for all pertinent household sizes. 

 

 
 

“Cost burdened” is defined as greater than 30%, of gross income 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. Households with 
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incomes at the low end of the Category 2 income range in each case are cost burdened to some 
degree. But in no case are there severely cost burdened cases as long as they are purchasing a 
Category 2 unit. 
 
The APCHA Regulations allow households to bid up by one category, but bidding up by one 
category to purchase is often the main cause of financial difficulty. Because bidding up by one 
category can cause financial difficulty, staff recommends that participants should not be 
allowed to bid up to higher categories. 
 
Whether Council ultimately decides on a direct sale or “rent-to-own” model, staff feels that Council 
can nonetheless make this decision at this stage in the process – as it will work for either model. 

 
4. In-Complex Bidding 

 
During the 2019 community outreach effort, staff repeatedly heard interest from existing 
Burlingame owners about in-complex bidding for Burlingame 3. The pertinent section of the 
APCHA Regulations is shown below: 
 
“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).” 
 
This means that in-complex bidding would only be allowed for Phase 3 resales, not for initial 
Phase 3 sales. But since Phase 3 would complete construction of all phases of Burlingame, any 
future resales of any units at Burlingame would be eligible for complex-wide in-complex bidding. 
Because the existing regulations on this matter are comprehensive, staff recommends that the 
existing APCHA Regulations on in-complex bidding be maintained for Phase 3. 
 
Whether Council ultimately decides on a direct sale or “rent-to-own” model, staff feels that Council 
can nonetheless make this decision at this stage in the process – as it will work for either model. 
 
5. Phase 3 Income Category Distribution 

 
As was outlined by Staff in the March 2 work session, the income category distribution for 
Burlingame Phase 3 is ultimately up to the discretion of City Council. 
 
While the income categories suggested in the development approvals were initially based on unit 
sales at Burlingame Phase 1, the reservation process for Phase 2 provided the ability to modify 
the income categories based on the actual incomes of the participants in the Phase 2 reservation 
process. This provided valuable information related to the actual income distribution for 
purchasing households. 
 
Using that information, staff recommends that the income distribution for Phase 3 be established 
based on the actual Phase 2 income distribution, but with a minor modification as follows: Staff 
recommends initially planning for more opportunity at the Category 5 level than the Phase 2 
distribution would suggest. This would be done to avoid unintentional exclusion at the Category 
5 income level. 
 
Staff recognizes that the Category 5 income level is one where the 2019 Greater Roaring Fork 
Regional Housing Study lacked detail for the upper valley region. But if such Category 5 demand 
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does not materialize at the time of lottery, then some or all of the Category 5 units can be changed 
to lower categories as warranted at the time. This will provide the flexibility needed to for sufficient 
opportunity at various income levels. Staff recommends the Burlingame Phase 3 income 
category distribution as shown in the table below: 
 

 
 
This income category distribution recommended above results in an average category of 3.1, and 
based on the project cost estimate which was transmitted to Council on March 2, this would result 
approximately in a subsidy per FTE of $245,000 per FTE. As a benchmark for comparison, a 
prorated fee-in-lieu (FIL) for an income category of 3.1 would be approximately $300,000 per 
FTE. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that Council discuss the recommendations and provide 
staff with direction for each area described above. 
 
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS: Current project team estimates suggest that the 150 Fund can support 
the development with cash from the 150 Fund whether or not Council ultimately decides on a 
direct sale or “rent-to-own” model. 
 
And although debt is not needed to complete Burlingame Phase 3, if Council does ultimately 
decide on a “rent-to-own” model instead of a direct sale model, this would delay the collection of 
approximately $20 million in sales revenues. For this reason (as well as others), decisions will be 
needed regarding the use of debt for any future projects such as the Lumberyard or other potential 
developments in the short term future. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:           
 
              
 
              
 
              
 
ATTACHMENTS: Accompanying work session presentation slide deck 
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City Council Update
July 6, 2020

1

Burlingame
Ranch Phase 3
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•Review March 2, 2020 Council Work Session

•Progress Update

•Policy Decisions / Staff Recommendations

•Upcoming Tasks and Schedule

Agenda

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 2
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• Building Permit Application Planned for June 2020
• Sound Attenuation Update (on track to meet those goals)

• Path to Zero Energy (Zero-Carbon, 100%-Electric, Energy Use Intensity)

• Upcoming Policy Decisions Needed:
Sales Process
In-Complex Bidding
Income Categories

Council Work Session March 2, 2020

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 3
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Progress Update

Burlingame Phase III 4

Community 
Outreach

Schematic 
Design

Design 
Development

Construction 
Documents

ConstructionModular 
RFP

Occupancy

2019 2020 2021

07/06/202003/02/2020
18 weeks

Building 
Permit 

Application

03.02.2020

90% Construction 
Documents

Schedule
• Design is lagging about 

3 weeks
• Still have 8 months for 

building permit 
application review & 
processing

In Process:
• Building Permit 

Application Submittal 7/1
• Initial General Contractor 

Proposals received 7/2
• Modular Contract on 

consent agenda 7/14

GC RFP
Modular Contract

GC Contract

100% Design 
Development Stay at home order

work session work session

2022
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Updated Project Timeline

Burlingame Phase III 503.02.2020
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Burlingame Phase III 603.02.2020

• LLottery for each building in 2022 - Prequalification required
• No bidding up to higher categories
• Maintain in-complex bidding policy per APCHA guidelines
• Income mix as follows:

Policy Recommendations:
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Upcoming Tasks

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 7

Building Permit Application Submittal – early July 2020

Procurement
• RFP for Modular, LOI with Selected Vendor, Contract in Process
• RFP for General Contractor, Finalist Selection in Process
• Contracts will be placed on consent agenda for Council approval

October Budget work session – 2021 construction funding approval
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Council Direction

03.02.2020 Burlingame Phase III 8

Questions

Discussion of Policy Items

Direction
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