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AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING

January 28, 2020

5:00 PM, City Council Chambers
130 S Galena Street, Aspen

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. SCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES

IV. CITIZENS COMMENTS & PETITIONS
(Time for any citizen to address Council on issues NOT scheduled for a public hearing. Please
limit your comments to 3 minutes)

V. SPECIAL ORDERS OF THE DAY
a)  Councilmembers' and Mayor's Comments
b)  Agenda Amendments
c)  City Manager's Comments
d)  Board Reports

VI. CONSENT CALENDAR 
(These matters may be adopted together by a single motion)

VI.A. Resolution #007, Series of 2020 - Professional Cleaning Services Contract with
Green Clean
Please approve a contract for cleaning services between Green Clean and the City
of Aspen.

VI.B. Resolution #008, Series of 2020- Growth Management Carry Forward Allotment from
2019 to 2020 

VI.C. Resolution #009, Series of 2020 - Part 2 Design Team Services for Burlingame
Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing – 359 Design
Staff recommends that Council approve Resolution #009 of 2020 and the contract
amendment with 359 Design

VI.D. Resolution #010, Series of 2020 - Wheeler Opera House Freight Elevator
Modernization
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VI.E. Draft Minutes for January 14th, 2020

VII. NOTICE OF CALL-UP

VII.A. Call Up Notice, HPC approval for 1020 E. Cooper Avenue– Conceptual Major
Development, Demolition, Relocation and Variation

VIII. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCES

VIII.A. Ordinance #01, Series of 2020 - 620 Gillespie Avenue and 845 Meadows Road,
Aspen Institute- Historic Designation and Benefits, Conceptual Major Development
and Commercial Design, Growth Management, Planned Development, Special
Review, Transportation Impact and Trash Storage

IX. PUBLIC HEARINGS

IX.A. Resolution #006, Series 2020 - 101 W. Main Street, Molly Gibson Lodge. Extension
of Vested Rights and Minor Amendment to a Project Review.  

X. ACTION ITEMS

X.A. City of Aspen 2020 Regional State and Federal Policy Agenda 

EXECUTIVE SESSION
C.R.S.4-6-402.(a) The purchase, acquisition, lease, transfer, or sale of any real, personal, or
other property interest; except that no executive session shall be held for the purpose of
concealing the fact that a member of the local public body has a personal interest in such
purchase, acquisition, lease, transfer or sale; (b) Conferences with an attorney for the local
public body for the purposes of receiving legal advice on specific legal questions.  Mere
presence or participation of an attorney at an executive session of the local public body is not
sufficient to satisfy the requirements of this subsection (4).  (e) Determining positions relative
to matters that may be subject to negotiations; developing strategy for negotiations; and
instructing negotiators.

XI. ADJOURNMENT
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Aspen City Council

FROM: Evan Pletcher, Capital Asset Project Manager

THROUGH: Jeff Pendarvis, Capital Asset Manager

MEMO DATE: January 17th, 2020

MEETING DATE: January 28th, 2020

RE: Resolution #007, 2020: Professional Cleaning Services Contract for City Offices

REQUEST OF COUNCIL:
Please approve a contract for cleaning services between Green Clean and the City of 
Aspen.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND: 
Jim Sinsel and his Green Clean Staff have provided cleaning services since 1995 for the 
City.  Green Clean’s current contract with the City expired and an RFP was placed out to 
bid. There were two compliant bidders and after review of both proposals Green Clean 
was the successful bidder.  This contract provides cleaning services in the following City 
facilities:

-Aspen City Hall, 130 S. Galena St.
-Asset Management Offices at Obermeyer, 101 Founders Place #104
-Engineering and Parking Offices, 201 N. Mill St.
-Parking Garage Restroom, 455 Rio Grande Pl.
-Aspen Police Department, 540 E. Main St.
-Environmental Health Offices, 590 N. Mill St.
-Transportation and Special Events Offices, 630 W. Main St.
-The Streets Department Offices, 1080 Power Plant Rd.

DISCUSSION:  
The City received two bids for professional cleaning services. A review committee was 
assembled, score cards were tallied, and a committee meeting occurred. The decision to 
continue our relationship with Green Clean was unanimous. Every member of the 
committee was impressed by Green Clean’s performance and professionalism. Green 
Clean was sent a notice of award and new contract that will be valid through January 14, 
2022 if approved by Council. The contract also allows for up to (two) 1-year renewals 
without further Council approval.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  
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 The contract sum is $454,464.00 through January 14, 2022.
 Authority for this expense has already been approved as part of each facility’s 

operational budget, which is funded by the General Fund (001), Transportation 
Fund (141), and Parking Fund (451). Cleaning of the parking garage bathroom is 
currently being funded by the City offices project (project 50257).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
Green Clean strives to be as environmentally friendly in their cleaning practices as 
possible. They take the time to make sure that trash, recycling, and compost are disposed 
of properly. They provide recycled and eco-friendly products in each facility they clean.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval of a cleaning services contract between Green Clean and the 
City of Aspen.

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A-Resolution #007, Series of 2020
Exhibit B-City of Aspen Professional Services Agreement with Green Clean
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RESOLUTION #007
(Series of 2020)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, 
COLORADO, APPROVING A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN 
AND GREEN CLEAN AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
SAID CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO.

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the City Council a contract for
professional cleaning services, between the City of Aspen and Green Clean, a true 
and accurate copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “B”;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO, 

That the City Council of the City of Aspen hereby approves that Contract 
for professional cleaning services, between the City of Aspen and Green Clean, a
copy of which is annexed hereto and incorporated herein, and does hereby 
authorize the City Manager to execute said agreement on behalf of the City of 
Aspen.

INTRODUCED, READ AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of 
Aspen on the 28th day of January, 2020.

Torre, Mayor

I, Nicole Henning, duly appointed and acting City Clerk do certify that the 
foregoing is a true and accurate copy of that resolution adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Aspen, Colorado, at a meeting held, January 28th, 2020.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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Memorandum
TO: Mayor Torre and City Council 

FROM: Kevin Rayes, Planner

THRU: Phillip Supino, Community Development Director

RE: Growth Management Allotment Carry-Forward Review
Resolution No. 008, Series of 2020

MEETING DATE: January 28, 2020

_____________________________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY:
The purpose of this memo and consent item is Council review of the “unused” growth allotments from 
2019 and a Council decision on the amount to “carry-forward” to the 2020 development year.  The Growth 
Management Quota System (GMQS) outlined in LUC Section 26.470 provides specific annual allotments 
for various development types in the City.  The annual available allotment for each development type is a 
combination of the standard annual allotment provided in GMQS and any carry-forward allotment from 
the previous year.

The City’s Land Use Code specifies the annual allotments in various land use categories as follows: 

Development Type Annual Allotment
Residential — Free-Market 18 new units
Commercial 33,300 additional net leasable square feet
Residential — Affordable Housing No annual limit
Lodging 112 additional pillows
Essential public facility No annual limit

BACKGROUND:
Growth allotments granted in 2019 are summarized in Exhibit A.  The 2019 growth allotments include no 
carry-forward from 2018.  The allotments received or applied for in 2019 included 5,372 square feet of 
Essential Public Facility space, 4,779 square feet of Commercial Net Leasable and one free-market 
residential allotment.  

According to Section 26.470.120.B of the Land Use Code, “The City Council, at its first regular meeting of 
the growth management year, shall review the prior year’s growth summary, consider a recommendation 
from the Community Development Director, and shall, via adoption of a resolution, establish the number 
of unused and unclaimed allotments to be carried forward and added to the annual allotment. There is 
no limit, other than that implemented by the City Council, on the amount of potential growth that may be 
carried forward to the next year.”

2020 annual allotment +
discretionary 2019

carry-forward 
allotment

=
2020 total development 

allotments
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In 2020, City Council may carry-forward from 2019 up to 17 additional free-market residential allotments, 
28,521 square feet of additional commercial space, and 112 additional lodging pillows.  The Land Use Code 
provides criteria for Council to consider in determining whether to carry forward GMQS allotments.  The 
City Council may carry forward any portion of the previous year's unused allotment in any category, 
including all or none.  Land Use Code 26.470.120.B states: “The City Council shall consider the following 
criteria in determining the allotments to be carried forward:

1. The community's growth rate over the preceding five-year period (see Exhibit C).

2. The ability of the community to absorb the growth that could result from a proposed development 
utilizing accumulated allotments, including issues of scale, infrastructure capacity, construction 
impacts and community character.

3. The expected impact from approved developments that have obtained allotments, but that have 
not yet been built.” 

The specific code language, including the above criteria, can be found in Exhibit B.  Any allotments 
carried forward into the 2020 development year, in addition to the annual allotments prescribed by the 
Land Use Code, could be used by development in each category.  Considering the above criteria, staff 
recommends that none of the remaining 2019 GMQS allotments be carried forward to 2020.  

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends City Council approve Resolution No. 008, Series of 2020, carrying-forward none of the 
unused 2019 growth management allotments.  

RECOMMENDED MOTION:
“I move to approve Resolution No. 008, Series of 2020, on consent.” 

ATTACHMENTS:
Proposed Resolution No. 008, Series 2020

Exhibit A – Summary of 2019 growth management allotments 

Exhibit B – GMQS Carry Forward Code Language and Review Criteria

Exhibit C – Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments 
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Resolution No. 008, Series 2020
Page 1 of 1

RESOLUTION N0. 008
SERIES OF 2020

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL ESTABLISHING THE “CARRY-
FORWARD” GROWTH MANAGEMENT ALLOTMENT FROM 2019 TO 2020.  

WHEREAS, pursuant to City of Aspen Land Use Code Section 26.470.120, the City Council shall 
review the prior year's growth summary, consider a recommendation from the Community Development 
Director, and shall, via adoption of a resolution, establish the number of unused and unclaimed allotments 
to be carried forward and added to the annual allotment; and, 

WHEREAS, pursuant to said sections and considering the following criteria, the Community 
Development Director has provided a recommendation to carry-forward none of the unused growth 
management allotments from 2019: 

1. The community's growth rate over the preceding five-year period.
2. The ability of the community to absorb the growth that could result from a proposed development 

utilizing accumulated allotments, including issues of scale, infrastructure capacity, construction 
impacts and community character.

3. The expected impact from approved developments that have obtained allotments, but that have not 
yet been built. 

WHEREAS, on January 28, 2020 the City Council considered the recommendation by the 
Community Development Director, and the above criteria and approved Resolution No. 008, Series of 2020, 
by a__ to __ vote; and, 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the decision to carry forward none of the unused growth 
allotments from 2019 meets or exceeds all applicable standards and is consistent with the goals and elements 
of the Aspen Area Community Plan; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that this Resolution furthers and is necessary for the promotion 
of public health, safety, and welfare.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO:  That the City Council carries forward none of the unused growth management 
allotments from 2019 to be available in 2020.

RESOLVED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED FINALLY this 28th day of January 2020.

Approved as to form: Approved as to content:

_______________________________ _______________________________
James R. True, City Attorney Torre, Mayor

Attest:
_________________________
Nicole Henning, Interim City Clerk 
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City of Aspen

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments

2019

Jan. 2019 thru Dec. 2019

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

Carry-Forward from previous year
N/A N/A

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

LAND USE CASES

201 E. Main 3,019 Pending

414-422 E. Cooper 1,760 HPC #14, Series of 2019

500 Doolittle Dr. 5,372 Ord. #21, Series of 2019

314 W Main 1 HPC #19, Series of 2019

Remaining Allotments 17 28,521 112 N/A N/A

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department

* Note: Affordable Housing Units and Essential Public Facilities are tracked, but are not subject to code prescribed allotment caps.

Free-Market Residential Allotments 

Commercial 

(square feet 

net leasable)

Lodge 

(pillows)

Affordable 

Housing 

Units*

Essential 

Public 

Facilities 

Ordinance/ Resolution

Exhibit A- 2019 Annual Allotments
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Exhibit B  
Growth Management Carry Forward Review Criteria

26.470.120.B, Yearly Allotment Carry-Forward Procedure:  
“The City Council may carry forward any portion of the previous year's unused allotment, 
including all or none. The City Council shall consider the following criteria in determining the 
allotments to be carried forward:”

1. The community's growth rate over the preceding five-year period.

Staff Response:  The community’s growth rate has remained fairly consistent over the 
past few years.  With the 2015-2016 land  use moratorium, there was a slight decrease in 
the number of applications for commercial project, compared to previous years.  In 2017, 
there were a number of affordable housing and essential public facility projects applied 
for and approved.  With the exception of lodging pillows there have been allotments 
available in all other categories when assessing the year in review.  City Council chose to 
not roll over the leftover allotments into 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 & 2019. There has 
been no need to request multi-year allotments for free-market residential or commercial 
projects for these years.  Staff finds the number of yearly allotments available to be more 
than sufficient for the current rate of requests and approvals. 

2. The ability of the community to absorb the growth that could result from a proposed 
development utilizing accumulated allotments, including issues of scale, infrastructure 
capacity, construction impacts and community character.

Staff Response:  Prior to the approval of growth management allotments by P&Z or HPC,
Staff is required to review the availability of public infrastructure and scale of the 
development proposed.  A construction management plan is created and implemented for 
each project that is approved.  Based on current data, staff believes there is adequate 
infrastructure to accommodate new development within the code-prescribed limits.  
Additionally, with the land use moratorium code amendments, the growth that can now be 
applied for is more in line with the existing community character.

3. The expected impact from approved developments that have obtained allotments, but that have 
not yet been built.  

Staff Response:  The commercial net leasable space for Lift One Lodge was accounted for 
in 2015, and the project was amended in 2018 to include an additional free-market 
residential allotment, 20 lodge pillows and 1 affordable housing unit, all of which were 
accounted for in 2018. Given the number of projects in the pipeline, including potentially 
Lift One Lodge, Gorsuch Haus, as well as Hotel Aspen, Molly Gibson, Aspen Club, and 
City Affordable Housing Projects, staff does not recommend rolling over any unused 2019
Growth Management allotments.
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City of Aspen

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments

2018
Jan. 2018 thru Dec. 2018

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

Carry-Forward from previous year N/A N/A

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

405 Castle Creek Rd  

(Ambulance Facility)
0 0 0 0 13,000 Ordinance #9 Council

Aspen Hills 8

517 E. Hopkins 0 4,471 0 0 0 HPC Resolution #19 HPC

Lift One Lodge* 1 0 20 1 0 Ordinance #38 Council

0 0 0

0 0 0 0

Remaining Allotments 17 28,829 92 N/A N/A

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department

* Note: Affordable Housing Units and Essential Public Facilities are tracked, but are not subject to code prescribed allotment caps.

* Lift One Lodge has additional allotments granted previously from approvals in 2011 and 2016

Board Approval
Free-Market Residential 

Allotments 

Commercial (square 

feet net leasable)

Lodge 

(pillows)

Affordable 

Housing 

Units*

Essential Public 

Facilities (square 

feet)*

Ordinance/ Resolution

Exhibit C- Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments (2014-2018)
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City of Aspen

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments

2017
Jan. 2017 thru Dec. 2017

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

Carry-Forward from previous year 0 0 0 N/A N/A

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

300/312 E. Hyman Ave (approved) 40

Gorsuch Haus (multi-year allotment -  

112 from 2016, and 50 from 2017)
50

500 W. Main Ave 0 0 0 0 0

201 E. Main St 231

834 W. Hallam St 7

533 E. Main St 9,194

122 W. Main St 6

517 Park Circle 11

802 W. Main St 10

488 Castle Creek Dr 24

210 W. Main St 8

Remaining Allotments 18 33,069 16 N/A N/A

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department

* Note: Affordable Housing Units and Essential Public Facilities are tracked, but are not subject to code prescribed allotment caps.

NOTE: Gorsuch House is first in line to receive all 2016 allotments and 50 2017 allotments.  

Free-Market Residential 

Allotments 

Commercial (square 

feet net leasable)

Lodge 

(pillows)

Affordable 

Housing 

Units*

Essential Public 

Facilities (square 

feet)*

Exhibit C- Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments (2014-2018)
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City of Aspen 

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments 

2016 
Free-Market 
Residential 
Allotments 

Commercial 
(square feet net 

leasable) 

Lodge 
(pillows) 

Affordable 
Housing 

Units* 

Essential Public 
Facilities 

(square feet)* 
Jan. 2016 thru Dec. 2016 

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A 

Carry-Forward from previous 
year 

0 0 0 N/A N/A 

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A 

230 E Hopkins (Mountain Forge) 2 0 0 1 0 

530 E. Main 0 0 0 6 0 

Gorsuch Haus 6 6,810 112 1 0 

422/434 E. Cooper 0 7,507 0 0 0 

447 E. Cooper 0 12,826 0 0 0 

531-535 E. Cooper 0 902 0 0 0 

New City Hall 0 0 0 0 16,937 

331-338 Midland Ave (Aspen
Hills) 

0 0 0 8 0 

404 Park Ave 0 0 0 28 0 

517 E. Hopkins 0 0 0 6 0 

Remaining Allotments 10 5,255 0 N/A N/A 

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department 
* Note: Affordable Housing Units and Essential Public Facilities are tracked, but are not subject to code prescribed allotment caps.
** Gorsuch Haus is approved to receive 50 2017 Lodge Growth Management Allotments

Exhibit C- Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments (2014-2018)
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City of Aspen

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments

2015
Jan. 2015 thru Dec. 2015

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

Carry-Forward from previous year 0 0 0 N/A N/A

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 112 N/A N/A

Aspen Alps 4 0 0 0 0

411 E. Hyman (Cupcake) 0 384 0 0 0

St. Mary's Church 0 0 0 0 3,000

Crystal Palace 0 6,425 32 0 0

Lift One Lodge 0 18,413 0 0 0

Police Station 0 0 0 11 15,570

Boogie's 0 3,479 0 0 0

Hotel Lenado 2 0 0 0 0

Ranger Station Subdivision 5 0 0 0 0

Aspen Meadows Reception Facility 0 0 0 0 1,500

Remaining Allotments 7 4,599 80 N/A N/A

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department

* Note: Affordable Housing Units and Essential Public Facilities are tracked, but are not subject to code prescribed allotment caps.

Free-Market Residential 

Allotments 

Commercial (square 

feet net leasable)

Lodge 

(pillows)

Affordable 

Housing 

Units*

Essential Public 

Facilities (square 

feet)*

Exhibit C- Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments (2014-2018)
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City of Aspen

Growth Management Quota System - Annual Allotments

2014
Jan. 2014 thru Dec. 2014

Annual Allotment 18 33,300 112
Carry-Forward from 

previous year
0 0 112

Total Available for Year 18 33,300 224

Hotel Aspen 3 0 18

Sky Hotel 0 0 54

Molly Gibson 2 0 30

Hotel Jerome 0 0 30

Aspen Club 0 0 4

Base 1 0 0 80

Base 2 0 1,605 8

100 E Main St 1 0 0

Remaining Allotments 12 31,695 0

Source:  City of Aspen Community Development Department

Free-Market Residential 

Allotments 

Commercial (square 

feet net leasable)

Lodge 

(pillows)

Exhibit C- Previous Remaining GMQS Allotments (2014-2018)
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:    Mayor and City Council 

FROM:   Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Development Project Manager 

THRU:   Scott Miller, Public Works Director 

DATE OF MEMO:  January 21, 2020 

MEETING DATE:  January 28, 2020 

RE: Resolution #009 of 2020: Addition of Part 2 Design Team Services 

for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing – 359 Design 

           
 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: Staff is requesting approval of attached Resolution #009 of 2020 and 

associated contract amendment with 359 Design for the planned addition of Part 2 of the design 

team contract. 

 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION: At a regular Council meeting on June 24, 2019, City Council 

approved Part 1 of the 359 Design team contract for Burlingame Phase 3. At a work session on 

November 18, 2019, staff reminded Council that Part 2 of the design services scope of work will 

be added to the contract in early 2020. 

 

DISCUSSION: When 359 Design was awarded the contract for Burlingame Phase 3 design 

services, all parts (Parts 1, 2 and 3) of the engagement were considered in that competitive process. 

 

Part 1 of the contract included community outreach and incorporation of the feedback received 

from the community into the schematic design (SD) for the project. 359 Design and their team 

completed that scope of work at the end of 2019.  

 

Part 2 of the contract will facilitate completion of 100% design development (DD), 100% 

Construction Documents (CD), building permit application submittal and processing through 

receipt of both state and local permits. Part 2 also includes assistance which will help facilitate the 

modular factory selection and engagement process. 

 

The Part 2 fees proposed have been modified from 359 Design’s original proposal to be more 

customized for the process moving forward –  since there were previously unknowns related to the 

potential use of factory-built modular construction which have now been solidified based on 

Council input. It was originally proposed that if factory-built modular construction were to be 

employed, Part 2 fees from 359 Design would be $820,000, and the City would directly engage a 

separate modular consultant for $150,000 (total of $970,000). But in the revised scope and fee 

structure proposed herein, the role of modular consultant will be provided by Cairn Consulting as 

a sub-consultant under 359 Design’s contract, and the net total for Part 2 is now $886,258 rather 

than a net total of $970,000 as previously contemplated. 

 

Staff has separately posted an RFP for Owner’s Agent program management services to help 

manage the overall project going forward. Under the AIA contracts, this is called Construction 

Manager as Adviser (CMa) services. The CMa proposals are due in early February, and staff will 

evaluate those and bring forward a future request to add those services in early March. 
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FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPACTS: All contract amounts proposed herein have been included 

in the approved 2020 project budget, and funds are available within the 150 Housing Development 

Fund to support this contract amendment. 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Staff recommends that Council approve Resolution #009 of 2020 

and the contract amendment with 359 Design. 

 

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:          

 

              

 

              

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Exhibit A – Part 2 Contract amendment with 359 Design 

Exhibit B – Part 1 Contract with 359 Design (previously approved on June 24, 2019) 
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RESOLUTION #009 

 (Series of 2020) 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, 

COLORADO, APPROVING A CONTRACT AMENDMENT BETWEEN THE 

CITY OF ASPEN AND 359 DESIGN AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER 

TO EXECUTE SAID CONTRACT AMENDMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY 

OF ASPEN, COLORADO. 

 

 WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the City Council an amendment to 

the Owner-Architect agreement between the City of Aspen and 359 Design LLC, a 

true and accurate copy of which is attached hereto as “Exhibit A”; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO,  

 

 That the City Council of the City of Aspen hereby approves the amendment 

to the Owner-Architect agreement between the City of Aspen and 359 Design 

LLC, a copy of which is annexed hereto and incorporated herein, and does hereby 

authorize the City Manager to execute said contract amendment on behalf of the 

City of Aspen. 

 

INTRODUCED, READ AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of 

Aspen on the 28th day of January, 2020. 

 

       

Torre, Mayor 

 

 I, Nicole Henning, duly appointed and acting City Clerk do certify that the 

foregoing is a true and accurate copy of that resolution adopted by the City Council 

of the City of Aspen, Colorado, at a meeting held June 28, 2020. 

 

 

 

       

Nicole Henning, City Clerk 
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Amendment to AIA B132-2009 
Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Architect 

Construction Manager as Adviser Edition 
 
Amendment Date: January 28, 2020 
 
Contract Date: June 24, 2019 
 
Owner: City of Aspen 
 
Architect: 359 Design 
 
Project: Burlingame Ranch Phase 2B (aka Phase 3) Affordable Housing 
 
WHEREAS Part 1 of the original contract scope was described as “Community outreach, City 
Council presentation and direction”; and 
 
WHEREAS Part 1 of the original contract scope included the production of schematic design (SD) 
project documents; and 
 
WHEREAS the original contract was designed to be amended to add Part 2 additional services as 
Part 1 was completed; and 
 
WHEREAS Architect and Owner have agreed to modify the proposed Part 2 services to include 
additional services by Cairn Consulting to be provided under the Architect’s direction for the 
facilitation of factory-built modular construction; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE in consideration of the foregoing premises, the parties hereto agree as 
follows: 
 
I. Services to be added include Part 2 services as described in “PROPOSAL FOR 019-046 

Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing - Architect/Design Services PREPARED 
FOR City of Aspen, PREPARED BY 359 Design LLC, 23 May 2019”, described as follows: 

 
05.2.4 OUTLINE OF RFP STEPS 
 
PART 2: DETAILED DESIGN, ENGINEERING, DOCUMENT PRODUCTION, MODULAR FACILITATION 
AND PERMITTING – January 2020 – December 2020 
 
Design Development - 12 weeks - Design Team 

o Rehash and modify Schematic for clarity & implementation 
o Adjust for Council Direction 
o Finalize Code, Finalize Design, Finalize Boxes 
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o Design Development Tasks 
o Prepare for modular pricing at onset of Design Development 
o At 50% of Design Development - Team with Plant 
o Meet with Building Department on Approach 

 
Construction Documentation - 12 weeks - Design Team 

o Prepare CDs. Detailing and coordination with Shops 
o Coordinate with Modular on sequence, structural 
o Final Modular Price 
o Prepare State Permit Set - Allow 8 Weeks to Permit each Building 
o Prepare Local Permit Set - Allow 24-26 weeks for Permitting 
o Adjust Design Per final permit comments 
o Final Modular Coordination with Prototype. 
o Prepare for Implementation Tasks 
o Continue weekly team meetings with Owner and team to plan activities and work 
toward completion of activities based on the contract. 

 
General - 359 Design Lead 

o Upon receipt of go-ahead from City Council, production of all documents needed for 
building permit application, building permit processing and contract documents 
including project specification. 
o Coordinate and integrate input from project stakeholders and ensure compliance with 
project requirements. 
o Work with preconstruction estimator throughout the design process to keep Owner 
updated in an iterative manner. 
o Make incremental improvements (not significant design changes) from prior phases of 
development which advance the qualities of being highly livable, reasonably 
maintainable, sustainable, durable and cost efficient. 
o Integration of design input from PD plan set, stakeholders, City Council and all team 
members. 
o Research and establish sustainability targets and proposed systems. 

 
Planning / Permitting - 359 Design Lead. Sopris Engineering 

o Work with City of Aspen regulatory departments such as Community Development, 
Engineering, Zoning, Parks, Utilities to verify that all facilities are designed in compliance 
with the Ordinance, Development Agreement, PD Plans, all pertinent codes and current 
standards. 
o Research existing surveys and work with Owner to procure updates as required for 
design and permitting. 
o Research existing geotechnical reports and work with Owner to procure updates as 
required for design and permitting. 
o Research existing drainage studies and verify drainage submittal requirements with 
City Engineering Dept. 
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o Outline or Performance Specification for civil / infrastructure (with the aim of a full 
spec soon). 
o Production of plans for permit application for grading, foundations, utility service 
lines, curb/gutter, permeable paver areas, stormwater facilities, roadways, parking 
areas, retaining walls, carport structures, landscape and irrigation systems. 
o Coordinate receipt of regulatory comments to the application, research and re-
submittal of responses to regulatory comments as needed 

 
Modular Specific- 359 Design to lead facilitation in Option 1 or PreFAB - Discussion 

o Work with Owner to evaluate, negotiate, select and hire modular fabricator based on 
numerous factors including capabilities, quality, price, delivery and more (potential 
factory tours). 
o Work with factory engineers to implement all building dimensions, building systems, 
interiors, delivery sequence, assembly requirements, etc. 

 
Drawing/Design - 359 Design Lead 

o Production of plans for permit application for foundations and on-site built elements. 
o Prepare for modular permitting process, work with factory and produce necessary 
documents. 
o Provide descriptive information for fabrication and construction of architecturally 
related scope. 
o Finalize specifications and additional construction contract documents including 
schedule. 
o Review factory modular shop drawings (iterative as needed) and verify compliance 
with the existing approvals in Ordinance, 

 
Development Agreement, PD Plans, codes, standards and other pertinent requirements. 

o Prepare all necessary building permit application documents, checklists, analyses, 
reports, etc. 
o Perform building permit pre-submittal coordination. 
o Submit building permit application(s) including follow-up submittals as needed. 
o Facilitate the building permit application through the process, both local and state and 
with regular checking up and updates to Owner. 
o Respond to additional inquiries related to the building permit application process and 
facilitate permit issuance, both local and state for modular 

 
II. Services to be added are to be additionally supplemented as follows: 
 

• Bendon Adams to provide detailed analysis report for the community outreach 
conducted in 2019 

 
• Cairn Consulting will continue to provide pricing estimates and will provide additional 

services to facilitate the modular procurement process through the receipt of the 
building permits 
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The fee table for Part 2 is revised as shown in Exhibit A. 
 
The project schedule is updated as shown in Exhibit B. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed, or caused to be executed by their duly 
authorized officials, this Agreement of which shall be deemed an original on the date first written 
above. 
 
 
CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO:   PROFESSIONAL: 
 
________________________________  ______________________________  

[Signature]        [Signature]  
 
By: _____________________________   By: _____________________________  

[Name]          [Name]  
 
Title: ____________________________   Title: ____________________________  
 
 
Date: ___________________     Date: ___________________  
 
 
 
 
  

Will Hentschel

359 Design, Its Manager

01/21/2020
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Exhibit A – Updated Part 2 Fee Table 
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Exhibit B – Updated Part 2 Project Schedule 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:    Mayor and City Council 

FROM:   Chris Everson, Affordable Housing Development Project Manager 

THRU:   Sara Ott & Scott Miller, City Manager’s Office 

DATE OF MEMO:  June 17, 2019 

MEETING DATE:  June 24, 2019 

RE: Resolution #71 of 2019: Contract for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 

Affordable Housing Community Outreach, Design and Engineering 

           
 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: Staff is requesting approval of attached Resolution #71 of 2019 and 

associated contract for outreach, design and engineering for the Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 

affordable housing development. 

 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION: At the June 11 work session, Council directed staff to 

continue moving forward and place this item on the June 24 consent agenda. 

 

DISCUSSION: Under the existing development approvals and recorded planned development 

documents, the City has the right to go directly to the building permit application process to build 

the next phase of affordable housing at Burlingame Ranch. But staff proposes instead to perform 

a round of voluntary community outreach even though this is not a step required by regulation. 

 

Just as the City did for the prior phase of Burlingame Ranch, staff proposes to focus the community 

outreach toward the residents of Burlingame Ranch for their convenience, and staff also proposes 

to focus part of the community outreach to the larger Aspen community. The project team plans 

to collect community feedback and work with Council on any proposed incremental design 

improvements which are not considered by the Community Development Director to be significant 

modifications to the PD. Input received from the community will be vetted and verified with City 

Council, and if the proposed incremental design improvements meet Council’s approval, then the 

team will proceed to create construction documents and apply for building permits without any 

further land use action or public hearings. Once the building permit applications are in process and 

estimates have been updated, Council will be asked to approve a construction budget for 2021. 

 

To facilitate the proposed process, staff released RFP #2019-046 earlier this spring and is 

recommending that Council approve attached Resolution #71 of 2019 and associated contract with 

359 Design. The full scope of work is included 359 Design’s proposal which is attached as part of 

the proposed contract. 

 

In response to the RFP, two proposals were received. In addition to firm and team qualifications, 

each proposal included a proposed staffing and a customized work plan. The proposals received 

were as follows: 

 

Firm Name: Part 1 (Current Scope) Total Project (Includes Future Scope) 

Forum Phi Architecture $217,885 $1,527,319 

359 Design $252,159 $1,433,072 
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Each staffing and work plan proposed was unique and required detailed review and evaluation. 

The evaluation team consisted of the following individuals, all of whom worked diligently and 

efficiently on this effort: 

 

• Ben Anderson, City of Aspen, Community Development Planner II 

• Chris Everson, City of Aspen, Affordable Housing Project Manager 

• Hailey Guglielmo, City of Aspen, Development Engineer 

• Michelle Bonfils-Thibeault, City of Aspen, Capital Asset Project Manager 

• Rob Schober, City of Aspen, Capital Asset Project Manager 

• Ron Erickson, APCHA Board 

 

Although the 359 Design proposal is more expensive for Part 1, Forum Phi’s proposal is almost 

$100,000 more expensive than 359 Design for the total project. There is insufficient additional 

value in selecting Forum Phi which would justify paying the additional fees. 359 Design has 

intimate knowledge of the existing development approvals and brings a great deal of successful 

experience in modular construction. Forum Phi has significantly less experience with modular. 

Staff is aiming to fully leverage 359 Design’s modular experience in an effort to deliver a high 

quality project with the lowest possible cost to the taxpayers. 

 

The 359 Design team includes a highly-experienced, local team in BendonAdams for community 

outreach. The 359 Design team also includes Sopris Engineering, authors of the original master 

drainage study for Burlingame Ranch Phase II. Sopris Engineering is positioned better than any 

other firm to meet the City of Aspen engineering requirements for the project, and the proposal 

includes the necessary staffing. 

 

The 359 Design Team is positioned to execute the project successfully due to their experience, 

capabilities and proposed approach to the project. Among the proposals received, the 359 Design 

proposal brings the most value to the City of Aspen. The evaluation team recommends selecting 

the 359 Design team. Staff has on file a more complete package of documentation related to this 

process. 

 

Below is a summary of the contract Part 1 tasks and schedule from the 359 Design proposal: 
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Part of the team kickoff will include careful review of the existing approvals and design activity 

which will prepare the team for the stakeholder and public input meetings in September and 

October. A City Council work session will be scheduled in late November or early December to 

review the community and stakeholder input and the design team recommendations heading into 

Part 2 of the contract. 

 

Part 2 of the engagement is scheduled for 2020 and will be added to the contract upon City Council 

approval. The 2020/Part 2 scope of work includes the heavy lifting design activities such as 

detailed design and engineering, document production, modular construction shop drawings, 

modular factory involvement, and both state and local permit submittals. 

 

Part 3 of the engagement is scheduled for 2021 and will be added to the contract upon City Council 

approval. The 2021/Part 3 scope of work will include traditional construction administration 

activities as well as orchestration of modular box production and shipment to the site for assembly. 

Additional activities such as project closeout and warranty involvement will also be part of the 

Part 3 scope of work. 

 

The team will seek to better define City Council check-ins for the Part 2 and Part 3 schedule as we 

move forward. 

 

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPACTS: The 2019 budget is $350,000. The remaining fund balance 

at the end of 2019 will be carried forward to 2020 to help fund the Part 2 scope of work. 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Staff recommends that Council approve Resolution #71 of 2019 

and the contract with 359 Design. 

 

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:          

 

              

 

              

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Exhibit A – Resolution #71 of 2019 and AIA B-132 Owner-Architect Contract with 359 Design 
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RESOLUTION # 71

Series of 2019)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN,

COLORADO, APPROVING A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN

AND 359 DESIGN AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE

SAID CONTRACT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO.

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the City Council an Owner-
Architect agreement between the City of Aspen and 359 Design LLC, a true and
accurate copy of which is attached hereto as " Exhibit A";

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF

THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO,

That the City Council of the City of Aspen hereby approves the Owner-
Architect agreement between the City of Aspen and 359 Design LLC, a copy of
which is annexed hereto and incorporated herein, and does hereby authorize the

City Manager to execute said contract change orders on behalf of the City of
Aspen.

INTRODUCED, READ AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of
Aspen on the 24th day of June, 2019.

Torre, Mayor

I, Linda Manning, duly appointed and acting City Clerk do certify that the
foregoing is a true and accurate copy of that resolution adopted by the City
Council of the City of Aspen, Colorado, at a meeting held June 24, 2019.

Linda Manning,   ' ity Clerk
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   Document B132TM – 2009
Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Architect, Construction Manager as 
Adviser Edition

Init.

/

AIA Document B132™ – 2009. Copyright  1992 and 2009 by The American Institute of Architects. All rights reserved. WARNING: This AIA®  Document is 
protected by U.S. Copyright Law and International Treaties. Unauthorized reproduction or distribution of this AIA®  Document, or any portion of it, may 
result in severe civil and criminal penalties, and will be prosecuted to the maximum extent possible under the law. This document was produced by AIA 
software at 12:04:58 ET on 06/13/2019 under Order No.2783005221 which expires on 08/21/2019, and is not for resale.
User Notes: (1180185401)

1

ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS: 
The author of this document has 

added information needed for its 

completion. The author may also 

have revised the text of the original 

AIA standard form. An Additions and 
Deletions Report that notes added 

information as well as revisions to the 

standard form text is available from 

the author and should be reviewed. A 

vertical line in the left margin of this 

document indicates where the author 

has added necessary information 

and where the author has added to or 

deleted from the original AIA text.

This document has important legal 

consequences. Consultation with an 

attorney is encouraged with respect 

to its completion or modification.

This document is intended to be used 

in conjunction with AIA Documents 

A132™–2009, Standard Form of 

Agreement Between Owner and 

Contractor, Construction Manager as 

Adviser Edition; A232™–2009, 

General Conditions of the Contract 

for Construction, Construction 

Manager as Adviser Edition; and 

C132™–2009, Standard Form of 

Agreement Between Owner and 

Construction Manager as Adviser. 

AIA Document A232™–2009 is 

adopted in this document by 

reference. Do not use with other 

general conditions unless this 

document is modified.

AGREEMENT made as of the 24th day of June in the year 2019

(In words, indicate day, month and year.)

BETWEEN the Architect’s client identified as the Owner:

(Name, legal status, address and other information)

City of Aspen

c/o Chris Everson

130 South Galena Street

Aspen, CO  81611

and the Architect:

(Name, legal status, address and other information)

359 Design

Attn: Will Hentschel 

3630 Osage Street

Denver, CO  80211

303-884-9131

whentschel@359design.co

for the following Project:

(Name, location and detailed description)

2019-046 Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Outreach and Design Services: Design team services 

including outreach, design, engineering & modular facilitation for 79 affordable 

condominiums in a previously-approved multifamily planned development at Phase 2B 

(aka Phase 3) of Burlingame Ranch subdivision in Aspen, Colorado.

The Construction Manager:

(Name, legal status, address and other information)

TBD – Owner Intends to add CMa at the time Part 2 of the scope is added

The Owner and Architect agree as follows.

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP

44



Init.

/

AIA Document B132™ – 2009. Copyright  1992 and 2009 by The American Institute of Architects. All rights reserved. WARNING: This AIA®  Document is 
protected by U.S. Copyright Law and International Treaties. Unauthorized reproduction or distribution of this AIA®  Document, or any portion of it, may 
result in severe civil and criminal penalties, and will be prosecuted to the maximum extent possible under the law. This document was produced by AIA 
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2

TABLE OF ARTICLES

1 INITIAL INFORMATION

2 ARCHITECT’S RESPONSIBILITIES

3 SCOPE OF ARCHITECT’S BASIC SERVICES

4 ADDITIONAL SERVICES

5 OWNER’S RESPONSIBILITIES

6 COST OF THE WORK

7 COPYRIGHTS AND LICENSES

8 CLAIMS AND DISPUTES

9 TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION

10 MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

11 COMPENSATION

12 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

13 SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT

ARTICLE 1   INITIAL INFORMATION

§ 1.1 This Agreement is based on the Initial Information set forth in this Section 1.1. 

(Paragraph deleted)
§ 1.1.1 The Owner’s program for the Project:

The City of Aspen (Owner) will pursue a collaborative project development team. CMa will be added at the time of 

Part 2 Services based on the attached exhibits. All project participants are expected to embrace basic teamwork 

principles such as mutual respect and trust, transparency, collaborative problem-solving, open communication and 

professionalism at all times.

  

§ 1.1.2 The Project’s physical characteristics:

Burlingame Ranch Phase 2B, Aspen, CO consisting of 79 affordable condominiums and appurtenant project features 

based on City of Aspen Ordinance 22 of 2011 and PUD Plan Set recorded with Pitkin County Clerk and Recorder 

under reception #598457.  

  

§ 1.1.3 The Owner’s budget for the Cost of the Work, as defined in Section 6.1: 

Cost of work is TBD

  

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP
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3

§ 1.1.4 The Owner’s anticipated design and construction schedule:

.1 Design phase milestone dates, if any:

Project Schedule based on Section 5.4.2 Project Schedule of Exhibit A Proposal dated 23 May 2019 

prepared by 359 Design

.2 Commencement of construction:

TBD

.3 Substantial Completion date or milestone dates:

  

.4 Other:

  

§ 1.1.5 The Owner intends to retain a Construction Manager adviser and:

(Note that, if Multiple Prime Contractors are used, the term "Contractor" as referred to throughout this Agreement 
will be as if plural in number.)

[    ] One Contractor

[    ] Multiple Prime Contractors

[ X ] Unknown at time of execution

§ 1.1.6 The Owner’s requirements for accelerated or fast-track scheduling, multiple bid packages, or phased 

construction are set forth below:

n/a

  

§ 1.1.7 Other Project information:

(Identify special characteristics or needs of the Project not provided elsewhere, such as environmentally responsible 
design or historic preservation requirements.)

  

§ 1.1.8 The Owner identifies the following representative in accordance with Section 5.5:

CMa is TBD until Part 2 services are added. Owner will self-represent for Part 1 services. Contact: Chris Everson, City 

of Aspen Affordable Housing Project Manager, (970)429-1834, chris.everson@cityofaspen.com

§ 1.1.9 The persons or entities, in addition to the Owner’s representative, who are required to review the Architect’s 

submittals to the Owner are as follows:

Chris Everson, City of Aspen Affordable Housing Project Manager, (970)429-1834, chris.everson@cityofaspen.com

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP
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§ 1.1.10 The Owner will retain the following consultants:

.1 Construction Manager: The Construction Manager is identified on the cover page. If a Construction 

Manager has not been retained as of the date of this Agreement, state the anticipated date of retention:

CMa is TBD until Part 2 services are added as additional services

.2 Cost Consultant (if in addition to the Construction Manager):

TBD

.3 Land Surveyor:

TBD

.4 Geotechnical Engineer:

TBD

.5 Civil Engineer:

.6 Other consultants:

TBD

§ 1.1.11 The Architect identifies the following representative in accordance with Section 2.4:

(List name, address and other information.)

  

  

  

  

  

  

§ 1.1.12 The Architect will retain the consultants identified in Sections 1.1.12.1 and 1.1.12.2:

Architect’s consultants are based on Section 5.1.7 and 5.1.8 of Exhibit A Proposal dated 23 May 2019 prepared by 
359 Design

§ 1.1.12.1 Consultants retained under Basic Services:

.1 Structural Engineer:

    

  

  

  

  

.2 Mechanical Engineer: 

    

  

  

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP
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.3 Electrical Engineer:

    

  

  

  

  

§ 1.1.12.2 Consultants retained under Additional Services:

  

§ 1.1.13 Other Initial Information on which the Agreement is based:

  

§ 1.2 The Owner and Architect may rely on the Initial Information. Both parties, however, recognize that such 

information may materially change, and in that event, the Owner and the Architect shall appropriately adjust the 

schedule, the Architect’s services and the Architect’s compensation. 

ARTICLE 2   ARCHITECT’S RESPONSIBILITIES
§ 2.1 The Architect shall provide the professional services as set forth in this Agreement.

§ 2.2 The Architect shall perform its services consistent with the professional skill and care ordinarily provided by 

architects practicing in the same or similar locality under the same or similar circumstances. The Architect shall 

perform its services as expeditiously as is consistent with such professional skill and care and the orderly progress of 

the Project. 

§ 2.3 The Architect shall provide its services in conjunction with the services of a Construction Manager as described 

in AIA Document C132™–2009, Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Construction Manager. The 

Architect shall not be responsible for actions taken by the Construction Manager. 

§ 2.4 The Architect shall identify a representative authorized to act on behalf of the Architect with respect to the 

Project.

§ 2.5 Except with the Owner’s knowledge and consent, the Architect shall not engage in any activity, or accept any 

employment, interest or contribution that would reasonably appear to compromise the Architect’s professional 

judgment with respect to this Project.

§ 2.6 The Architect shall maintain the following insurance for the duration of this Agreement. If any of the 

requirements set forth below exceed the types and limits the Architect normally maintains, the Owner shall reimburse 

the Architect for any additional cost.

§ 2.6.1 Comprehensive General Liability with policy limits of not less than Two Million dollars ($ 2,000,000 ) for each 

occurrence and in the aggregate for bodily injury and property damage.

§ 2.6.2 Automobile Liability covering owned and rented vehicles operated by the Architect with policy limits of not 

less than One Million ($ 1,000,000) combined single limit and aggregate for bodily injury and property damage.

§ 2.6.3 The Architect may use umbrella or excess liability insurance to achieve the required coverage for 

Comprehensive General Liability and Automobile Liability, provided that such umbrella or excess insurance results in 

the same type of coverage as required for the individual policies.

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP
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§ 2.6.4 Workers’ Compensation at statutory limits and Employers Liability with a policy limit of not less than One 

Million dollars ($ 1,000,000 ).

§ 2.6.5 Professional Liability covering the Architect’s negligent acts, errors and omissions in its performance of 

professional services with policy limits of not less than One Million Dollars ($ 1,000,000) per claim and in the 

aggregate.

§ 2.6.6 The Architect shall provide to the Owner acceptable certificates of insurance evidencing compliance with the 

requirements in this Section 2.6 prior to commencement of the Work and thereafter upon renewal or replacement of 

each required policy of insurance. The insurance policies required by this Section shall contain a provision that 

coverages afforded under the policies will not be canceled or allowed to expire without at least 30 days’ prior written 

notice to the Owner. An additional certificate evidencing continuation of professional liability coverage shall be 

submitted with the final Application for Payment. Information concerning reduction of coverage on account of claims 

paid under the policy shall be furnished by the Architect with reasonable promptness.

The certificates will show the Owner as an additional insured on the Comprehensive General Liability, Automobile 

Liability, umbrella or excess policies.

§ 2.6.7  Governmental Immunity:  The parties hereto understand and agree that Owner is relying on, and does not 

waive or intend to waive by any provision of this contract, the monetary limitations (presently $350,000.00 per person 

and $1,093,000 per occurrence) or any other rights, immunities, and protections provided by the Colorado 

Governmental Immunity Act, Section 24-10-101 et seq., C.R.S., as from time to time amended, or otherwise available 

to Owner, its officers, or its employees.

§ 2.6.8   Owner’s Insurance: The parties hereto understand that the Owner is a member of the Colorado Intergovern-

mental Risk Sharing Agency (CIRSA) and as such participates in the CIRSA Property/Casualty Pool.  Copies of the 

CIRSA policies and manual are kept at the City of Aspen Finance Department and are available to Contractor for 

inspection during normal business hours.  Owner makes no representations whatsoever with respect to specific 

coverages offered by CIRSA.  Owner shall provide reasonable notice of any changes in its membership or 

participation in CIRSA.

§ 2.6.9   Deductible:  The Architect shall pay any amounts not covered under these policies because of a deductible on 

the insurance policies provided by the Architect.

ARTICLE 3   SCOPE OF ARCHITECT’S BASIC SERVICES
§ 3.1 The Architect’s Basic Services consist of those described in Article 3 and includes services described in Section 

5.2.4 Part 1 of attached Exhibit A Proposal dated 23 May 2019 prepared by 359 Design. Initial contract does not 

include Part 2 and Part 3. Owner intends to add Part 2 and Part 3 at a later date by amendment to this agreement as 

additional services. CMa is initially TBD. Owner intends to add CMa at the time of Part 2 services. Services not set 

forth in this Article 3 are Additional Services. 

§ 3.1.1 The Architect shall manage the Architect’s services, consult with the Owner and the Construction Manager, 

research applicable design criteria, attend Project meetings, communicate with members of the Project team and report 

progress to the Owner. 

§ 3.1.2 The Architect shall coordinate its services with those services provided by the Owner, the Construction 

Manager and the Owner’s other consultants. The Architect shall be entitled to rely on the accuracy and completeness 

of services and information furnished by the Owner, the Construction Manager, and the Owner’s other consultants. 

The Architect shall provide prompt written notice to the Owner if the Architect becomes aware of any error, omission 

or inconsistency in such services or information.

§ 3.1.3 As soon as practicable after the date of this Agreement, the Architect shall submit to the Owner and the 

Construction Manager a schedule of the Architect’s services for inclusion in the Project schedule prepared by the 

Construction Manager. The schedule of the Architect’s services shall include design milestone dates, anticipated dates 

when cost estimates or design reviews may occur, and allowances for periods of time required (1) for the Owner’s 

review, (2) for the Construction Manager’s review, (3) for the performance of the Owner’s consultants, and (4) for 

approval of submissions by authorities having jurisdiction over the Project. 

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - Contract including Proposal and RFP

49



Init.

/

AIA Document B132™ – 2009. Copyright  1992 and 2009 by The American Institute of Architects. All rights reserved. WARNING: This AIA®  Document is 
protected by U.S. Copyright Law and International Treaties. Unauthorized reproduction or distribution of this AIA®  Document, or any portion of it, may 
result in severe civil and criminal penalties, and will be prosecuted to the maximum extent possible under the law. This document was produced by AIA 
software at 12:04:58 ET on 06/13/2019 under Order No.2783005221 which expires on 08/21/2019, and is not for resale.
User Notes: (1180185401)

7

§ 3.1.4 The Architect shall submit information to the Construction Manager and participate in developing and revising 

the Project schedule as it relates to the Architect’s services.

§ 3.1.5 Once the Owner and the Architect agree to the time limits established by the Project schedule, the Owner and 

the Architect shall not exceed them, except for reasonable cause. 

§ 3.1.6 The Architect shall not be responsible for an Owner’s directive or substitution, or for the Owner’s acceptance of 

non-conforming Work, made without the Architect’s approval.

§ 3.1.7 The Architect shall, at appropriate times, in coordination with the Construction Manager, contact the 

governmental authorities required to approve the Construction Documents and the entities providing utility services to 

the Project. In designing the Project, the Architect shall respond to applicable design requirements imposed by such 

governmental authorities and by such entities providing utility services.

§ 3.1.8 The Architect shall assist the Owner and Construction Manager in connection with the Owner’s responsibility 

for filing documents required for the approval of governmental authorities having jurisdiction over the Project.

§ 3.2 Schematic Design Phase Services
§ 3.2.1 The Architect shall review the program and other information furnished by the Owner and Construction 

Manager, and shall review laws, codes, and regulations applicable to the Architect’s services. 

§ 3.2.2 The Architect shall prepare a preliminary evaluation of the Owner’s program, schedule, budget for the Cost of 

the Work, Project site, and the proposed procurement or delivery method and other Initial Information, each in terms 

of the other, to ascertain the requirements of the Project. The Architect shall notify the Owner of (1) any 

inconsistencies discovered in the information, and (2) other information or consulting services that may be reasonably 

needed for the Project.

§ 3.2.3 The Architect shall present its preliminary evaluation to the Owner and Construction Manager and shall discuss 

with the Owner and Construction Manager alternative approaches to design and construction of the Project, including 

the feasibility of incorporating environmentally responsible design approaches. The Architect shall reach an 

understanding with the Owner regarding the requirements of the Project. 

§ 3.2.4 Based on the Project requirements agreed upon with the Owner, the Architect shall prepare and present to the 

Owner and Construction Manager, for the Owner’s approval, a preliminary design illustrating the scale and 

relationship of the Project components.

§ 3.2.5 Based on the Owner’s approval of the preliminary design, the Architect shall prepare Schematic Design 

Documents for the Owner’s approval and the Construction Manager’s review. The Schematic Design Documents shall 

consist of drawings and other documents including a site plan, if appropriate, and preliminary building plans, sections 

and elevations; and may include some combination of study models, perspective sketches, or digital modeling. 

Preliminary selections of major building systems and construction materials shall be noted on the drawings or 

described in writing.

§ 3.2.5.1 The Architect shall consider environmentally responsible design alternatives, such as material choices and 

building orientation, together with other considerations based on program and aesthetics, in developing a design that is 

consistent with the Owner’s program, schedule and budget for the Cost of the Work. The Owner may obtain other 

environmentally responsible design services under Article 4.

§ 3.2.5.2 The Architect shall consider with the Owner and the Construction Manager the value of alternative materials, 

building systems and equipment, together with other considerations based on program and aesthetics in developing a 

design for the Project that is consistent with the Owner’s schedule and budget for the Cost of the Work. 

§ 3.2.6 The Architect shall submit the Schematic Design Documents to the Owner and the Construction Manager. The 

Architect shall meet with the Construction Manager to review the Schematic Design Documents. 

§ 3.2.7 Upon receipt of the Construction Manager’s review comments and cost estimate at the conclusion of the 

Schematic Design Phase, the Architect shall take action as required under Section 6.4, identify agreed upon 
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adjustments to the Project’s size, quality or budget, and request the Owner’s approval of the Schematic Design 

Documents. If revisions to the Schematic Design Documents are required to comply with the Owner’s budget for the 

Cost of the Work at the conclusion of the Schematic Design Phase, the Architect shall incorporate the required 

revisions in the Design Development Phase.

§ 3.2.8 In the further development of the Drawings and Specifications during this and subsequent phases of design, the 

Architect shall be entitled to rely on the accuracy of the estimates of the Cost of the Work, which are to be provided by 

the Construction Manager under the Construction Manager’s agreement with the Owner.

§ 3.3 Design Development Phase Services
§ 3.3.1 Based on the Owner’s approval of the Schematic Design Documents, and on the Owner’s authorization of any 

adjustments in the Project requirements and the budget for the Cost of the Work pursuant to Section 5.4, the Architect 

shall prepare Design Development Documents for the Owner’s approval and the Construction Manager’s review. The 

Design Development Documents shall be based upon information provided, and estimates prepared by, the 

Construction Manager and shall illustrate and describe the development of the approved Schematic Design 

Documents and shall consist of drawings and other documents including plans, sections, elevations, typical 

construction details, and diagrammatic layouts of building systems to fix and describe the size and character of the 

Project as to architectural, structural, mechanical and electrical systems, and such other elements as may be 

appropriate. The Design Development Documents shall also include outline specifications that identify major 

materials and systems and establish in general their quality levels.

§ 3.3.2 Prior to the conclusion of the Design Development Phase, the Architect shall submit the Design Development 

Documents to the Owner and the Construction Manager. The Architect shall meet with the Construction Manager to 

review the Design Development Documents. 

§ 3.3.3 Upon receipt of the Construction Manager’s information and estimate at the conclusion of the Design 

Development Phase, the Architect shall take action as required under Sections 6.5 and 6.6 and request the Owner’s 

approval of the Design Development Documents.

§ 3.4 Construction Documents Phase Services
§ 3.4.1 Based on the Owner’s approval of the Design Development Documents, and on the Owner’s authorization of 

any adjustments in the Project requirements and the budget for the Cost of the Work, the Architect shall prepare 

Construction Documents for the Owner’s approval and the Construction Manager’s review. The Construction 

Documents shall illustrate and describe the further development of the approved Design Development Documents and 

shall consist of Drawings and Specifications setting forth in detail the quality levels of materials and systems and other 

requirements for the construction of the Work. The Owner and Architect acknowledge that in order to construct the 

Work the Contractor will provide additional information, including Shop Drawings, Product Data, Samples and other 

similar submittals, which the Architect shall review in accordance with Section 3.6.4. 

§ 3.4.2 The Architect shall incorporate into the Construction Documents the design requirements of governmental 

authorities having jurisdiction over the Project. 

§ 3.4.3 During the development of the Construction Documents, if requested by the Owner, the Architect shall assist 

the Owner and the Construction Manager in the development and preparation of (1) bidding and procurement 

information that describes the time, place and conditions of bidding, including bidding or proposal forms; (2) the form 

of agreement between the Owner and Contractor; and (3) the Conditions of the Contract for Construction (General, 

Supplementary and other Conditions); and (4) compile a project manual that includes the Conditions of the Contract 

for Construction and may include bidding requirements and sample forms. 

§ 3.4.4 Prior to the conclusion of the Construction Documents Phase, the Architect shall submit the Construction 

Documents to the Owner and the Construction Manager. The Architect shall meet with the Construction Manager to 

review the Construction Documents.

§ 3.4.5 Upon receipt of the Construction Manager’s information and estimate at the conclusion of the Construction 

Documents Phase, the Architect shall take action as required under Section 6.7 and request the Owner’s approval of 

the Construction Documents. 
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§ 3.5 Bidding or Negotiation Phase Services
§ 3.5.1 General
The Architect shall assist the Owner and Construction Manager in establishing a list of prospective contractors. 

Following the Owner’s approval of the Construction Documents, the Architect shall assist the Owner and 

Construction Manager in (1) obtaining either competitive bids or negotiated proposals; (2) confirming responsiveness 

of bids or proposals; (3) determining the successful bid or proposal, if any; and (4) awarding and preparing contracts 

for construction. 

§ 3.5.2 Competitive Bidding
§ 3.5.2.1 Bidding Documents shall consist of bidding requirements and proposed Contract Documents. 

§ 3.5.2.2 The Architect shall assist the Owner and Construction Manager in bidding the Project by

.1 facilitating the reproduction of Bidding Documents for distribution to prospective bidders, 

.2 participating in a pre-bid conference for prospective bidders, and

.3 preparing responses to questions from prospective bidders and providing clarifications and 

interpretations of the Bidding Documents in the form of addenda.

§ 3.5.2.3 The Architect shall consider requests for substitutions, if the Bidding Documents permit substitutions, and 

shall consult with the Construction Manager and prepare and distribute addenda identifying approved substitutions to 

all prospective bidders. 

§ 3.5.3 Negotiated Proposals
§ 3.5.3.1 Proposal Documents shall consist of proposal requirements, and proposed Contract Documents.

§ 3.5.3.2 The Architect shall assist the Owner and Construction Manager in obtaining proposals by

.1 facilitating the reproduction of Proposal Documents for distribution to prospective contractors, and 

requesting their return upon completion of the negotiation process; 

.2 participating in selection interviews with prospective contractors; and

.3 participating in negotiations with prospective contractors. 

§ 3.5.3.3 The Architect shall consider requests for substitutions, if the Proposal Documents permit substitutions, and 

shall consult with the Construction Manager and prepare and distribute addenda identifying approved substitutions to 

all prospective contractors.

§ 3.6 Construction Phase Services
§ 3.6.1 General
§ 3.6.1.1 The Architect shall provide administration of the Contract between the Owner and the Contractor as set forth 

below and in AIA Document A232™–2009, General Conditions of the Contract for Construction, Construction 

Manager as Adviser Edition. If the Owner and Contractor modify AIA Document A232–2009, those modifications 

shall not affect the Architect’s services under this Agreement unless the Owner and the Architect amend this 

Agreement.

§ 3.6.1.2 The Architect shall advise and consult with the Owner and Construction Manager during the Construction 

Phase Services. The Architect shall have authority to act on behalf of the Owner only to the extent provided in this 

Agreement. The Architect shall not have control over, charge of, or responsibility for the construction means, 

methods, techniques, sequences or procedures, or for safety precautions and programs in connection with the Work, 

nor shall the Architect be responsible for the Contractor’s failure to perform the Work in accordance with the 

requirements of the Contract Documents. The Architect shall be responsible for the Architect’s negligent acts or 

omissions, but shall not have control over or charge of, and shall not be responsible for, acts or omissions of the 

Construction Manager, or the Contractor or of any other persons or entities performing portions of the Work. 

§ 3.6.1.3 Subject to Section 4.3, the Architect’s responsibility to provide Construction Phase Services commences with 

the award of the Contract for Construction and terminates on the date the Architect issues the final Certificate for 

Payment. 
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§ 3.6.2 Evaluations of the Work
§ 3.6.2.1 The Architect shall visit the site at intervals appropriate to the stage of construction, or as otherwise required 

in Section 4.3.3, to become generally familiar with the progress and quality of the portion of the Work completed, and 

to determine, in general, if the Work observed is being performed in a manner indicating that the Work, when fully 

completed, will be in accordance with the Contract Documents. However, the Architect shall not be required to make 

exhaustive or continuous on-site inspections to check the quality or quantity of the Work. On the basis of the site visits, 

the Architect shall keep the Owner reasonably informed about the progress and quality of the portion of the Work 

completed, and report to the Owner and the Construction Manager (1) known deviations from the Contract Documents 

and from the most recent construction schedule, and (2) defects and deficiencies observed in the Work. 

§ 3.6.2.2 The Architect has the authority to reject Work that does not conform to the Contract Documents and shall 

notify the Construction Manager about the rejection. Whenever the Architect considers it necessary or advisable, the 

Architect, upon written authorization from the Owner and notification to the Construction Manager, shall have the 

authority to require inspection or testing of the Work in accordance with the provisions of the Contract Documents, 

whether or not such Work is fabricated, installed or completed. However, neither this authority of the Architect nor a 

decision made in good faith either to exercise or not to exercise such authority shall give rise to a duty or responsibility 

of the Architect to the Contractor, Subcontractors, material and equipment suppliers, their agents or employees or 

other persons or entities performing portions of the Work. 

§ 3.6.2.3 The Architect shall interpret and decide matters concerning performance under, and requirements of, the 

Contract Documents on written request of the Construction Manager, Owner, or Contractor through the Construction 

Manager. The Architect’s response to such requests shall be made in writing within any time limits agreed upon or 

otherwise with reasonable promptness.

§ 3.6.2.4 Interpretations and decisions of the Architect shall be consistent with the intent of and reasonably inferable 

from the Contract Documents and shall be in writing or in the form of drawings. When making such interpretations 

and decisions, the Architect shall endeavor to secure faithful performance by both Owner and Contractor, shall not 

show partiality to either, and shall not be liable for results of interpretations or decisions rendered in good faith. The 

Architect’s decisions on matters relating to aesthetic effect shall be final if consistent with the intent expressed in the 

Contract Documents.

§ 3.6.2.5 Unless the Owner and Contractor designate another person to serve as an Initial Decision Maker, as that term 

is defined in AIA Document A232–2009, the Architect shall render initial decisions on Claims between the Owner and 

Contractor as provided in the Contract Documents. 

§ 3.6.3 Certificates for Payment to Contractor
§ 3.6.3.1 The Architect shall review and certify an application for payment not more frequently than monthly. Within 

seven days after the Architect receives an application for payment forwarded from the Construction Manager, the 

Architect shall review and certify the application as follows:

.1 Where there is only one Contractor responsible for performing the Work, the Architect shall review the 

Contractor’s Application and Certificate for Payment that the Construction Manager has previously 

reviewed and certified. The Architect shall certify the amount due the Contractor and shall issue a 

Certificate for Payment in such amount.

.2 Where there are Multiple Prime Contractors responsible for performing different portions of the 

Project, the Architect shall review a Project Application and Project Certificate for Payment, with a 

Summary of Contractors’ Applications for Payment, that the Construction Manager has previously 

prepared, reviewed and certified. The Architect shall certify the amounts due the Contractors and shall 

issue a Project Certificate for Payment in the total of such amounts. 

§ 3.6.3.2 The Architect’s certification for payment shall constitute a representation to the Owner, based on (1) the 

Architect’s evaluation of the Work as provided in Section 3.6.2, (2) the data comprising the Contractor’s Application 

for Payment or the data comprising the Project Application for Payment, and (3) the recommendation of the 

Construction Manager, that, to the best of the Architect’s knowledge, information and belief, the Work has progressed 

to the point indicated and that the quality of the Work is in accordance with the Contract Documents. The foregoing 

representations are subject (1) to an evaluation of the Work for conformance with the Contract Documents upon 

Substantial Completion, (2) to results of subsequent tests and inspections, (3) to correction of minor deviations from 

the Contract Documents prior to completion, and (4) to specific qualifications expressed by the Architect.
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§ 3.6.3.3 The issuance of a Certificate for Payment or a Project Certificate for Payment shall not be a representation 

that the Architect has (1) made exhaustive or continuous on-site inspections to check the quality or quantity of the 

Work, (2) reviewed construction means, methods, techniques, sequences or procedures, (3) reviewed copies of 

requisitions received from Subcontractors and material suppliers and other data requested by the Owner to substantiate 

the Contractor’s right to payment, or (4) ascertained how or for what purpose the Contractor has used money 

previously paid on account of the Contract Sum.

§ 3.6.3.4 The Architect shall maintain a record of the applications and certificates for payment.

§ 3.6.4 Submittals
§ 3.6.4.1 The Architect shall review the Construction Manager’s Project submittal schedule and shall not unreasonably 

delay or withhold approval. The Architect’s action in reviewing submittals transmitted by the Construction Manager 

shall be taken in accordance with the approved submittal schedule or, in the absence of an approved submittal 

schedule, with reasonable promptness while allowing sufficient time in the Architect’s professional judgment to 

permit adequate review.

§ 3.6.4.2 In accordance with the Architect-approved Project submittal schedule, and after the Construction Manager 

reviews, approves and transmits the submittals, the Architect shall review and approve or take other appropriate action 

upon the Contractor’s submittals such as Shop Drawings, Product Data and Samples, but only for the limited purpose 

of checking for conformance with information given and the design concept expressed in the Contract Documents. 

Review of such submittals is not for the purpose of determining the accuracy and completeness of other information 

such as dimensions, quantities, and installation or performance of equipment or systems, which are the Contractor’s 

responsibility. The Architect’s review shall not constitute approval of safety precautions or, unless otherwise 

specifically stated by the Architect, of any construction means, methods, techniques, sequences or procedures. The 

Architect’s approval of a specific item shall not indicate approval of an assembly of which the item is a component.

§ 3.6.4.3 If the Contract Documents specifically require the Contractor to provide professional design services or 

certifications by a design professional related to systems, materials or equipment, the Architect shall specify the 

appropriate performance and design criteria that such services must satisfy. The Architect shall review shop drawings 

and other submittals related to the Work designed or certified by the design professional retained by the Contractor 

that bear such professional’s seal and signature when submitted to the Architect. The Architect shall be entitled to rely 

upon the adequacy, accuracy and completeness of the services, certifications and approvals performed or provided by 

such design professionals. 

§ 3.6.4.4 After receipt of the Construction Manager’s recommendations, and subject to the provisions of Section 4.3, 

the Architect shall review and respond to requests for information about the Contract Documents. The Architect, in 

consultation with the Construction Manager, shall set forth in the Contract Documents the requirements for requests 

for information. Requests for information shall include, at a minimum, a detailed written statement that indicates the 

specific Drawings or Specifications in need of clarification and the nature of the clarification requested. The 

Architect’s response to such requests shall be made in writing within any time limits agreed upon, or otherwise with 

reasonable promptness. If appropriate, the Architect shall prepare and issue supplemental Drawings and 

Specifications in response to requests for information. 

§ 3.6.4.5 The Architect shall maintain a record of submittals and copies of submittals transmitted by the Construction 

Manager in accordance with the requirements of the Contract Documents.

§ 3.6.5 Changes in the Work
§ 3.6.5.1 The Architect shall review and sign, or take other appropriate action, on Change Orders and Construction 

Change Directives prepared by the Construction Manager for the Owner’s approval and execution in accordance with 

the Contract Documents. 

§ 3.6.5.2 The Architect may authorize minor changes in the Work that are consistent with the intent of the Contract 

Documents and do not involve an adjustment in the Contract Sum or an extension of the Contract Time. Such changes 

shall be affected by written order issued by the Architect through the Construction Manager.

§ 3.6.5.3 The Architect shall maintain records relative to changes in the Work.
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§ 3.6.6 Project Completion
§ 3.6.6.1 The Architect, assisted by the Construction Manager, shall conduct inspections to determine the date or dates 

of Substantial Completion and the date of final completion; issue Certificates of Substantial Completion prepared by 

the Construction Manager; receive from the Construction Manager and review written warranties and related 

documents required by the Contract Documents and assembled by the Contractor; and, after receipt of a final 

Contractor’s Application and Certificate for Payment or a final Project Application and Project Certificate for 

Payment from the Construction Manager, issue a final Certificate for Payment based upon a final inspection indicating 

the Work complies with the requirements of the Contract Documents.

§ 3.6.6.2 The Architect’s inspections shall be conducted with the Owner and Construction Manager to check 

conformance of the Work with the requirements of the Contract Documents and to verify the accuracy and 

completeness of the list submitted by the Construction Manager and Contractor of Work to be completed or corrected. 

§ 3.6.6.3 When the Work is found to be substantially complete by the Construction Manager and Architect, and after 

certification by the Construction Manager and the Architect, the Architect shall inform the Owner about the balance of 

the Contract Sum remaining to be paid the Contractor, including the amount to be retained from the Contract Sum, if 

any, for final completion or correction of the Work.

§ 3.6.6.4 Upon request of the Owner, and prior to the expiration of one year from the date of Substantial Completion, 

the Architect shall, without additional compensation, conduct a meeting with the Owner to review the facility 

operations and performance.

ARTICLE 4   ADDITIONAL SERVICES
§ 4.1 Additional Services listed below are not included in Basic Services but may be required for the Project. The 

Architect shall provide the listed Additional Services only if specifically designated in the table below as the 

Architect’s responsibility, and the Owner shall compensate the Architect as provided in Section 11.2. 

(Designate the Additional Services the Architect shall provide in the second column of the table below. In the third 
column indicate whether the service description is located in Section 4.2 or in an attached exhibit. If in an exhibit, 
identify the exhibit.)

Services Responsibility
(Architect, Owner 

or
Not Provided)

Location of Service Description
(Section 4.2 below or in an exhibit 

attached to this document and 
identified below)

§ 4.1.1 Programming (B202™–2009)   

§ 4.1.2 Multiple preliminary designs

§ 4.1.3 Measured drawings

§ 4.1.4 Existing facilities surveys

§ 4.1.5 Site evaluation and planning (B203™–2007)

§ 4.1.6 Building information modeling (E202™–2008)

§ 4.1.7 Civil engineering

§ 4.1.8 Landscape design

§ 4.1.9 Architectural interior design (B252™–2007)

§ 4.1.10 Value analysis (B204™–2007)

§ 4.1.11 Detailed cost estimating

§ 4.1.12 On-site project representation (B207™–2008)

§ 4.1.13 Conformed construction documents

§ 4.1.14 As-designed record drawings

§ 4.1.15 As-constructed record drawings

§ 4.1.16 Post occupancy evaluation

§ 4.1.17 Facility support services (B210™–2007)

§ 4.1.18 Tenant-related services

§ 4.1.19 Coordination of Owner’s consultants

§ 4.1.20 Telecommunications/data design

§ 4.1.21 Security evaluation and planning (B206™–2007)
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§ 4.1.22 Commissioning (B211™–2007)

§ 4.1.23 Extensive environmentally responsible design

§ 4.1.24 LEED® certification (B214™–2012)

§ 4.1.25 Historic preservation (B205™–2007)

§ 4.1.26 Furniture, furnishings, and equipment design 

(B253™–2007)

§ 4.2 Insert a description of each Additional Service designated in Section 4.1 as the Architect’s responsibility, if not 

further described in an exhibit attached to this document.

  

§ 4.3 Additional Services may be provided after execution of this Agreement, without invalidating the Agreement. 

Except for services required due to the fault of the Architect, any Additional Services provided in accordance with this 

Section 4.3 shall entitle the Architect to compensation pursuant to Section 11.3 and an appropriate adjustment in the 

Architect’s schedule. 

§ 4.3.1 Upon recognizing the need to perform the following Additional Services, the Architect shall notify the Owner 

with reasonable promptness and explain the facts and circumstances giving rise to the need. The Architect shall not 

proceed to provide the following services until the Architect receives the Owner’s written authorization: 

.1 Services necessitated by a change in the Initial Information, previous instructions or recommendations 

given by the Construction Manager or the Owner, or approvals given by the Owner, or a material 

change in the Project including, but not limited to, size, quality, complexity, building systems, the 

Owner’s schedule or budget for Cost of the Work, constructability considerations, procurement or 

delivery method, or bid packages in addition to those listed in Section 1.1.6; 

.2 Making revisions in Drawings, Specifications, or other documents (as required pursuant to Section 

6.7), when such revisions are required because the Construction Manager’s estimate of the Cost of the 

Work exceeds the Owner’s budget, except where such excess is due to changes initiated by the 

Architect in scope, capacities of basic systems, or the kinds and quality of materials, finishes or 

equipment;

.3 Services necessitated by the Owner’s request for extensive environmentally responsible design 

alternatives, such as unique system designs, in-depth material research, energy modeling, or LEED® 

certification;

.4 Changing or editing previously prepared Instruments of Service necessitated by the enactment or 

revision of codes, laws or regulations or official interpretations;

.5 Services necessitated by decisions of the Owner or Construction Manager not rendered in a timely 

manner or any other failure of performance on the part of the Owner, Construction Manager or the 

Owner’s other consultants or contractors;

.6 Preparing digital data for transmission to the Owner’s consultants and contractors, or to other Owner 

authorized recipients; 

.7 Preparation of design and documentation for alternate bid or proposal requests proposed by the Owner 

or Construction Manager; 

.8 Preparation for, and attendance at, a public presentation, meeting or hearing;

.9 Preparation for, and attendance at a dispute resolution proceeding or legal proceeding, except where the 

Architect is party thereto;

.10 Evaluation of the qualifications of bidders or persons providing proposals;

.11 Consultation concerning replacement of Work resulting from fire or other cause during construction; or

.12 Assistance to the Initial Decision Maker, if other than the Architect.

§ 4.3.2 To avoid delay in the Construction Phase, the Architect shall provide the following Additional Services, notify 

the Owner with reasonable promptness, and explain the facts and circumstances giving rise to the need. If the Owner 

subsequently determines that all or parts of those services are not required, the Owner shall give prompt written notice 

to the Architect, and the Owner shall have no further obligation to compensate the Architect for those services: 

.1 Reviewing a Contractor’s submittal out of sequence from the initial Project submittal schedule agreed 

to by the Architect; 
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.2 Responding to the Contractor’s requests for information that are not prepared in accordance with the 

Contract Documents or where such information is available to the Contractor from a careful study and 

comparison of the Contract Documents, field conditions, other Owner-provided information, 

Contractor-prepared coordination drawings, or prior Project correspondence or documentation;

.3 Preparing Change Orders, and Construction Change Directives that require evaluation of Contractor’s 

proposals and supporting data, or the preparation or revision of Instruments of Service;

.4 Evaluating an extensive number of Claims as the Initial Decision Maker;

.5 Evaluating substitutions proposed by the Owner, Construction Manager or Contractor and making 

subsequent revisions to Instruments of Service resulting therefrom; or

.6 To the extent the Architect’s Basic Services are affected, providing Construction Phase Services 60 

days after (1) the date of Substantial Completion of the Work or (2) the anticipated date of Substantial 

Completion, identified in Initial Information, whichever is earlier.

§ 4.3.3 The Architect shall provide Construction Phase Services exceeding the limits set forth below as Additional 

Services. When the limits below are reached, the Architect shall notify the Owner:

.1    (    ) reviews of each Shop Drawing, Product Data item, sample and similar submittals of the 

Contractor

.2    (    ) visits to the site by the Architect over the duration of the Project during construction

.3    (    ) inspections for any portion of the Work to determine whether such portion of the Work is 

substantially complete in accordance with the requirements of the Contract Documents

.4    (    ) inspections for any portion of the Work to determine final completion

§ 4.3.4 If the services covered by this Agreement have not been completed within    (    ) months of the date of this 

Agreement, through no fault of the Architect, extension of the Architect’s services beyond that time shall be 

compensated as Additional Services. 

ARTICLE 5   OWNER’S RESPONSIBILITIES
§ 5.1 Unless otherwise provided for under this Agreement, the Owner shall provide information in a timely manner 

regarding requirements for and limitations on the Project, including a written program which shall set forth the 

Owner’s objectives, schedule, constraints and criteria, including space requirements and relationships, flexibility, 

expandability, special equipment, systems and site requirements. Within 15 days after receipt of a written request from 

the Architect, the Owner shall furnish the requested information as necessary and relevant for the Architect to 

evaluate, give notice of or enforce lien rights. 

§ 5.2 The Owner shall retain a Construction Manager to provide services, duties and responsibilities as described in 

AIA Document C132–2009, Standard Form of Agreement Between Owner and Construction Manager. The Owner 

shall provide the Architect a copy of the executed agreement between the Owner and the Construction Manager, and 

any further modifications to the agreement. 

§ 5.3 The Owner shall furnish the services of a Construction Manager that shall be responsible for creating the overall 

Project schedule. The Owner shall adjust the Project schedule, if necessary, as the Project proceeds.

§ 5.4 The Owner shall establish and periodically update the Owner’s budget for the Project, including (1) the budget 

for the Cost of the Work as defined in Section 6.1, (2) the Owner’s other costs, and (3) reasonable contingencies 

related to all of these costs. The Owner shall furnish the services of a Construction Manager that shall be responsible 

for preparing all estimates of the Cost of the Work. If the Owner significantly increases or decreases the Owner’s 

budget for the Cost of the Work, the Owner shall notify the Architect and the Construction Manager. The Owner and 

the Architect, in consultation with the Construction Manager, shall thereafter agree to a corresponding change in the 

budget for the Cost of the Work or in the Project’s scope and quality.

§ 5.4.1 The Owner acknowledges that accelerated, phased or fast-track scheduling provides a benefit, but also carries 

with it associated risks. Such risks include the Owner incurring costs for the Architect to coordinate and redesign 

portions of the Project affected by procuring or installing elements of the Project prior to the completion of all relevant 

Construction Documents, and costs for the Contractor to remove and replace previously installed Work. If the Owner 

selects accelerated, phased or fast-track scheduling, the Owner agrees to include in the budget for the Project sufficient 

contingencies to cover such costs. 
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§ 5.5 The Owner shall identify a representative authorized to act on the Owner’s behalf with respect to the Project. The 

Owner shall render decisions and approve the Architect’s submittals in a timely manner in order to avoid unreasonable 

delay in the orderly and sequential progress of the Architect’s services.

§ 5.6 The Owner shall furnish surveys to describe physical characteristics, legal limitations and utility locations for the 

site of the Project, and a written legal description of the site. The surveys and legal information shall include, as 

applicable, grades and lines of streets, alleys, pavements and adjoining property and structures; designated wetlands; 

adjacent drainage; rights-of-way, restrictions, easements, encroachments, zoning, deed restrictions, boundaries and 

contours of the site; locations, dimensions and necessary data with respect to existing buildings, other improvements 

and trees; and information concerning available utility services and lines, both public and private, above and below 

grade, including inverts and depths. All the information on the survey shall be referenced to a Project benchmark.

§ 5.7 The Owner shall furnish services of geotechnical engineers, which may include but are not limited to test borings, 

test pits, determinations of soil bearing values, percolation tests, evaluations of hazardous materials, seismic 

evaluation, ground corrosion tests and resistivity tests, including necessary operations for anticipating subsoil 

conditions, with written reports and appropriate recommendations.

§ 5.8 The Owner shall coordinate the services of its own consultants with those services provided by the Architect. 

Upon the Architect’s request, the Owner shall furnish copies of the scope of services in the contracts between the 

Owner and the Owner’s consultants. The Owner shall furnish the services of consultants other than those designated in 

this Agreement, or authorize the Architect to furnish them as an Additional Service, when the Architect requests such 

services and demonstrates that they are reasonably required by the scope of the Project. The Owner shall require that 

its consultants maintain professional liability insurance and other liability insurance as appropriate to the services 

provided.

§ 5.9 The Owner shall furnish tests, inspections and reports required by law or the Contract Documents, such as 

structural, mechanical, and chemical tests, tests for air and water pollution, and tests for hazardous materials.

§ 5.10 The Owner shall furnish all legal, insurance and accounting services, including auditing services, that may be 

reasonably necessary at any time for the Project to meet the Owner’s needs and interests. 

§ 5.11 The Owner shall provide prompt written notice to the Architect and Construction Manager if the Owner 

becomes aware of any fault or defect in the Project, including errors, omissions or inconsistencies in the Architect’s 

Instruments of Service.

§ 5.12 Except as otherwise provided in the Contract Documents or when direct communications have been specially 

authorized, the Owner shall endeavor to communicate with the Contractor through the Construction Manager, and 

shall contemporaneously provide the same communications to the Architect about matters arising out of or relating to 

the Contract Documents. Communications by and with the Architect’s consultants shall be through the Architect.

§ 5.13 Before executing the Contract for Construction, the Owner shall coordinate the Architect’s duties and 

responsibilities set forth in the Contract for Construction with the Architect’s services set forth in this Agreement. The 

Owner shall provide the Architect a copy of the executed agreement between the Owner and Contractor, including the 

General Conditions of the Contract for Construction. 

§ 5.14 The Owner shall provide the Architect access to the Project site prior to commencement of the Work and shall 

obligate the Construction Manager and Contractor to provide the Architect access to the Work wherever it is in 

preparation or progress.

ARTICLE 6   COST OF THE WORK
§ 6.1 For purposes of this Agreement, the Cost of the Work shall be the total cost to the Owner to construct all elements 

of the Project designed or specified by the Architect and shall include the contractors’ general conditions costs, 

overhead and profit. The Cost of the Work includes the compensation of the Construction Manager and Construction 

Manager’s consultants during the Construction Phase only, including compensation for reimbursable expenses at the 

job site, if any. The Cost of the Work does not include the compensation of the Architect, the costs of the land, 

rights-of-way, financing, contingencies for changes in the Work or other costs that are the responsibility of the Owner. 
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§ 6.2 The Owner’s budget for the Cost of the Work is provided in Initial Information, and may be adjusted throughout 

the Project as required under Sections 5.4 and 6.4. Evaluations of the Owner’s budget for the Cost of the Work 

represent the Architect’s judgment as a design professional.

§ 6.3 The Owner shall require the Construction Manager to include appropriate contingencies for design, bidding or 

negotiating, price escalation, and market conditions in estimates of the Cost of the Work. The Architect shall be 

entitled to rely on the accuracy and completeness of estimates of the Cost of the Work the Construction Manager 

prepares as the Architect progresses with its Basic Services. The Architect shall prepare, as an Additional Service, 

revisions to the Drawings, Specifications or other documents required due to the Construction Manager’s inaccuracies 

or incompleteness in preparing cost estimates. The Architect may review the Construction Manager’s estimates solely 

for the Architect’s guidance in completion of its services, however, the Architect shall report to the Owner any 

material inaccuracies and inconsistencies noted during any such review. 

§ 6.3.1 If the Architect is providing detailed cost estimating services as an Additional Service, and a discrepancy exists 

between the Construction Manager’s cost estimates and the Architect’s cost estimates, the Architect and the 

Construction Manager shall work cooperatively to conform the cost estimates to one another. 

§ 6.4 If, prior to the conclusion of the Design Development Phase, the Construction Manager’s estimate of the Cost of 

the Work exceeds the Owner’s budget for the Cost of the Work, the Architect, in consultation with the Construction 

Manager, shall make appropriate recommendations to the Owner to adjust the Project’s size, quality or budget, and the 

Owner shall cooperate with the Architect in making such adjustments.

§ 6.5 If the estimate of the Cost of the Work at the conclusion of the Design Development Phase exceeds the Owner’s 

budget for the Cost of the Work, the Owner shall

.1 give written approval of an increase in the budget for the Cost of the Work;

.2 in consultation with the Architect and Construction Manager, revise the Project program, scope, or 

quality as required to reduce the Cost of the Work; or

.3 implement any other mutually acceptable alternative.

§ 6.6 If the Owner chooses to proceed under Section 6.5.2, the Architect, without additional compensation, shall 

incorporate the required modifications in the Construction Documents Phase as necessary to comply with the Owner’s 

budget for the Cost of the Work at the conclusion of the Design Development Phase Services, or the budget as adjusted 

under Section 6.5.1. The Architect’s modification of the Construction Documents shall be the limit of the Architect’s 

responsibility as a Basic Service under this Article 6.

§ 6.7 After incorporation of modifications under Section 6.6, the Architect shall, as an Additional Service, make any 

required revisions to the Drawings, Specifications or other documents necessitated by subsequent cost estimates that 

exceed the Owner’s budget for the Cost of the Work, except when the excess is due to changes initiated by the 

Architect in scope, basic systems, or the kinds and quality of materials, finishes or equipment.

ARTICLE 7   COPYRIGHTS AND LICENSES
§ 7.1 The Architect and the Owner warrant that in transmitting Instruments of Service, or any other information, the 

transmitting party is the copyright owner of such information or has permission from the copyright owner to transmit 

such information for its use on the Project. If the Owner and Architect intend to transmit Instruments of Service or any 

other information or documentation in digital form, they shall endeavor to establish necessary protocols governing 

such transmissions.

§ 7.2 The Architect and the Architect’s consultants shall be deemed the authors and owners of their respective 

Instruments of Service, including the Drawings and Specifications, and shall retain all common law, statutory and 

other reserved rights, including copyrights. Submission or distribution of Instruments of Service to meet official 

regulatory requirements or for similar purposes in connection with the Project is not to be construed as publication in 

derogation of the reserved rights of the Architect and the Architect’s consultants.

§ 7.3 Upon execution of this Agreement, the Architect grants to the Owner a nonexclusive license to use the 

Architect’s Instruments of Service solely and exclusively for purposes of constructing, using, maintaining, altering 

and adding to the Project, provided that the Owner substantially performs its obligations, including prompt payment of 

all sums when due, under this Agreement. The Architect shall obtain similar nonexclusive licenses from the 
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Architect’s consultants consistent with this Agreement. The license granted under this section permits the Owner to 

authorize the Contractor, Construction Manager, Subcontractors, Sub-subcontractors, and material or equipment 

suppliers, as well as the Owner’s consultants and separate contractors, to reproduce applicable portions of the 

Instruments of Service solely and exclusively for use in performing services or construction for the Project. If the 

Architect rightfully terminates this Agreement for cause as provided in Section 9.4, the license granted in this Section 

7.3 shall terminate.

§ 7.3.1 In the event the Owner uses the Instruments of Service without retaining the authors of the Instruments of 

Service, the Owner releases the Architect and Architect’s consultant(s) from all claims and causes of action arising 

from such uses. The Owner, to the extent permitted by law, further agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 

Architect and its consultants from all costs and expenses, including the cost of defense, related to claims and causes of 

action asserted by any third person or entity to the extent such costs and expenses arise from the Owner’s use of the 

Instruments of Service under this Section 7.3.1. The terms of this Section 7.3.1 shall not apply if the Owner rightfully 

terminates this Agreement for cause under Section 9.4. 

§ 7.4 Except for the licenses granted in this Article 7, no other license or right shall be deemed granted or implied under 

this Agreement. The Owner shall not assign, delegate, sublicense, pledge or otherwise transfer any license granted 

herein to another party without the prior written agreement of the Architect. Any unauthorized use of the Instruments 

of Service shall be at the Owner’s sole risk and without liability to the Architect and the Architect’s consultants.

ARTICLE 8   CLAIMS AND DISPUTES
§ 8.1 General
§ 8.1.1 The Owner and Architect shall commence all claims and causes of action, whether in contract, tort, or 

otherwise, against the other arising out of or related to this Agreement in accordance with the requirements of the 

method of dispute resolution selected in this Agreement within the period specified by applicable law, but in any case 

not more than 10 years after the date of Substantial Completion of the Work. The Owner and Architect waive all 

claims and causes of action not commenced in accordance with this Section 8.1.1.

§ 8.1.2 To the extent damages are covered by property insurance, the Owner and Architect waive all rights against each 

other and against the contractors, consultants, agents and employees of the other for damages, except such rights as 

they may have to the proceeds of such insurance as set forth in AIA Document A232–2009, General Conditions of the 

Contract for Construction. The Owner or the Architect, as appropriate, shall require of the Construction Manager, 

contractors, consultants, agents and employees of any of them similar waivers in favor of the other parties enumerated 

herein.

§ 8.1.3 The Architect shall indemnify and hold the Owner and the Owner’s officers and employees harmless from and 

against damages, losses and judgments arising from claims by third parties, including reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

expenses recoverable under applicable law, but only to the extent they are caused by the negligent acts or omissions of 

the Architect, its employees and its consultants in the performance of professional services under this Agreement. The 

Architect’s duty to indemnify the Owner under this provision shall be limited to the available proceeds of insurance 

coverage.

§ 8.1.4 The Architect and Owner waive consequential damages for claims, disputes or other matters in question arising 

out of or relating to this Agreement. This mutual waiver is applicable, without limitation, to all consequential damages 

due to either party’s termination of this Agreement, except as specifically provided in Section 9.7.

§ 8.2 Mediation
§ 8.2.1 Any claim, dispute or other matter in question arising out of or related to this Agreement shall be subject to 

mediation as a condition precedent to binding dispute resolution. If such matter relates to or is the subject of a lien 

arising out of the Architect’s services, the Architect may proceed in accordance with applicable law to comply with the 

lien notice or filing deadlines prior to resolution of the matter by mediation or by binding dispute resolution.

§ 8.2.2 The Owner and Architect shall endeavor to resolve claims, disputes and other matters in question between them 

by mediation which, unless the parties mutually agree otherwise, shall be administered by the American Arbitration 

Association in accordance with its Construction Industry Mediation Procedures in effect on the date of the Agreement. 

A request for mediation shall be made in writing, delivered to the other party to the Contract, and filed with the person 

or entity administering the mediation. The request may be made concurrently with the filing of a complaint or other 
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appropriate demand for binding dispute resolution but, in such event, mediation shall proceed in advance of binding 

dispute resolution proceedings, which shall be stayed pending mediation for a period of 60 days from the date of filing, 

unless stayed for a longer period by agreement of the parties or court order. If an arbitration proceeding is stayed 

pursuant to this section, the parties may nonetheless proceed to the selection of the arbitrator(s) and agree upon a 

schedule for later proceedings.

§ 8.2.3 The parties shall share the mediator’s fee and any filing fees equally. The mediation shall be held in the place 

where the Project is located, unless another location is mutually agreed upon. Agreements reached in mediation shall 

be enforceable as settlement agreements in any court having jurisdiction thereof.

§ 8.2.4 If the parties do not resolve a dispute through mediation pursuant to this Section 8.2, the method of binding 

dispute resolution shall be the following: 

(Check the appropriate box. If the Owner and Architect do not select a method of binding dispute resolution below, or 
do not subsequently agree in writing to a binding dispute resolution method other than litigation, the dispute will be 
resolved in a court of competent jurisdiction.)

[    ] Arbitration pursuant to Section 8.3 of this Agreement

[ X ] Litigation in a court of competent jurisdiction

[    ] Other: (Specify)

  

§ 8.3 Arbitration
§ 8.3.1 If the parties have selected arbitration as the method for binding dispute resolution in this Agreement any claim, 

dispute or other matter in question arising out of or related to this Agreement subject to, but not resolved by, mediation 

shall be subject to arbitration which shall be administered by the American Arbitration Association in accordance with 

its Construction Industry Arbitration Rules in effect on the date of the Agreement, unless the parties mutually agree 

otherwise. A demand for arbitration shall be made in writing, delivered to the other party to this Agreement, and filed 

with the person or entity administering the arbitration. 

§ 8.3.1.1 A demand for arbitration shall be made no earlier than concurrently with the filing of a request for mediation, 

but in no event shall it be made after the date when the institution of legal or equitable proceedings based on the claim, 

dispute or other matter in question would be barred by the applicable statute of limitations. For statute of limitations 

purposes, receipt of a written demand for arbitration by the person or entity administering the arbitration shall 

constitute the institution of legal or equitable proceedings based on the claim, dispute or other matter in question.

§ 8.3.2 The foregoing agreement to arbitrate and other agreements to arbitrate with an additional person or entity duly 

consented to by parties to this Agreement shall be specifically enforceable in accordance with applicable law in any 

court having jurisdiction thereof.

§ 8.3.3 The award rendered by the arbitrator(s) shall be final, and judgment may be entered upon it in accordance with 

applicable law in any court having jurisdiction thereof.

§ 8.3.4 Consolidation or Joinder
§ 8.3.4.1 Either party, at its sole discretion, may consolidate an arbitration conducted under this Agreement with any 

other arbitration to which it is a party provided that (1) the arbitration agreement governing the other arbitration 

permits consolidation, (2) the arbitrations to be consolidated substantially involve common issues of law or fact, and 

(3) the arbitrations employ materially similar procedural rules and methods for selecting arbitrator(s).

§ 8.3.4.2 Either party, at its sole discretion, may include by joinder persons or entities substantially involved in a 

common question of fact or law whose presence is required if complete relief is to be accorded in arbitration, provided 

that the party sought to be joined consents in writing to such joinder. Consent to arbitration involving an additional 

person or entity shall not constitute consent to arbitration of any claim, dispute or other matter in question not 

described in the written consent.
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§ 8.3.4.3 The Owner and Architect grant to any person or entity made a party to an arbitration conducted under this 

Section 8.3, whether by joinder or consolidation, the same rights of joinder and consolidation as the Owner and 

Architect under this Agreement.

ARTICLE 9   TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION
§ 9.1 If the Owner fails to make payments to the Architect in accordance with this Agreement, such failure shall be 

considered substantial nonperformance and cause for termination or, at the Architect’s option, cause for suspension of 

performance of services under this Agreement. If the Architect elects to suspend services, the Architect shall give 

seven days’ written notice to the Owner before suspending services. In the event of a suspension of services, the 

Architect shall have no liability to the Owner for delay or damage caused the Owner because of such suspension of 

services. Before resuming services, the Architect shall be paid all sums due prior to suspension and any expenses 

incurred in the interruption and resumption of the Architect’s services. The Architect’s fees for the remaining services 

and the time schedules shall be equitably adjusted.

§ 9.2 If the Owner suspends the Project, the Architect shall be compensated for services performed prior to notice of 

such suspension. When the Project is resumed, the Architect shall be compensated for expenses incurred in the 

interruption and resumption of the Architect’s services. The Architect’s fees for the remaining services and the time 

schedules shall be equitably adjusted.

§ 9.3 If the Owner suspends the Project for more than 90 cumulative days for reasons other than the fault of the 

Architect, the Architect may terminate this Agreement by giving not less than seven days’ written notice. 

§ 9.4 Either party may terminate this Agreement upon not less than seven days’ written notice should the other party 

fail substantially to perform in accordance with the terms of this Agreement through no fault of the party initiating the 

termination. 

§ 9.5 The Owner may terminate this Agreement upon not less than seven days’ written notice to the Architect for the 

Owner’s convenience and without cause.

§ 9.6 In the event of termination not the fault of the Architect, the Architect shall be compensated for services 

performed prior to termination, together with Reimbursable Expenses then due and all Termination Expenses as 

defined in Section 9.7. 

§ 9.7 Termination Expenses are in addition to compensation for the Architect’s services and include expenses directly 

attributable to termination for which the Architect is not otherwise compensated, plus an amount for the Architect’s 

anticipated profit on the value of the services not performed by the Architect.

 

§ 9.8 The Owner’s rights to use the Architect’s Instruments of Service in the event of a termination of this Agreement 

are set forth in Article 7 and Section 11.9.

ARTICLE 10   MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
§ 10.1 This Agreement shall be governed by the law of the place where the Project is located, except that if the parties 

have selected arbitration as the method of binding dispute resolution, the Federal Arbitration Act shall govern 

Section 8.3.

§ 10.2 Terms in this Agreement shall have the same meaning as those in AIA Document A232–2009, General 

Conditions of the Contract for Construction.

§ 10.3 The Owner and Architect, respectively, bind themselves, their agents, successors, assigns and legal 

representatives to this Agreement. Neither the Owner nor the Architect shall assign this Agreement without the written 

consent of the other, except that the Owner may assign this Agreement to a lender providing financing for the Project 

if the lender agrees to assume the Owner’s rights and obligations under this Agreement. 

§ 10.4 If the Owner requests the Architect to execute certificates, the proposed language of such certificates shall be 

submitted to the Architect for review at least 14 days prior to the requested dates of execution. If the Owner requests 

the Architect to execute consents reasonably required to facilitate assignment to a lender, the Architect shall execute 

all such consents that are consistent with this Agreement, provided the proposed consent is submitted to the Architect 
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for review at least 14 days prior to execution. The Architect shall not be required to execute certificates or consents 

that would require knowledge, services or responsibilities beyond the scope of this Agreement. 

§ 10.5 Nothing contained in this Agreement shall create a contractual relationship with or a cause of action in favor of 

a third party against either the Owner or Architect. 

§ 10.6 Unless otherwise required in this Agreement, the Architect shall have no responsibility for the discovery, 

presence, handling, removal or disposal of, or exposure of persons to, hazardous materials or toxic substances in any 

form at the Project site.

§ 10.7 The Architect shall have the right to include photographic or artistic representations of the design of the Project 

among the Architect’s promotional and professional materials. The Architect shall be given reasonable access to the 

completed Project to make such representations. However, the Architect’s materials shall not include the Owner’s 

confidential or proprietary information if the Owner has previously advised the Architect in writing of the specific 

information considered by the Owner to be confidential or proprietary. The Owner shall provide professional credit for 

the Architect in the Owner’s promotional materials for the Project.

§ 10.8 If the Architect or Owner receives information specifically designated by the other party as "confidential" or 

"business proprietary," the receiving party shall keep such information strictly confidential and shall not disclose it to 

any other person except to (1) its employees, (2) those who need to know the content of such information in order to 

perform services or construction solely and exclusively for the Project, or (3) its consultants and contractors whose 

contracts include similar restrictions on the use of confidential information. 

ARTICLE 11   COMPENSATION
§ 11.1 For the Architect’s Basic Services described under Article 3, the Owner shall compensate the Architect as 

follows:

Part 1 Services to be billed hourly not to exceed $252,159 based on Section 5.4.3 Fee Table in Exhibit A Proposal 
dated 23 May 2019 prepared by 359 Design.

  

§ 11.2 For Additional Services designated in Section 4.1, the Owner shall compensate the Architect as follows:

(Insert amount of, or basis for, compensation. If necessary, list specific services to which particular methods of 
compensation apply.)

  

§ 11.3 For Additional Services that may arise during the course of the Project, including those under Section 4.3, the 

Owner shall compensate the Architect as follows:

Hourly rates for additional services to be based on Section 5.4.3 Hourly Rate Table in Exhibit A Proposal dated 23 
May 2019 prepared by 359 Design.

  

§ 11.4 Compensation for Additional Services of the Architect’s consultants when not included in Sections 11.2 or 11.3, 

shall be the amount invoiced to the Architect plus    percent (    %), or as otherwise stated below:

  

§ 11.5 Where compensation for Basic Services is based on a stipulated sum or percentage of the Cost of the Work, the 

compensation for each phase of services shall be as follows:

Schematic Design Phase   percent  (   %)

Design Development Phase   percent  (   %)

Construction Documents Phase   percent  (   %)

Bidding or Negotiation Phase   percent  (   %)
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Construction Phase   percent  (   %)

  

Total Basic Compensation one hundred percent  ( 100 %)

The Owner acknowledges that with an accelerated Project delivery or multiple bid package process, the Architect may 

be providing its services in multiple Phases simultaneously. Therefore, the Architect shall be permitted to invoice 

monthly in proportion to services performed in each Phase of Services, as appropriate.

§ 11.6 When compensation is based on a percentage of the Cost of the Work and any portions of the Project are deleted 

or otherwise not constructed, compensation for those portions of the Project shall be payable to the extent services are 

performed on those portions, in accordance with the schedule set forth in Section 11.5 based on (1) the lowest bona 

fide bid or negotiated proposal, or (2) if no such bid or proposal is received, the most recent estimate of the Cost of the 

Work prepared by the Construction Manager for such portions of the Project. The Architect shall be entitled to 

compensation in accordance with this Agreement for all services performed whether or not the Construction Phase is 

commenced. 

§ 11.7 The hourly billing rates for services of the Architect and the Architect’s consultants, if any, are set forth below. 

The rates shall be adjusted in accordance with the Architect’s and Architect’s consultants’ normal review practices.

(If applicable, attach an exhibit of hourly billing rates or insert them below.)

  

Employee or Category Rate ($0.00)
  

§ 11.8 Compensation for Reimbursable Expenses
§ 11.8.1 Reimbursable Expenses are in addition to compensation for Basic and Additional Services and include 

expenses incurred by the Architect and the Architect’s consultants directly related to the Project, as follows: 

.1 Transportation and authorized out-of-town travel and subsistence; 

.2 Long distance services, dedicated data and communication services, teleconferences, Project Web 

sites, and extranets;

.3 Fees paid for securing approval of authorities having jurisdiction over the Project;

.4 Printing, reproductions, plots, standard form documents;

.5 Postage, handling and delivery;

.6 Expense of overtime work requiring higher than regular rates, if authorized in advance by the Owner;

.7 Renderings, models, mock-ups, professional photography, and presentation materials requested by the 

Owner;

.8 Architect’s Consultant’s expense of professional liability insurance dedicated exclusively to this 

Project, or the expense of additional insurance coverage or limits if the Owner requests such insurance 

in excess of that normally carried by the Architect’s consultants;

.9 All taxes levied on professional services and on reimbursable expenses;

.10 Site office expenses; and

.11 Other similar Project-related expenditures.

§ 11.8.2 For Reimbursable Expenses the compensation shall be the expenses incurred by the Architect and the 

Architect’s consultants plus    percent (    %) of the expenses incurred.

§ 11.9 Compensation for Use of Architect’s Instruments of Service
If the Owner terminates the Architect for its convenience under Section 9.5, or the Architect terminates this 

Agreement under Section 9.3, the Owner shall pay a licensing fee as compensation for the Owner’s continued use of 

the Architect’s Instruments of Service solely for purposes of completing, using and maintaining the Project as follows: 

  

§ 11.10 Payments to the Architect
§ 11.10.1 An initial payment of    ($    ) shall be made upon execution of this Agreement and is the minimum payment 

under this Agreement. It shall be credited to the Owner’s account in the final invoice. 
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§ 11.10.2 Unless otherwise agreed, payments for services shall be made monthly in proportion to services performed. 

Payments are due and payable upon presentation of the Architect’s invoice. Amounts unpaid    (    ) days after the 

invoice date shall bear interest at the rate entered below, or in the absence thereof at the legal rate prevailing from time 

to time at the principal place of business of the Architect.

(Insert rate of monthly or annual interest agreed upon.)

   %   

§ 11.10.3 The Owner shall not withhold amounts from the Architect’s compensation to impose a penalty or liquidated 

damages on the Architect, or to offset sums requested by or paid to contractors for the cost of changes in the Work 

unless the Architect agrees or has been found liable for the amounts in a binding dispute resolution proceeding. 

§ 11.10.4 Records of Reimbursable Expenses, expenses pertaining to Additional Services, and services performed on 

the basis of hourly rates shall be available to the Owner at mutually convenient times.

ARTICLE 12   SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
Special terms and conditions that modify this Agreement are as follows:

§ 12.5 Tax-Exemption.  All purchases of supplies, construction or building materials shall not include Federal Excise 

Taxes or Colorado State or local sales or use taxes.  The Owner’s State of Colorado tax identification number is 

98-04557.  The Owner’s Federal Tax Identification Number is 84-6000563. 

§ 12.6   Independent Contractor Status.  It is expressly acknowledged and understood by the parties that nothing 

contained in this agreement shall result in or be construed as establishing an employment relationship.  Architect shall 

be, and shall perform as, an Independent Contractor who agrees to use his or her best efforts to provide the said 

services on behalf of the Owner.  No agent, employee, or servant of Architect shall be, or shall be deemed to be, the 

employee, agent or servant of the Owner.  Owner is interested only in the results obtained under this contract.  The 

manner and means of conducting the work are under the sole control of Architect.  None of the benefits provided by 

Owner to its employees including, but not limited to, workers’ compensation insurance and unemployment insurance, 

are available from Owner to the employees, agents or servants of Architect.  Architect shall be solely and entirely 

responsible for its acts and for the acts of Architect’s agents, employees, servants and consultants during the 

performance of this contract.  Architect shall indemnify Owner against all liability and loss in connection with, and 

shall assume full responsibility for payment of all federal, state and local taxes or contributions imposed or required 

under unemployment insurance, social security and income tax law, with respect to Architect and/or Architect’s 

employees engaged in the performance of the services agreed to herein. 

§ 12.7   Notice.  Any written notices as called for herein may be hand delivered to the respective persons and/or 

addresses listed below or mailed by certified mail return receipt requested, to:

Owner:

City Manager

City of Aspen

130 South Galena Street

Aspen, Colorado 81611

With a copy to:

James R. True, Esq.

City Attorney

130 South Galena Street

Aspen, Colorado 81611

§ 12.8 Non-Discrimination.  No discrimination because of race, color, creed, sex, marital status, affectional or sexual 

orientation, family responsibility, national origin, ancestry, handicap, or religion shall be made in the employment of 

persons to perform services under this contract.  Architect agrees to meet all of the requirements of Owner’s municipal 
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code, Section 13-98, pertaining to non-discrimination in employment.

§ 12.9 Waiver.  The waiver by the Owner of any term, covenant, or condition hereof shall not operate as a waiver of any 

subsequent breach of the same or any other term.  No term, covenant, or condition of this Agreement can be waived 

except by the written consent of the Owner.  Forbearance or indulgence by the Owner in any regard whatsoever shall 

not constitute a waiver of any term, covenant, or condition to be performed by Architect to which the same may apply 

and, until complete performance by Architect of said term, covenant or condition, the Owner shall be entitled to 

invoke any remedy available to it under this Agreement or by law despite any such forbearance or indulgence.

§ 12.10 Execution of Agreement by Owner.  This agreement shall be binding upon all parties hereto and their respective 

heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained herein, 

this Agreement shall not be binding upon the Owner unless duly executed in accordance with the requirements of the 

Owner’s municipal code by the Mayor of the City of Aspen, or a duly authorized official in his absence, following 

approval of City Council. 

§ 12.11   Illegal Aliens – CRS 8-17.5-101 & 24-76.5-101

§ 12.11.1 Purpose.  During the 2006 Colorado legislative session, the Legislature passed House Bills 06-1343 

(subsequently amended by HB 07-1073) and 06-1023 that added new statutes relating to the employment of and 

contracting with illegal aliens.  These new laws prohibit all state agencies and political subdivisions, including the 

Owner, from knowingly hiring an illegal alien to perform work under a contract, or to knowingly contract with a 

Consultant who knowingly hires with an illegal alien to perform work under the contract.  The new laws also require 

that all contracts for services include certain specific language as set forth in the statutes.  The following terms and 

conditions have been designed to comply with the requirements of this new law.

§ 12.11.2 Definitions.  The following terms are defined in the new law and by this reference are incorporated herein and 

in any contract for services entered into with the Owner.

.1 "E-verify program" means the electronic employment verification program created in Public Law 208, 

104th Congress, as amended, and expanded in Public Law 156, 108th Congress, as amended, that is jointly 

administered by the United States Department of Homeland Security and the social security Administration, 

or its successor program.

.2 "Department program" means the employment verification program established pursuant to Section 

8-17.5-102(5)(c).

.3 "Public Contract for Services" means this Agreement.

.4 "Services" means the furnishing of labor, time, or effort by a Consultant or a subconsultant not involving 

the delivery of a specific end product other than reports that are merely incidental to the required 

performance. 

§ 12.11.3 By signing this document, Consultant certifies and represents that at this time:

.1 Consultant shall confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired for employment 

to perform work under the public contract for services; and 

.2 Consultant has participated or attempted to participate in either the e-verify program or the department 

program in order to verify that new employees are not illegal aliens.

§ 12.11.4 Consultant hereby confirms that:

.1 Consultant shall not knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under the Public 

Contract for Services.

.2 Consultant shall not enter into a contract with a subconsultant that fails to certify to the Consultant that the 

subconsultant shall not knowingly employ or contract with an illegal alien to perform work under the Public 
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Contract for Services.

.3 Consultant has confirmed the employment eligibility of all employees who are newly hired for 

employment to perform work under the public contract for services through participation in either the 

e-verify program or the department program.

.4 Consultant shall not use the either the e-verify program or the department program procedures to undertake 

pre-employment screening of job applicants while the Public Contract for Services is being performed.

§ 12.11.5 If Consultant obtains actual knowledge that a subconsultant performing work under the Public Contract for 

Services knowingly employs or contracts with an illegal alien, Consultant shall:

.1 Notify such subconsultant and the Owner within three days that Consultant has actual knowledge that the 

subconsultant is employing or subcontracting with an illegal alien; and

.2 Terminate the subcontract with the subconsultant if within three days of receiving the notice required 

pursuant to this section the subconsultant does not stop employing or contracting with the illegal alien; except 

that Consultant shall not terminate the Public Contract for Services with the subconsultant if during such 

three days the subconsultant provides information to establish that the subconsultant has not knowingly 

employed or contracted with an illegal alien.

§ 12.11.6 Consultant shall comply with any reasonable request by the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment 

made in the course of an investigation that the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment undertakes or is 

undertaking pursuant to the authority established in Subsection 8-17.5-102 (5), C.R.S.

§ 12.11.7 If Consultant violates any provision of the Public Contract for Services pertaining to the duties imposed by 

Subsection 8-17.5-102, C.R.S. the Owner may terminate this Agreement.  If this Agreement is so terminated, 

Consultant shall be liable for actual damages to the Owner arising out of Consultant’s violation of Subsection 

8-17.5-102, C.R.S. 

§ 12.12 It is agreed that neither this agreement nor any of its terms, provisions, conditions, representations or covenants 

can be modified, changed, terminated or amended, waived, superseded or extended except by appropriate written 

instrument fully executed by the parties.

§ 12.13 If any of the provisions of this agreement shall be held invalid, illegal or unenforceable it shall not affect or 

impair the validity, legality or enforceability of any other provision. 

§ 12.14  Indemnification Architect agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City of Aspen, its officers, employees, 

insurers, and self-insurance pool, from and against all liability, claims, and demands, on account of injury, loss, or damage, 

including without limitation claims arising from bodily injury, personal injury, sickness, disease, death, property loss or 

damage, or any other loss of any kind whatsoever, which arise out of or are in any manner connected with this contract, to 

the extent and for an amount represented by the degree or percentage such injury, loss, or damage is caused in whole or in 

part by, or is claimed to be caused in whole or in part by, the wrongful act, omission, error, professional error, mistake, 

negligence, or other fault of the Architect, any subcontractor of the Architect, or any officer, employee, representative, or 

agent of the Architect or of any subcontractor of the Architect, or which arises out of any workmen’s compensation claim 

of any employee of the Architect or of any employee of any subcontractor of the Architect. The Architect agrees to 

investigate, handle, respond to, and to provide defense for and defend against, any such liability, claims or demands at the 

sole expense of the Architect, or at the option of the City, agrees to pay the City or reimburse the City for the defense costs 

incurred by the City in connection with, any such liability, claims, or demands. If it is determined by the final judgment of 

a court of competent jurisdiction that such injury, loss, or damage was caused in whole or in part by the act, omission, or 

other fault of the City, its officers, or its employees, the City shall reimburse the Architect for the portion of the judgment 

attributable to such act, omission, or other fault of the City, its officers, or employees.

§ 12.15 Electronic Signatures and Electronic Records This Agreement and any amendments hereto may be 

executed in several counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, and all of which together shall constitute 

one agreement binding on the Parties, notwithstanding the possible event that all Parties may not have signed the same 

counterpart.  Furthermore, each Party consents to the use of electronic signatures by either Party.  The Scope of Work, 
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and any other documents requiring a signature hereunder, may be signed electronically in the manner agreed to by the 

Parties.  The Parties agree not to deny the legal effect or enforceability of the Agreement solely because it is in 

electronic form or because an electronic record was used in its formation.  The Parties agree not to object to the 

admissibility of the Agreement in the form of an electronic record, or a paper copy of an electronic documents, or a 

paper copy of a document bearing an electronic signature, on the grounds that it is an electronic record or electronic 

signature or that it is not in its original form or is not an original.

  

ARTICLE 13   SCOPE OF THE AGREEMENT
§ 13.1 This Agreement represents the entire and integrated agreement between the Owner and the Architect and 

supersedes all prior negotiations, representations or agreements, either written or oral. This Agreement may be 

amended only by written instrument signed by both Owner and Architect. 

§ 13.2 This Agreement is comprised of the following documents listed below:

.1 AIA Document B132™–2009, Standard Form Agreement Between Owner and Architect, Construction 

Manager as Adviser Edition 

.2 AIA Document E201™–2007, Digital Data Protocol Exhibit, if completed, or the following:

  

.3 AIA Document E202™–2008, Building Information Modeling Protocol Exhibit, if completed, or the 

following:

  

.4 Other documents:

Exhibit A Proposal dated 23 May 2019 Prepared by 359 Design

 

Exhibit B Request for Proposals 2019-046 Outreach, Design, Engineering & Modular 

Facilitation for the Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing Development dated April 19, 

2019

This Agreement is entered into as of the day and year first written above.

    
OWNER (Signature) ARCHITECT (Signature)

        

(Printed name and title) (Printed name and title)
Will Hentschel - 359 Design, its Manager
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PREPARED FOR  
City of Aspen 
 
PREPARED BY  
359 Design LLC,  

PROPOSAL FOR

2019-046 Burl ingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable 
Housing - Architect/Design Services

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL \\ 23 may 2019
ASPEN, CO

BURLINGAME RANCH 
PHASE 3
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703.0_STATEMENTS OF INTEREST \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

Burlingame Experience
We have brought you the best of the original Burlingame Phase II team.  Members of 359 Design, BendonAdams 
and Sopris Engineering all had critical parts to make Burlingame Phase II and Ordinance 22 what it is and what it be-
came.  Will Hentschel worked on the Phase II Masterplan from Design inception to Construction Documents while 
a principal at OZ.  He severed with members of the COA Capital Assets at multiple open house, council meetings 
and farmers market days to ensure the public voice was heard & the design followed the direction from council as 
a result of these comments.  As part of the IPD process, we significantly vetted all parts  of the design and feel most 
are still valid.  There is incredible excitement and commitment to this project from the 359 Design Team,.  In the past 
two years, we worked with Captial Assets to deliver the single family residences.  We know the process.  Bendon 
Adams members Chris Bendon and Sara Adams were leaders of the Planning Department staff and assigned to this 
project through the development of Ordinance 22.  They also participated in the outreach.  Jesse Swann of Sopris 
engineering was brought onto the BRPII team to supplement the original civil engineer for the drainage report.  For 
this project, we have called him back and look to deliver the poster for the City of Aspen in Engineering implementa-
tion,

Entitlements
Burlingame Phase II and Ordinance 22 of 2011 was designed to stand the test of time.  As I have reviewed all of the 
documents,  my memory is reinforced that there was a great deal of skill and thought that went into the creation.  If 
items arise that we need to adjust or modify, the first step is to stay within  the requirements and design parameters.  
If tweaks are required,  we know where we can give and just how much you can bend. Our job is to make sure your 
project continues to perform during the process.   The Bendon Adams Advantage that our team has, will help us 
navigate through the process.

Our project team is very interested in continuing our positive and successful relationship with the City of  Aspen 
at Burlingame.  We believe we can deliver an excellent project based on a thoughtful, refinement of an acceptable 
product, after we collectively extract the vision with you.  Your project will have the highest priority within our team 
and we will work diligently to create and deliver this project efficiently.

Sincerely, 

Will Hentschel        
Principal 
359 Design 

Courtney - Change Image
03.0  STATEMENT OF INTEREST

BURLINGAME PHASE III 
 

Request for Proposal: 2019-046 Outreach, Design, Engineering & Modular Facilitation for BRP3

Rebecca 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our proposal for Burlingame Phase III. 359 Design has successfully and
carefully planned and created current, livable and successful Multi-Family solutions, that are true to community
goals.  We are committed to solving design issues for affordable and attainable housing and facilitating its delivery.  We 
also have a strong history with Burlingame and look to continue in its success.  As the bulk of our work is done within 
the Rocky Mountains, we feel 359 Design is additionally and uniquely qualified for the following key reasons:

Multi-Family Experience
Our 5 Person Project team lives, sleeps and breathes affordable,, buildable systems built.  We have developed a rep-
utation for high quality design, project execution and customer service. Our approach is collaborative and we pride 
ourselves on our effective communication abilities. We also know how to build. We know the Multi-Family Markets. 359 
consist of 15 team members, 6 of which have personally built large scale residential master-plans. The three registered
architects on our team are also practical.  They work to build.

Affordablity
359 Designs has been working with the City of Aspen and other mountain jurisdictions since its inception and prior with 
another firm prior creating attainable and affordable housing.  We know the gives and takes; we know the costs, the know 
the proportions; and we know the finishes. We are committed to the mission.

Modular & Systems Built Understanding
359 Design is a leader in the designing construction efficiency. We have recently executed 100’s
of systems built units. We deploy this experience at the onset of planning, utilizing efficient modules for assembling units 
and buildings. We know the sequence and we know how off-site construction can work to your advantage. We also 
know, that if not used correctly, you will waste a fair amount of energy and not capture the inherent efficiency. We don’t 
use it because it is vogue. We use it because it is right and we use its advantages to keep some money into the develop-
ers pockets. We have also have an alliance with Modular Providers to understand pricing.  This
further adds to the efficiency for all of us.

EXHIBIT A

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - C
ontract including Proposal and R

FP

72



904.0_BURLINGAME UNDERSTANDING \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

04.0  BURLINGAME UNDERSTANDING

Potential

Park Space

Potential

Park Space

entPotentialnenntnte ii

Park Spacece

FORGE ROAD

HARMONY ROAD

MINING STOCK PARKWAY

* Work In Progress S bject to change as desi

Bendon Adams
Chris Bendon was Director of 
Planning at the time of Ordinace 22

359 Design (When with OZ)_
Will Hentschel personally designed 
- Units were initially designed as 
modular

2

Sopris Engineering_
Jesse Swann - Civil advisement & 
Drainage report

359 Design (When with OZ) 
Will Hentschel personally managed 
the design team’s public outreach

•  HOA Open House: 14 April 2010

•  Stakeholder Open House: 15 Aprril 2010

•  Community Open House: 27 Aprril 2010

•  HOA Open House: 29 April 2010

•  HOA Open House: 10 June 2010

•  Community Open House: 17 June 2010

•  Housing Owner Interviews: 12-155 May 2010

•  Aspen Farmers Market: 30 July 22010

•  HOA PUD Illustration: 12 Januaryy 2011

•  Community Open House: 1 Auguust 2011

•  P&Z Open House: 1 August 2011

PUBLIC OUTREACH
S OO C S O

4

359  Design (When with OZ) 
Will Hentschel conducted council 
presentations & entitlements w/COA

burlingame 
community

359 Design
Designed & Implemented Single 
Family Residences Documents & CA

1

2

3

45

6

3 5 6

1
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BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

05 PROPOSAL ELEMENTS

     
On required proposal elements section title pages,

Cutting to the Chase..

EXHIBIT A
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BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

LEAD FIRM 
AND TEAM 

QUALIFICATIONS

S e c t i o n  0 5 . 1 
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1705.1_LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

Provide the name of lead , address, telephone 
number, and 

What year 

Firm’s annual revenue

Provide a listing and description of all current litigation involving the lead 

 
and 

359 Design
3630 Osage Street
Denver, CO 80211
303-884-9131
whentschel@359design.co

 
 

 
 

2012
12 full time employees

05.1  LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIF ICATIONS

THE MAIN QUESTIONS TO THE POINT

CUTTING TO THE CHASE..
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1905.1_LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

Provide and phone  

 that this person will be 

Provide a list of all on the team. Include with each an 
explanation as to why this subconsultant is best suited for working on this 

Provide a proposed team
 and areas of responsibility. 

Provide professional  and description of the level of 
experience 

workload, 
availability of personnel, and to provide services on a 
timely basis.

Will Hentschel
303-884-9131
Will is the principal of 359 and will be the team leader of Burlingame Ranch Phase 

 
 

 
 

In addition to selecting the right consultants, the individuals are even more 

individual.  -  See Section 5.1.8 on Page 27.

Team.  Will Hentschel was intimately involved in Phase II of Burlingame during 
the design and planning prior to his leaving his position as a principal with OZ 
Architecture & prior to starting 359 Design.  Given his schedule and commitments, 
he plans to deliver the same strong & immediate personal attention for Phase III

05.1  LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIF ICATIONS
CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS TO THE POINT

EXHIBIT A
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2105.1_LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

05.1 .1 -05 .1 .6 :  359  DESIGN

359 Design is a collaboration of 

individuals focused on pushing the 

boundaries of what is possible to create 

better community, build stronger 

partnerships
meaningful design solutions. 

OVERVIEW 

 

On the macro level, 359 Design is based on Creating Community.  On the Middle Level, to collaborate on partnerships.  On 

 

 

 

  

359 DESIGN
3630 OSAGE ST. 
DENVER, CO 80211

+1.303.884.9131

359 Design

    
whentschel@359design.co
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2305.1_LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

ROLE   Overall Team Leadership
   Architect, Modular & Entitlement

PERSONNEL Will Hentschel - Team Leader

   Rob Wilberger - Modular Lead

359 Design is your overall team leader.  We specialize in multifamily 
living environments large and small. We have worked with you with 

Burlingame Phase II. We know how to organize teams to deliver the 
best product to the highest level of design within your budget.  We are 

Modular Construction.

POINT OF CONTACT  Will Hentschel 
    +1 303-884-9131
    whentschel@359design.co

05.1 .7  -  PROJECT  LEADERSHIP

ROLE   Planning & Entitlement Leadership

PERSONNEL Chris Bendon - Entitlement Team Leader
   Sara Adams - Outreach Specialist
   Reilly Thimons  - Council & Staff Liaison

Bendon Adams is your leader in the entitlement process, public 
engagement and APCHA liaison.  With over 35 years of collective 

information will be presented in a clear concise way.  

POINT OF CONTACT  Chris Bendon
    +1 970-925-2855
    chris@bendonadams.com

TEAM LEADERSHIP & ORGANIZATION

359 Design will lead the charge for all design related matters with Bendon Adams will provide 
guidance and leadership to ensure the there is an appropriate level of public consensus for the 

the leadership of 359 Design, however, they will be the main point of contact leading all civil 
engineering matters with the City of Aspen Engineering department.

EXPERTISE

Large and Small.  Chris Bendon was at the helm of the City of Aspen Planning Department 
during the development of the Phase II Masterplan.  He was also the responsible party for the 

EXHIBIT A
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2505.1_LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

CIVIL ENGINEER

FIRM   Sopris Engineering

ADDRESS  502 Main St.
   A-3
   Carbondale, Colorado 81623  
 
CONTACT  Jesse Swann
   970-704-0311
   Jswann@sopriseng.com
   

WHY: 359 Design worked with Sopris Engineering as a PM with OZ 
Architecture on BRPII.  We also trust them to be the best in the City 
Process.

SCOPE: A drainage report, Water demand study, Sanitary sewer 

Site Plan, Detailed Grading Plan, Storm Water Management 

05.1 .8  PROJECT TEAM_ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

FIRM   Ascent Group

ADDRESS  6707 Winchester Cir
   Suite 100
   Boulder, CO 80301
   
CONTACT  Andrew Kelsey
   305-865-4950
   a.kelsey@ascentgrp.com
   http://www.ascentgrp.com/

WHY:
understand modular.  Ascent is one of them.  We are currently 

SCOPE: Structural Design for Foundations, Seer, Roof Truss, Skin 
Loads, Transfers.  Modular Structural for shop drawings, loads, 
Sheer, strapping, shipping and supports

MEP ENGINEER & FIRE PROTECTION

FIRM   BG Buildingworks

ADDRESS  222 Chapel Place 
   Unit AC-201 
   Avon, CO 81620
   
CONTACT  Dan Koellinker
   970-949-6108

   www.bgbuildingworks.com

WHY:
the previous standards set in Ordinance 22.  Delivering this in a 
modular sense requires the depth that they have, 

SCOPE: MEP Design, Site Built and Plan, Energy modeling, Utility 
facilitation, Best practices, Solar Enabling and Design

WATERPROOF / ENVELOPMENT CONSULTANT

FIRM   BC&E

ADDRESS  7991 Shaffer Parkway
   Suite 103
   Littleton, CO 80127 
  
CONTACT  Linda McGowen
   (303) 350-1000
   Lmcgowan@bce-llc.net
   https://bce-llc.net/

We have worked with the City of Aspen on three contracts, 
each residential.  We know that as a company, you value a 
good waterproof engineer to keep us all literally protected. 
BC&E has a great approach to keeping water out and a great 
peer review process

ACOUSTIC

FIRM   K2 Audio

ADDRESS  4900 Pearl East Circle 
   Suite 201E 
   Boulder, CO 80301 
   
CONTACT  Matt Whitney
   303-865-5500
   matt@k2audio.com
   http://thisisk2.com/

intrusion.  We have done this system before with K2.  They 
also are one of the few that understand modular and the 
value of the systems.  Prescribed or unprescribed.

SITE PLANNING LEADERSHIP
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

FIRM   BlueGreen

ADDRESS  300 South Spring St
   Suite 202
   Aspen, CO 81611

CONTACT  Sheri Sanzone 
   970-429-7499
   sheri@bluegreenaspen.com

WHY: 

planning, macro and micro.  BlueGreen has a proven track record 
here.  They will also serve an outreach liaison. 

SCOPE: Landscape architecture, Site Planning, 
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FIRM OVERVIEW
359 Design prides itself on the large number of residential 
and multifamily living environments it has been involved in 
throughout the Western United States.  Touching an abode, 
designing a future home or shaping a living environment 
requires immense care and vision as it affects the base 
of the world we inhabit.  By understanding “Practice of 
Everyday Life,” 359 visions and shapes the environments 
that are most sacred: Our Homes.   

residential work are meeting budgets, no change orders, 
keeping schedules, and providing a building that contributes 
to the fabric of the neighbors or neighborhood.  359 

to make sure these items happen and that projects are 
successful.  On any project, it is the    utmost goal to add 
value to the project.  This may be in the form of additional 
return to the developer, additional PR based on community 

nestle in to read a book or tweet about how welcome they 
feel in their new home. 

ENTITLEMENTS 
359 Design has vast experience with project approvals.  
To successfully manage the Entitlement process with 
the Planning and Zoning Department, and City Council      
requires immediate and often contact with these groups.  
In advance of these meetings, weekly contact with   
Community Development is required.   
 
As coordination of documents, effects on the design process 

we will lead the process and our client’s development 

359 Design provides full service architectural design, planning, and entitlements via strong involvement through 
rigorous initial project vetting. 359 Design then translate this experience into the built product. We are excellent 
project managers, we are hands on builders, we know detailing, budgets, community needs and efficiency. We exist 
for facilitating, enhancing and contributing to Multi-Family Living Environments and Resort Hospitality. 

team through the maze of various agency requirements 
in a timely manner so that the design and construction 
documents phases of our work can proceed expeditiously 
and not be held up by unresolved or unforeseen 
problems.

SYSTEMS BUILT CONSTRUCTION
A number of years ago when proposing on & designing 
Burlingame Phase II with the City of Aspen, we were 
asked to analyze the project via a modular lens.  It was 
ultimately decided not to go that route as a means to keep  
dollars in the county.  Ever since then, 359 Design has 
had a passion for Systems Built construction as a means 

250 units in Modular, with double that amount on-line and 
hundreds more units in planning.  We know and design 
all systems.  it is not just a novelty to us, but a means of 
achieving your best approach and the best use of your 

with knowledge and real experience on process, schedule 

collectively determine the best approach.

05 .1 .8  PROJECT TEAM_359 DESIGN

E D U C AT I O N

A F F I L I AT I O N S

University of Pennsylvania

Urban Land Institute

American Institute of Architects

Hobart College

Syracuse University

School of Design 
Masters of Architecture
Kahn Associate

Full Member
Resort Gold Council 

Bachelor of Arts,
Architectural Studies
Studio Art

Bachelor of Architecture

WILL HENTSCHEL 
Principal and Co-Owner

NCARB

Will is a design and project management expert who creates feasible and well vetted 
project solutions for his clients.  He has led the design and management for projects 
in urban and mountain settings throughout the country.  This includes:  Hospitality, 
Urban Infill Projects, Office, Public Facilities, Affordable Housing, Resort projects, 
Multifamily Housing and Single Family Housing.  Will is very adept at the entitlement 
process, where he has established a strong track of approvals for large scale PUD’s 
to straight forward Design Review approvals.  He will go through lengths to listen 
to all stakeholder comments and study the suggestions balanced against the overall 
core of the project.  Ultimately, Will partners with you to create an environment 
that focuses on Community, Efficiency, Day to Day Livability and Facilitation.   

His collaborative project approach provides opportunities to immediately set the project 
up for success.  By focusing on livability, constructibility, and efficiency up front.  Will 
has gained a reputation throughout the Western United States as the go-to person 
to get a project underway, entitled, and completely vetted and built.  Additionally, Will 
shares his experiences at speaking engagements for audiences such as the Urban 
Land Institute National Conference where he has been named a full member and is 
honored with a position on the National Resort Development Council.
  
Will received a liberal arts education at Hobart College in Geneva, NY while completing 
his undergraduate Architectural Degree at Syracuse University in Florence, Italy.  
Following his education, he received a Master of Architecture degree from the University 
of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, PA.  Between degrees, Will resided in the Town of Vail, 
Colorado where he worked in the construction field as a residential framer followed 
up by five years as a design build project designer and site supervisor.  Will also 
worked in Washington, DC on large scale office projects with AI and was a designer/
senior project manager for the sought after hospitality firm of Adamstein Demetriou.  
Prior to forming 359 Design, Will was an owner and principal with 359 Architecture.   

Will currently resides in Niwot, Colorado with his wife Mary and daughter Adelaide.  
He serves on multiple community and regional public/private boards and participates 
in many volunteer opportunities throughout Boulder County.  Will is also a competitive 
distance runner and a past NCAA Student Athlete in Cross Country.  
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ROB WILBERGER
Project Manager / Project Architect

E D U C AT I O N
University of Tennessee

Nashville State Community 
College

Bachelor of Science in Urban 
Planning

Associate of Architectural Engineering
Technology 

Rob is diversified in his experience with a broad range of project types initially rooted in 
complex mountain resort projects then overlapping into high tech production facilities, 
higher education campus’s and corporate interior projects. Nurtured by this diverse 
project background he has most recently expanded and refined his focus to resort/
hospitality, multifamily housing and single family housing projects with and emphasis 
on systems built construction. 

The result of his experience and educational background in architectural engineering 
and urban planning has nurtured a strong connection between the programmatic 
context and technical development of a project. He is dedicated to taking a full spectrum 
approach of a project to carefully consider the connection between the site, building 
and overall function to ensure the successful development of all phases of a project. 
He is committed to focusing on every detail to define and deliver the vision of a project 
to the client, reviewing entities and ultimately the end user. 

E D U C AT I O N

ANNE HURT
Designer, Interiors

Rhode Island School of Design
Master of Design in Interior Studies/ 
Adaptive Reuse

University of New Mexico
Bachelor of Art in Architecture

As the interior designer within the 359 design team, Anni brings a greater awareness 
to the interior details of every design and aligns the overall project vision with 
expectations of the client. Her focus on efficient space planning, material selection and 
understanding of context, allows her to create a balance between the needs of the user 
and the the built environment. 

With a passion for adaptive reuse and bringing new life to old buildings, Anni works 
closely with the project team to develop a well rounded design for projects of all scales. 
Her background in architecture and interior design, coupled with her experience with 
corporate workplace, single family and multi-family residential projects and hospitality 
design results in a holistic solution that leaves a lasting sense of place. Anni is driven to 
create innovative and dynamic spaces that enhance the user experience.

In addition to her role at 359, Anni is also an active member within the design 
community and organizations such as IIDA. This puts her at the forefront of upcoming 
trends within the industry, making her an asset to the design team. 

05 .1 .8  PROJECT TEAM_359 DESIGN

MATT WIEDENMAN
Project Manager

E D U C A T I O N

COURTNEY BASILE
Designer, Registered Architect

Ball State University
Master of Architecture
Bachelor of Science in Architecture 

Courtney’s design expertise draws from a unique educational and professional 
background in sustainable consulting and design. Her focus through school allowed 
her to study architecture in over thirty countries, expanding her architectural, cultural, 
and social understanding of the world’s most significant design precedents. This 
allowed her to develop an enthusiastic interest in working with different social, 
religious, and economical groups. 

As a member of the 359 design team, Courtney brings the ability to understand 
the critical details and implications of the design and construction process, while 
integrating the sustainable foundation for each project. Her passion for design, 
background in energy consulting, and appreciation for the local social context is 
applied to every step in the  architectural process.

A F F I L I A T I O N S

LEED AP, Homes

NCARB
Passive House Consultant

E D U C A T I O N

Matt’s experience in multifamily housing ranges from buildings with 6 to 340 units. 
While working on many adaptive reuse and hi-rise multifamily projects in Chicago he 
has developed an extensive depth and breadth of experience working through a variety 
of unique housing conditions. This experience spans a variety of new construction and 
historic renovation projects. Included in this experience was intertwining a high end 
apartment building, with a rooftop pool and half basketball court, into a mixed-use, 
national historic landmark designated building, all right in the heart of the financial 
district of Chicago’s Loop. 

Matt approaches each project from a logical starting point, and brings an innovative 
insight into new ways to implement and execute projects using the most advanced 
modeling, documentation and visualization methods possible. Through this he strives 
to find solutions that both work well and provide good design. 

In his time at 359 Design Matt has expanded his experience to include modular 
systems-built design and construction. By understanding and utilizing the concepts 
and details that define the efficiencies of this method of construction he has helped to 
design numerous projects, from duplexes to 225 unit apartment complexes.

American Institute of Architects

Kansas State University

Centro Studi - Orvieto, Italy

Bachelor and Master of Architecture

Architectural Studies
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FIRM OVERVIEW

years working for the City of Aspen. 

Use Codes and Design Guidelines and Standards. BendonAdams also has extensive experience executing multi-phase com-
munity outreach and communications plans to support complex projects.

-
cess, arbitrary Design Guidelines, and divided community values.  As City employees we served as project manager on nu-
merous land use projects and are committed to a strong collaborative relationship and clear lines of communication between 
the City and the consultant team as an important component to a successful project. 

The past two years working in the private sector has only expanded our understanding of development processes within 
communities and the challenges and opportunities of the regulatory process. 

Our recent  experience on both sides of the table has instilled our team with a well-rounded perspective of development and 
furthered our ability to produce clear, predictable, and user-friendly Guidelines that embody community values and result in 
fair and consistent decision-making.  A predictable process relieves pressure on Staff, Review Boards and the applicant. 

05 .1 .8  PROJECT TEAM_BENDONADAMS

EDUCATION
University of Pennsylvania

University of Colorado, Boulder 

Bachelor of Environmental Design, 1992

Master of City Planning, 1996
 

CHRIS BENDON
BENDONADAMS | Principal

Chris brings over 22 years of municipal planning management, community visioning, 
and public engagement to BendonAdams.  Chris spent 11 years as Aspen’s Community 
Development Director guiding development policies and managing all aspects of 
development review, permitting, and inspection services.  Previous work focused on 
development review, facilitation of long-range planning and development policy, large-
scale urban design, and transportation planning. 

Chris facilitated the development, adoption and successful implementation of the 
2012 Aspen Area Community Plan, which engaged thousands of citizens through 
multiple techniques ranging from personal interviews to “clicker sessions” to web-
based venues.  Chris has created design guidelines, affordable housing policy, 
impact mitigation requirements, zoning and development codes, lighting and signage 
codes, and construction management strategies.  Chris facilitated the revision of 
Aspen’s Commercial and Residential Design Guidelines, and Aspen’s award-winning 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.  

Chris led a comprehensive effort to revise Aspen’s Land Use Code, making it user-
friendly through simple language and illustrations. In a similar vein, Chris streamlined 
Aspen’s building permit process, dramatically improving the department’s performance 
during periods of intense construction activity.
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Please provide a sampling of no less than 4 and no more than 6 similar 

role in facilitating 
civil, 

within the City of Aspen or Pitkin County, CO. Otherwise, describe any 
 completed in mountainous locations over 7,000 feet 

elevation. Be sure to include relative size
and dollars as well as owner’s contact information and contractor’s 
contact 
perform the work described in this RFP.

City of Aspen and the associated zoning and permitting 

manage those. Any familiarity or previous involvement with the PD for the prior 

 
 

05.2  RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Our staff lives, sleeps and breathes Systems Built and the alternate process.  We 
are also incredible active in workforce and attainable housing.  Lastly, our team is 

on Pages 43 - 57.

Aspen Zoning and Permitting.  Bendon Adams is a lead consultant on many 

Engineering standards for the City.  359 Design has recently been through 

to permitting for Burlingame.  Will Hentschel, Chris Bendon and Jesse Swann all 
had key parts in the development of Phase II Burlingame.  -- See Section 5.2.2 on 
Page 59 for more information.

CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS TO THE POINT
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implementation of roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, 
utility service lines, stormwater infrastructure and landscape and irrigation 
systems. Describe any particular challenges you see in implementing the 

particular care that you see necessary as it relates to as-built conditions for the 
prior phase(s) of the subdivision.

RFP, provide a comprehensive outline of the steps you propose in order to 
meet the services required in this RFP. Note where and why you are adding, 
changing or otherwise deviating from the information provided in the scope 

indicate what is to be done, who individually, and by name is responsible to do 
it, and when it is to be completed.

 
 

05.2  RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

with the designs at Burlingame,  See portions of Section 5.2.2 and Section 5.2.3 
on Page 61.

We agree in most part and plan to deliver the tasks from in 3.3, 3.4 & 3.5 of the 
RFP.  We do suggest, however, that the concept and Schematic Design portion of 

well as arranged the tasks to state who from our team will be responsible for each 
task.  See portions of Section 5.2.2 on Pages 63-69

CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS TO THE POINT
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LOCATION:  Vail, CO
SIZE:  63,190sf (Total) 32 Units Total
YEAR BUILT:  2017-2018
TYPE:  Townhome Residences
SUMMARY
32 for-sale townhomes developed in a public-private-partnership with the Town of Vail. Project Team was selected by the Town of Vail 
through an RFP process to lead the development of this locals’ housing project. Triumph led the development team that worked with Staff 
and Council to study various development options and structure the project.

Modular construction was the basis of design, but all exterior finishes and architecture detail were site-built to meet the Town’s design 
guidelines. The modular component was designed by 359, built by Nashua Builders in Boise, ID, and assembled and completed onsite 
by RA Nelson. By utilizing this innovative form of construction, the first units were ready for occupancy in eight months after site and utility 
work began.

The project was entitled in the Town’s Housing Zone District in three months. All units contain a deed restriction that require homes to 
be occupied by a permanent resident of Eagle County. All units were reserved through a lottery at the beginning of construction with a 
substantial waiting list. Triumph provided a guaranteed maximum price and schedule for the development to minimize the Town’s risk of 
overruns and delays.

Construction began in April 2017, and was complete in April 2018. This project was a huge success for the entire community, and serves 
as a benchmark for future success. It received the Modular Building Institute award of distinction for permanent modular multifamily over 
10,000 sq. ft. 

05 .2 .1  CHAMONIX VAIL TOWNHOMES_
359 DESIGN
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LOCATION:  Georgetown, CO
SIZE:  103,000sf (Total), 64 Townhomes, 72 Apartments
YEAR BUILT: Under Construction
TYPE:  Townhome and Multifamily Residences
CONSTRUCTION: Modular

SUMMARY

created Bighorn Crossing with this very principle in mind. Bighorn 
Crossing is a community of 64 town-homes, 72 apartments 
a full service Wyndham Microtel and Cabin Creek Brewery. 
With access to Arapahoe and Roosevelt National Forest, the 
Georgetown Lake, local trails and byways and eight world class 
ski areas, Bighorn Crossing provides great access for all.  The 
project Utilizes Modular Construction as its Basis.  There are 

05 .2 .1  B IGHORN CROSSING TOWNHOME & 
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENCES_359 DESIGN
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05.2 .1  -  6  WEST_359 Des ign

LOCATION:  Edwards, CO
SIZE: 120,000 sf, 116 Units - 1, 2 & 3
YEAR BUILT: Under Construction
TYPE:  Multifamily
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SUMMARY
Haymeadow is a development in Eagle with a mix of single family, duplexes, townhomes, and multifamily units. There are 235 total units 
within this community, centering around the core of neighborhood parks. Each unit is designed to maximize the views and connects to 
the town with adjacent trail systems. The basis of Construction is modular.  359 Design Facilitated all plant visits and Modular Bidding.

LOCATION:   Eagle, CO
SIZE: TBD, 78 Condos, 91 Townhomes, 18 Duplex, 48 Single Family
YEAR BUILT: Design Development
TYPE:  Multifamily
CONSTRUCTION:  Modular

05 .2 .1  HAYMEADOW_359 DESIGN
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BUILDING A - EAST SIDE

LOCATION:  Aspen, CO
SIZE:  1,900sf-2,500sf (Per Single Family Residence)
Approx. 160,000sf (Multifamily Development)
TYPE:  Multifamily and Single Family Residences

MULTIFAMILY SUMMARY
The multi-family buildings at Burlingame Ranch were completed as the second 

and materials vary, and decks are often elongated to provide a diverse design appearance. The siting of the buildings over 13 acres 
allows for common living and private moments.  Automobiles are pushed to the outside, while living is brought to the inside.

05 .2 .1  BURLINGAME PHASE I I  &  S INGLE FAMILY

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES SUMMARY
The single-family residences at Burlingame Ranch Phase II were 

are thoughtfully spaced throughout the masterplan. Through the 
PUD process, the sites were envisioned, then a “kit of parts” was 
developed for extended use on all sites.  All modules are regularly 
represented as repetitive forms from site-to-site. They are often 

that were then methodically mixed with simple options.  The parts 
evolved and were envisioned with the client’s needs in mind, 
standardized with the General Contractors suggestions, and utilized 
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05.2 .1 -  404  PARK_BLUEGREEN & BENDONADAMS

SUMMARY
404 Park Avenue is located in Aspen on a previously developed and steeply sloped property served by transit and accessible to city 
bicycle and walking system. It includes sustainable design features including Water Efficient Landscape Standards, native plant material, 
stormwater quality and management using bioretention, green roofs, passive cooling, recycled and/or reused material, communal outdoor 
space with spa and kitchen. 

LOCATION:  Aspen CO
SIZE: 28 Units
TYPE:  Multifamily
SCOPE:  Site Planning, Landscape Architecture, Public Outreach, P & Z, Documentation, Construction 
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05.2 .1  359  TEAM EXPERIENCE -  PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS

BIGHORN CROSSING 
DEVELOPMENT

CHAMONIX
SIZE - 32 Townhomes  on 3.6 Acres
CONTACT - George Ruther 
970-479-2145 

PROJECT TYPE -  80-120% AMI, Modular
PROJECT VALUE - $15,500,000
BOX SUPPLIER - Nashua
CONTRACTOR - RA Nelson

DESIGN & LEAD ARCHITECT

6 WEST

SIZE - 32 Townhomes  on 18 Acres
CONTACT - Kurt Soukup 
610-299-0422

PROJECT TYPE -  Market Rate, Modular
PROJECT VALUE - $19,900,000
BOX SUPPLIER - Superior, Northstar, VB
CM/GC - Cairn Consulting, Big Horn LLC

DESIGN & LEAD ARCHITECT

SIZE - 120 Multifamily on 5.88 Acres
CONTACT - Brandt Marott
970-331-3164

PROJECT TYPE -  Deed Restricted, Modular
PROJECT VALUE - $18,314,000
BOX SUPPLIER - VB
CONTRACTOR - Evans Chaffee

DESIGN & LEAD ARCHITECT

404  PARK

BURLINGAME ASPEN

HAYMEADOW

SIZE - 160,000 sf
CONTACT - Chris Everson, COA 

970-429-1834

PROJECT TYPE -  Affordable
PROJECT VALUE - Withheld

CONTRACTOR - Haselden, RA Nelson, PNCI

DESIGN & LEAD ARCHITECT

SIZE - 28 Units
CONTACT - Peter Fornell 

1 970-379-3434

PROJECT TYPE -  Market Rate, Modular
CONTRACT AMOUNT - $25,000

BLUEGREEN & BENDON ADAMS 
- PLANNING & LANDSCAPE 

ARCHITECTURE

SIZE
Multifamily on 254 Ac

CONTACT - Brandon Cohen
brandoncohen@gmail.com

PROJECT TYPE - Modular, Affordable & 
Market Rate

PROJECT VALUE - 
CONTRACTOR - Cairn Chaffee

DESIGN & LEAD ARCHITECT
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05.2 .1  -  SCOPE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

CHAMONIX
Vail, Colorado
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05.2 .2  TEAM EXPERIENCE -  C ITY OF ASPEN UNDERSTANDING

Red Hills Loft Affordable Housing Proj-
ect, Carbondale Red Hill Lofts is an 
affordable housing project located in 
Carbondale on an undeveloped prop-
erty that is well served by transit, bike 
and walking trails. Within walking and 
biking distance to shops, employers, 
schools and parks. Red Hill Lofts will 
be net zero energy, comply with water 
efficiency standards for irrigation, and 
use stormwater management tactics, 
native plant material, passive cooling, 
recycled or reused materials and solar 
photovoltaics. 

Entrada Affordable Housing Develop-
ment, Telluride Located in Telluride on 
a previously disturbed property that 
is served by transit, bike and walk-
ing trails. The new neighborhood’s 
award-winning sustainable design 
includes restoration of the adjacent 
riparian plant community. Along with 
the restoration  of the riparian and 
wildlife habitats a few of the sustain-
able design features include modular 
construction, stormwater quality, pas-
sive cooling, recycling and/or reuse of 
materials.

404 Park Affordable Housing Develop-
ment, Aspen 404 Park Avenue is locat-
ed in Aspen on a previously developed 
and steeply sloped property served by 
transit and accessible to city bicycle 
and walking system. It includes sus-
tainable design features including Wa-
ter Efficient Landscape Standards, na-
tive plant material, stormwater quality 
and management using bioretention, 
green roofs, passive cooling, recycled 
and/or reused material, communal 
outdoor space with spa and kitchen. 

Project Value: $12,000,000
Project Size: 28 Units

Contract Amount: $25,000 
Contact: Peter Fornell / 970.379.3434

Scope of Services Provided: Site  Planning, Landscape Archi-
-
 

Project Value: $12,000,000
Project Size: 28 Units

Contract Amount: $35,000 
Contact: Lance McDonald / 970 728 2167

Scope of Services Provided: Site  Planning, Landscape 

Project Value: $7,500,00
Project Size: 30Units

Contract Amount: $45,000 
Contact: Wayne Stryker / 970 379 9422

Scope of Services Provided: Land Use Planning, Site  Plan-
ning, Landscape Architecture, Land Planning, Public Out-

Ordinance 22 - Chris Bendon (BendonAdams) & Will Hentschel 
(359 Design) - The vision, crafting and ultimate adoption of Ordi-
nance 22 was an incredible process.  The strength and commit-
ment by Chris Everson made this happen.  It would not have hap-
pened without him.  Along the way, Chris Bendon facilitated and 
had the strong understanding of the process to accommodate 
many pieces of the Ordinance.  Chris Bendon along with Chris 
Everson know the pushes and pulls.  Will Hentschel, provided and 
facilitated the exhibits  and provided the design.  We know what 
to do here and how to do it.

otential 

ark Space

Potential

Park Space

entPotential nenntte i

Park Spacecee

FORGE ROAD

HARMONY ROAD

MINING STOCK PARKWAY

Burlingame Masterplan - 359 Design (When with OZ)
The design of the masterplan was a large shift from the previ-
ous vision.  It moved people inside and cars outside.  It  took the 
natural landscape and knitted buildings into it.  It is sensitive and 
respectful.  Once this vision was set, Will Hentschel led the design 
team to implement it.  Countless hours were spent with the  City 
of Aspen Capital Assets on this masterplan.  In the IPD Process 
we vetted all parts and have an explanation for what is what and 
where is where.

Burlingame Single Family Residences  - 359 Design
359 Design recently delivered the 4 Single Family residences that 
are part of the masterplan.  Originally envisioned as Duplexes, 
we shifted the design to stand along SFR’s.  The  homes were de-
signed to take advantage of sweeping mountain views, and re-
lationship to the adjacent public park. The design reflects their 
multi-family neighbors to blend into the existing context of the 
Burlingame neighborhood.   Since this implementation, 359 De-
sign has envisioned this in modular construction.

ADDITIONAL CITY OF ASPEN PROJECTS BURLINGAME EXPERIENCE

EXHIBIT A
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05.2 .3  TEAM EXPERIENCE IN INFRASTRUCTURE
5.2.3 Describe the firm and team’s qualifications to 
successfully design and facilitate implementation 
of roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, 
carport structures, utility service lines, stormwater 
infrastructure and landscape and irrigation systems.”

incorporating in November 1994, SE has been involved 

informative presentations, professional submittal drawings 

Engineering’s staff has developed a professional working 

has enabled SE to acquire a comprehensive knowledge 
of the land use regulations, technical specifications and 

that included similar designs and improvements as those 

• Roaring Fork Cabins, Basalt, CO

•
•
•
Aspen, CO
•

•

5.2.3 Cont. “Describe any particular challenges you see in 
implementing the scope of work for this project and how you 
intend to manage that.”

SE has a clear understanding of the Engineering requirements 

5.2.3 Cont. “Describe any particular care that you see necessary 
as it relates to as-built conditions for the prior phase(s) of the 
subdivision.”

EXHIBIT A
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FGE01

Truss Type

GABLE

Qty

1
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1

CHAMONIX BUILDING 1

Job Reference (optional)

Run: 7.640 s  Nov 10 2015 Print: 7.640 s Nov 10 201 5 MiTek Industries, Inc.  Thu Aug 03 12:53:09 2017 

ers FirstSource #816, Dolores Co

ID:0vM5PtPEcr8s8AH2k5QSLIysbFz-vHwjIszkgpz3gRJWV5ew ho6zaOBp4huy_57DSY

Scale 
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05.2 .4  OUTLINE OF RFP STEPS

PART 1: COMMUNITY OUTREACH, CITY COUNCIL PRESENTATION AND DIRECTION - 
June 2019 thru December 2019

Approach
Project Kick-off with City of Aspen Team (359 Design)
o Review Schedule
o Collect Documents
o Set overal l  Goals
o Confirm Project Outl ine and Approach
o Collect al l  Civi l  Materials
o 359 to al locate tasks

2 Day - Design Team Kickoff Charrette with City of Aspen Team (359 Design lead Team, 
Bendon Adams & Sopris, plus Carin Consulting) – 2 weeks after Design Kick-off

• Day 1
o Brainstorming
o  What Worked / What did not work/What to Change
o Plan Work Session
o Site Worksessions
o Modular Study

• Day 2
o ReCirculate
o  Publ ic Outreach Mini Charrette – Formats, Message, Timing
o Counci l  – Message, Timing, Materials
o Price Exercise Approach Discussion
o Modular Adjustments
o Set Tasks

Concept Design – 359 Design and Carin Consulting with City of Aspen Staff – July through August
o Review al l  zoning and make adjustments
o  Civi l  Review – Documentat ion loose ends and improvements
o  Adjust the units and design to accommodate improvements from Phase II
o Explore Modulari ty and adjust design as needed
o Price check and modulari ty check with Consultants
o  Prepare Drawings for Stakeholder and open house meetings

Stakeholder Meetings / Public Interface – 4 Weeks – September to October
o Present /  Discuss and Record comments
o Present ini t ial  Construct ion and Phasing
o Record and Decide what comments to Enact

Schematic Design - 8 Weeks - September to October
o Adjust the design  per stakeholder comments
o Adjust the design for modulari ty
o Document al l  f inishes per modular spec.
o Write outl ine specif icat ion for modular based on burlngame design guidel ines
o MEP Narrat ive
o Structural Narrat ive
o Prepare for Pricing
o Carin to Price – PreFab to Advise
o Factory introductions and tours

Pricing - November
o Price Project for modular and Stick comparison
o Value as needed
o Format Pricing for Counci l  Discussion

Council Presentation - December 2019
o Prepare documentat ion for Counci l
o Present for update and Decisions
o Present Modular Approach and Ideal Factories.
o Rehash the project for start of DD
o Prepare project Schedule going forward

EXHIBIT A
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05.2 .4  OUTLINE OF RFP STEPS
Tasks

Overall - 359 Design Lead
o Establ ish weekly team meetings with Owner and team to plan act ivi t ies and work toward complet ion 
of act ivi t ies based on the contract. 
o Research and understand detai ls of the exist ing approvals in Ordinance, Development Agreement, 
PD Plans and other pert inent documents. 
o Research and understand what worked and what could be done better related to the prior phase 
of development at Burl ingame Ranch. 

Civil - Sopris Led, 359 to Facilitate
o Study the PD plans and as-bui l t  plans from the prior phase and research/formulate a prel iminary 
approach to the design of the civi l  infrastructure and ut i l i t ies. 

Outreach/PR - Bendon Adams Lead, 359 -  Will Hentschel & Matt Wiedenman 
o Research and identi fy stakeholders such as neighbors, ci t izens-at- large, homeowners’ 
associat ions, community groups, regulatory departments and bodies as well  as addit ional possible 
interested part ies. 
o Schedule and plan approximately four (4) community outreach events to be held July through 
September and reach out to stakeholders to create interest and excitement about such events to 
generate part icipat ion. Coordinate as needed since City of Aspen may choose to ut i l ize community 
outreach events to co-host outreach for addit ional projects ut i l iz ing other resources. 
o Interface with City of Aspen Communications Director to f ind opportunit ies to integrate and mult iply 
communications regarding community outreach events and Online feedback mechanism. 
o Present the project as currently approved and recorded to stakeholders at community outreach 
events, engage with those in attendance, and col lect wri t ten feedback regarding numerous themes 
and topics from stakeholders during such events. 
o Present the project as currently approved and recorded to stakeholders using a publ ic-facing 
website and include the abi l i ty for stakeholders to provide writ ten feedback regarding numerous 
themes and topics via email  or equivalent means. 

o Based on research and community feedback, formulate and present any incremental design 
improvements (not signif icant design changes) from prior phase which may advance the qual i t ies of 
being highly l ivable, reasonably maintainable, sustainable, durable and cost eff ic ient. 
o Based on research and community feedback, formulate and present construct ion approach topics 
– such as modular construct ion and construct ion phasing – which would be most beneficial  given the 
chal lenges of developing in the local environment. 

Council Prep - Bendon Adams Lead, 359 Presenting with Capital Assets, Carin
o Categorize, catalogue, and dist i l l  publ ic feedback and addit ional research into meaningful presentat ion of recommendations 
to Aspen City Counci l . 
o Sol ici t  and receive direct ion from City Counci l  on any proposed incremental design modif icat ions upon heading into the 
document production, permitt ing, and construct ion effort. 
o Sol ici t  and receive direct ion from City Counci l  on construct ion phasing, modular bui lding approach and any other chal lenges 
upon heading into the document production, permitt ing, and construct ion effort. 

Modular - 359 Design with the heavy lifting, Carin Consulting
o Study the PD plans and as-bui l t  plans from the prior phase and research/formulate a prel iminary ‘modularized’ approach 
to the next phase of bui ldings. 
o Veri fy modular bui lding approach by researching and engaging with a short l ist  of potential ly preferred factories or other 
third-party modular faci l i tat ion consultants who can perform such veri f icat ion. 

Modular – Moved from Part II to Part 1  - 359 Design with the heavy lifting, Carin Consulting, PreFab
o Research and establ ish regulatory requirements for the bui lding (egress, f i re, l i fe safety).
o Select ing major bui lding systems and sett ing performance requirements. 
o Outl ine or Performance Specif icat ion for modular ( including height requirements). 
o Develop a package consist ing of ‘modularized’ bui lding designs and performance spec, and shop the package among short 
l ist  of factories (with or without third party modular consultant). 
o Research and establ ish requirements, process, protocols with local and state bui lding off icials regarding the modular 
permitt ing process. 
o Work with factory engineers to establ ish demarcation of off-si te bui l t  elements and on-site bui l t  elements such as roofs, 
balconies, porches, etc. 

PART 2: DETAILED DESIGN, ENGINEERING, DOCUMENT PRODUCTION, MODULAR FACILITATION 
AND PERMITTING – January 2020 – December 2020

Design Development - 12 weeks - Design Team
o Rehash and modify Schematic for clar i ty & implementat ion
o Adjust for Counci l  Direct ion
o Final ize Code, Final ize Design, Final ize Boxes
o Design Development Tasks
o Prepare for modular pricing at onset of Design Development
o At 50%  of Design Development - Team with Plant
o Meet with Bui lding Department on Approach
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Construction Documentation - 12 weeks 
Design Team
o Prepare CDs.  Detai l ing and coordination with Shops
o Coordinate with Modular on sequence, structural
o Final Modular Price
o Prepare State Permit Set - Al low 8 Weeks to Permit each Bui lding
o Prepare Local Permit Set - Al low 24-26 weeks for Permitt ing
o Adjust Design Per f inal permit comments
o Final Modular Coordination with Prototype.
o Prepare for Implementat ion

Tasks

o Continue weekly team meetings with Owner and team to plan act ivi t ies and work toward complet ion of act ivi t ies based on 
the contract. 

General - 359 Design Lead
o Upon receipt of go-ahead from City Counci l ,  production of al l  documents needed for bui lding permit appl icat ion, bui lding 
permit processing and contract documents including project specif icat ion. 
o Coordinate and integrate input from project stakeholders and ensure compliance with project requirements. 
o Work with preconstruct ion est imator throughout the design process to keep Owner updated in an i terat ive manner. 
o Make incremental improvements (not signif icant design changes) from prior phases of development which advance the 
qual i t ies of being highly l ivable, reasonably maintainable, sustainable, durable and cost eff ic ient. 
o Integrat ion of design input from PD plan set, stakeholders, City Counci l  and al l  team members. 
o Research and establ ish sustainabi l i ty targets and proposed systems. 

Planning / Permitting - 359 Design Lead. Sopris Engineering
o Work with City of Aspen regulatory departments such as Community Development, Engineering, Zoning, Parks, Uti l i t ies to 
veri fy that al l  faci l i t ies are designed in compliance with the Ordinance, Development Agreement, PD Plans, al l  pert inent codes 
and current standards. 
o Research exist ing surveys and work with Owner to procure updates as required for design and permitt ing. 
o Research exist ing geotechnical reports and work with Owner to procure updates as required for design and permitt ing. 
o Research exist ing drainage studies and veri fy drainage submittal  requirements with City Engineering Dept. 
o Outl ine or Performance Specif icat ion for civi l  /  infrastructure (with the aim of a ful l  spec soon). 
o Production of plans for permit appl icat ion for grading, foundations, ut i l i ty service l ines, curb/gutter, permeable paver 
areas, stormwater faci l i t ies, roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, landscape and irr igat ion systems. 
o Coordinate receipt of regulatory comments to the appl icat ion, research and re-submittal  of responses to regulatory 
comments as needed. 

Modular Specific- 359 Design to lead facilitation in Option 1 or PreFAB - Discussion
o Work with Owner to evaluate, negotiate, select and hire modular fabricator based on numerous factors including capabi l i t ies, 
qual i ty, pr ice, del ivery and more (potential  factory tours). 
o Work with factory engineers to implement al l  bui lding dimensions, bui lding systems, interiors, del ivery sequence, assembly 
requirements, etc. 
Drawing/Design - 359 Design Lead
o Production of plans for permit appl icat ion for foundations and on-site bui l t  elements. 
o Prepare for modular permitt ing process, work with factory and produce necessary documents. 
o Provide descript ive information for fabricat ion and construct ion of architectural ly related scope. 
o Final ize specif icat ions and addit ional construct ion contract documents including schedule. 
o Review factory modular shop drawings ( i terat ive as needed) and veri fy compliance with the exist ing approvals in Ordinance, 
Development Agreement, PD Plans, codes, standards and other pert inent requirements. 
o Prepare al l  necessary bui lding permit appl icat ion documents, checkl ists, analyses, reports, etc. 
o Perform bui lding permit pre-submittal  coordination. 
o Submit bui lding permit appl icat ion(s) including fol low-up submittals as needed. 
o Faci l i tate the bui lding permit appl icat ion through the process, both local and state and with regular checking up and 
updates to Owner. 
o Respond to addit ional inquir ies related to the bui lding permit appl icat ion process and faci l i tate permit issuance, both local 
and state for modular 

PART 3: CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION, PROJECT CLOSEOUT AND WARRANTY 

Construction Administration - Anticipating BiWeekly on site, 80-100 hours per month - 359 Lead
o Part icipate in Owner/Architect/Contractor weekly team meetings to plan act ivi t ies and work toward complet ion of act ivi t ies 
based on the contract. 
o Overal l  responsibi l i ty for Construct ion Contract Administrat ion from a design perspective. 
o Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator for pre-construct ion planning. 
o Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator on any value engineering substi tut ions. 
o Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator to establ ish submittal  schedule. 
o Review and process submittals, coordinate submittal  responses from al l  design consultants 
o Review and respond to RFI’s, coordinate RFI responses from al l  design consultants. 
o Review constructor pay appl icat ions, factory invoicing. 
o Work with bui lder, coordinate any design modif icat ions due to unforeseen f ield condit ions. 
o Issue design change documents to respond to f ield condit ions, RFIs, other changes. 
o Review change requests to confirm enti t lement. 
o Work with constructor and Owner ’s qual i ty assurance consultant to ensure the construct ion is in conformance with 
construct ion documents and design intent. 

Project Close Out
o Issue substantial  and f inal complet ions documents. 
o Post-complet ion warranty involvement may include 1-year walkthrough and addit ional work related to any signif icant 
warranty issues which may arise. 

05 .2 .4  OUTLINE OF RFP STEPS
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existing PD plans 
and ma�e them 
changes to the PD. Describe any challenges you see �or per�orming this tas� 

 and 

Describe any potential �or integration o� offsite and onsite construction� 
particularly roo�s and dec�s.

 
 

 
05.3  ADDITIONAL EXPERTISE SOUGHT
CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS

In 2009 while at O� Architecture� as the  we 

gi�en that the 

Design has used o�er 2000 
 in �arious current documentation� entitlements and permit appro�als.

12/14x30.  This is optimal 

line together� be transported together� then separated on site prior to set and stitch.  
The utili�ation o� a  will allow dec�s / wal�ways to be built in the plant 

�iew and description

TO THE POINT

EXHIBIT A
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Re�iew Section 11� part D on page 1� o� the attached Ordinance 22 o� 2011 

 goal which could be sought �and which could a�oid being 
deemed a substantial PD amendment�. Describe how this can be integrated 
into modular construction.

landscape 
purchasing� trac�ing� deli�ery and assembly. Pro�ide recommendations on 
how Owner should engage with the landscape o� �actories and e�entually 

Describe any additional third parties which you would recommend �or a 
higher le�el o� due diligence in �acilitating the process o� � 
procurement and construction. �ully describe reasons �or this and how 
you recommend this be arranged. �a�e you done this on any o� your other 

 
05.3  ADDITIONAL EXPERTISE SOUGHT

Describe your le�el o� expertise with modular design as it relates to 
multi�amily building codes and state and local permit process and e��ect on 

CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS

� ill �entschel� Principal at 359 Design� assisted in the crafting o� Section 

.  � e will use this as a criteria when selecting a modular 
manu�acturer.  See Page �� �or �urther illumination on this topic.

359 Design has used 

factories as well as the methods we ha�e used success�ully.

� e ha�e outlined the additional parties that can �acilitate in 5.3.� howe�er. � e 
ha�e ta�en the opportunity on page 91 
o��er too assist.  �or purpose o� this and due to our relationships with each group� 
we work exclusively

359 Design is a .  90�  o� our 
annual wor� is in Multi��amily o� some sort.  � e understand all local� state� 

HUD Code as it pertains to multi�
�amily uses.  Needless to say� we are �ery com�ortable.  �owe�er� �rom time�to�

�or this� we are assigning an allowance �or Colorado Code Consultants.  Bill 

we �eel we need them.   �or the state and local process� please see page �5.

TO THE POINT

EXHIBIT A
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05.3 .1  -  DESIGN CAPABIL IT IES

and analyze existing PD plans and make them work for 

the PD. Describe any challenges you see for performing 
this task on this project and how you will manage those.

BOX T�PE A BOX T�PE B BOX T�PE C BOX T�PE D BOX T�PE C BOX T�PE E

3 BEDS 1 BED

BLD� E
LEVEL 1

BLD� E
LEVEL 2

Integration o� Visioning with Modularity

�acade Layout �or Modularity

Module Layout

Stitching and Se�uencing

DIA�RAM S�O� IN� BOX OVERLA� IN �NITS

DIA�RAM S�O� IN� BOX OVERLA� IN B�ILDIN� �OOTPRINT

3 BEDS 3 BEDS1 BED 3 BEDS 3 BEDS1 BED

EXHIBIT A

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - C
ontract including Proposal and R
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The previous page has an overlay of modular construction scheduling.  However, as witness in that page, modular is a different beast.  It 
requires earlier decisions and commitments.  Longer time lines than steel and a different permitting process.  If not attune to this on large 
and small scale projects, Time lines will be missed and dollars wasted.  359 Design is dedicated to exploring the possibilities and efficiencies 
embedded within the cutting-edge technologies of systems-build projects. The time-line below is a result of thousands of hours experienced 
designing, facilitating, permitting, first hand production witnessing and assembly of Systems Built and Modular product.  They are great tools, 
but misused, they are a waste of your time, an offense to your process and not right.
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Truss

FGE01

Truss Type

GABLE

Qty

1

Ply

1

CHAMONIX BUILDING 1

Job Reference (optional)

Run: 7.640 s  Nov 10 2015 Print: 7.640 s Nov 10 201 5 MiTek Industries, Inc.  Thu Aug 03 12:53:09 2017 

ers FirstSource #816, Dolores Co

ID:0vM5PtPEcr8s8AH2k5QSLIysbFz-vHwjIszkgpz3gRJWV5ew ho6zaOBp4huy_57DSY

Scale 

W1

T1

W

B1

ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1

T2

B2

ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1 ST1

W2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

47 46 45 44 43 42 41 40 39 38 3736 35 34 33 32 31 30

48

49

3x4 

3x4 

3x4 

5x6 

28-11-2
28-11-2

0-3-8
0-3-8

28-11-2
28-7-10

e Offsets (X,Y)--  [13:0-3-0,0-3-0]

DING (psf)
L
of Snow=100.0)
L
L
L

100.0

20.0
0.0  *

10.0

SPACING-
Plate Grip DOL
Lumber DOL     
Rep Stress Incr
Code

2-0-0
1.15
1.15
YES

IRC2015/TPI2014

CSI.
TC
BC
WB
(Matrix)

0.09
0.13
0.08

DEFL.
Vert(LL)
Vert(CT)
Horz(CT)

in
n/a
n/a

-0.00

(loc)
 - 
 - 

24

l/defl
n/a
n/a
n/a

L/
99
99
n/

BER-
CHORD 2x4 HF/SPF 1650F 1.5E
CHORD 2x4 HF/SPF 1650F 1.5E

BS 2x4 HF/SPF 1650F 1.5E
ERS 2x4 HF/SPF 1650F 1.5E

BRACING-
TOP CHORD 2-0-0 oc purlins (6-0-0 ma
BOT CHORD 10-0-0 oc bracing.

MiTek recommends th
be installed during tru
Installation guide.

CTIONS. All bearings 28-11-2.
(lb) - Max Horz 47=-147(LC 10)

Max Uplift  All uplift 100 lb or less at joint(s) 2 4, 45, 44, 43, 42, 41, 40, 39, 38, 36, 35, 34, 33, 32, 31, 30, 29,
 28, 27, 26, 25 except 47=-248(LC 8), 46=-235(LC 9)

Max Grav   All reactions 250 lb or less at joint(s) 24 except 47=299(LC 18), 46=448(LC 17), 45=351(LC 1 ), 
44=346(LC 1), 43=347(LC 1), 42=347(LC 1), 41=347(LC  1), 40=347(LC 1), 39=347(LC 1), 38=347(LC 1), 36=
 1), 35=334(LC 1), 34=346(LC 1), 33=362(LC 1), 32=3 44(LC 1), 31=347(LC 1), 30=347(LC 1), 29=347(LC 1),
28=347(LC 1), 27=345(LC 1), 26=361(LC 1), 25=290(LC  1)

CES. (lb) - Max. Comp./Max. Ten. - All forces 250 (lb) o r less except when shown.
CHORD 1 47 358/348

RE: INTERIORS FOR
FINISH MATERIAL

3/4" PLYWOOD TREAD

1/2" PLYWOOD RISER

2X WOOD CARRIAGE

7 
3/

4"
 M

A
X

RE: PLAN 1"

RE: INTERIORS FOR
FINISH MATERIAL

3/4" PLYWOOD TREAD

1/2" PLYWOOD RISER

2X WOOD CARRIAGE

7 
3/

4"
 M

A
X

RE: PLAN 1"

DECORATIVE 1X12 WOOD
STRINGER CUT AROUND TREADS
AND RISERS OVER 2X12
STRUCTURAL STRINGER ROUTE
TO RECEIVE RISERS AND
TREADS.  PAINT, TYP. EA. SIDE

TOWN STAMP

DISCIPLINE STAMP

GRAY HATCH INDICATES SYSTEMS
BUILT SCOPE, TYP.

M
O

NI
X 

- V
AI

L

AIR - WOOD STAIR TOP LANDING

Concept Design

DESIGN TEAM

MODULAR BUILD

PART 1 PART 2 PART 2 PART 3

Public Outreach

Interiors/ Modular 
Set

Shop Drawings
State & Local 
Permit Set

Construction 
Documents

Set & Stitch

Modular Build

Transportation

Prototype

Site PrepMaterial Build

Shop Drawings

Estimating

05.3 .1  -  05 .3 .3  -  MODULAR DESIGN
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4Systems Built 101 \\  Winter 2019
359 Design

PLANT: CHAMPION 
BOX COST SQ FT: $75 -  $105 SQ FT
SPEED: 12 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  NATIONAL - 6 LOCATIONS
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD

SPECIALTY: COTTAGES, TOWNHOME, MULTI

PLANT: NASHUA 
BOX COST SQ FT: $85 -  $115
SPEED: 14 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  POCKATELLO, ID
CONSTRUCTION:  STEEL AND LIGHT GAUGE STEEL /  SOME WOOD

SPECIALTY: MULTI-FAMILY, TOWNHOME, HOTEL

PLANT: RITZCRAFT 
BOX COST SQ FT:  $70 -  $115 SQ FT
SPEED: 14 BOXES WEEK
LOCATION:  EASTERN US /  MIDWEST
CONSTRUCTION: WOOD

SPECIALTY: COTTAGES, TOWNHOMES 

MODULAR PLANTS:  APPLICABLE MULTI, TOWNHOME, COTTAGE & SENIOR

5Systems Built 101 \\  Winter 2019
359 Design

PLANT: GUERDON 
BOX COST SQ FT: $95 -  $120 SQ FT$ $
SPEED: 10 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  BOISE, ID
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD

SPECIALTY: MULTI-FAMILY, HOTEL, SENIOR

PLANT: ATCO
BOX COST SQ FT: $90 -  $145 SQ FT$ $
SPEED: 12 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  POCKATELLO, ID
CONSTRUCTION:  STEEL AND LIGHT GAUGE STEEL /  SOME WOOD

SPECIALTY: MULTI-FAMILY, HOTEL, SENIOR

PLANT: SUPERIOR 
BOX COST SQ FT: $85 -  $125 SQ FT$ $
SPEED: 4 BOXES WEEK
LOCATION:  WATERTOWN SD
CONSTRUCTION: WOOD

SPECIALTY: HOTEL, SENIOR

MODULAR PLANTS:  APPLICABLE HOTEL & MULTIFAMILY

6Systems Built 101 \\  Winter 2019
359 Design

PLANT: METHOD  
BOX COST SQ FT: $170- $225 SQ FT
SPEED: 5 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  SEATTLE
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD / STEEL 

PLANT: METHOD  
BOX COST SQ FT: $195 SQ FT
SPEED: 3.5 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  SEATTLE
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD / STEEL 

PLANT: PLANT PREFAB 
BOX COST SQ FT: $180 SQ FT
SPEED: 5 BOXES A WEEK
LOCATION:  RIALTO CA
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD / STEEL

MODULAR PLANTS:  Residential, High End Finish and Customized

7Systems Built 101 \\  Winter 2019
359 Design

PLANT: KATERRA 
BOX COST SQ FT: $120 -  $130  SQ FT
SPEED: 10 UNITS PER WEEK
LOCATION:  NATIONAL
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD

SPECIALTY: MULTI FAMILY

PLANT: METHOD
BOX COST SQ FT: $130 -  $170 SQ FT
SPEED: 6 UNITS PER WEEK
LOCATION:  SEATTLE, WA
CONSTRUCTION:  WOOD / WET CORE /  PANELIZED

SPECIALTY: MULTI-FAMILY, HOTEL

PLANT: PLANT PREFAB 
BOX COST SQ FT:  $130 -  $170 SQ FT
SPEED: 5 UNITS PER WEEK
LOCATION:  NATIONAL /  RIALTO
CONSTRUCTION: WOOD / WET CORE /  PANELIZED

SPECIALTY: MULTIFAMILY, OFFICE

PANELIZED MANUFACTURERS:  PRODUCT SAMPLING & TYPES

8105.3_ADDITIONAL EXPERTISE SO���T \\  23 May 2019
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05.3 .2  -  DESIGN CAPABIL IT IES

 

359 Design has relationships with no less than 20 plants.  Some of the plants will be better 
for this type of product, while others have a specific product type that they are better utilized for.  
In our experience on over 500 constructed modules - we know that there is a proper process for 
approaching plants to get the right attention and best price.  We know the certain and specific module 
sizes that will deliver the best efficiency with different plants.  We know how busy each plant is and 
when to approach them.  For this project, we know that each saw box will need to be cut on site, this 
will increase set and stich costs, however a proper balance of the box size that captures efficiency 
and maximizes the 70,000-pound limit will get the best price.  Given the inherent nature of the sloping 
site, the team will need to make the decision if the lower level is stick framed or boxes.  Both are 
possible & should be considered.  Roofs can be hinged and a fair amount of siding (if we chose) can 
be done in the plant (this will be a QC decision).

359 Design has suggested the inclusion of PreFab Logic and Carin consulting, both exclusive 
to our team.  359 Design works regularly with these groups.  PreFab Logic is a modular consulting 
group that specializes in plant product pipeline and shop drawings & can offer initial looks at modular 
efficiency and counts as well as the responsibility matrix to assure all stay in their silos.  Carin is a 
CM/Modular Facilitator that is an expert at weighing stick vs modular, for efficiency and cost. As the 
project goes to documents, PreFab integrates well with the Plants on shop drawing and potentially 
modular state work.  PreFab can also secure a spot in the plant to ensure proper sequence.  Carin 
will advise on how we can integrate between site-built components and Systems Built Components.  
Both have their strengths and with our guidance, swim well together.

EXHIBIT A
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Parts and Pieces

05.3 .3  -  MODULAR UNDERSTANDING
05.3.3 - Describe any potential for integration of offsite and onsite construction, particularly 
roofs and decks. 
To maximize efficiency, it is ideal to build as much in the factory as possible.  A typical modular project 3-4 years go had 50% 
onsite/50% offsite work. Today we shoot for 30%/70% off site.  For the boxes, we will look at as much integration of decks as 
possible.  In some instances, where we have the walkway on the backside and deck on the front, this may not be the most 

Ceiling Assembly
 

Module or Saw Box
 

Modular Components
 

  
Wall System
 

Components
 

Floor Assembly
 

MEP
 All Mechanical Systems are possible. Central� Compartmentali�ed and   
 �ybrid. Di��erent approaches are di��erent at all plants.

efficient.  We will need to choose which deck to produce onsite.  In some instances, and plants, we may be able to have the 
deck produced at the plant and shipped separately or look at other systems-built approaches.  For the roofs, the built at the 
plant and slipper on or off the boxes. The trusses can be hinged to accommodate height.  We will weigh all of these scenarios 
collectively with the design team.
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05.3 .4  -  MODULAR CODES & PROCESS

05.3.4 - Describe your level of expertise with modular 
design as it relates to multifamily building codes and 
state and local permit process and effect on project 
sequencing and timeline. 

 As mentioned, 359 Design has a very good process of review of 
code related issues.  We set this at the onset in SD and send the review 
through an internal peer review process, then as needed, meet with local 
building departments and fire.  As needed, we will call on Colorado Code 
Consultants to handle more difficult issues.  

 In reference to modular construction, this project will go through 
the State of Colorado for the box review and Local City of Aspen review for 
foundation and building/building shell.  This process is an extra step.  The 
logistics and timing are much different than a typical stick.  State Permit 
for the boxes needs to be received prior to commencement in the building 
plant, from there the boxes will be built per State Code and inspected 
in the plant by the same third-party agency that reviews the plans.  The 
same inspecting agency will review the boxes on site and the box set.  
For the local, we will reference the State Drawing Set, however the local 
agency has no legal control over what occurs inside the box.  This is how 
it works on paper.  We have found from our experience that local agencies 
are uncomfortable with a “different” process.  Given this, we tend of offer 
review and input as well as plant visits to local agencies.  This tends to 
assist in their angst.  We can speak more to this and the process as we 
solidify the schedule and plans.

 The process to setting & submitting drawing sets for State and 
Local review is much different from typical stick as well.  From 359 Design, 
we along with our consultants will work the sets through mid-Design 
Development.  At this point, ideally, the modular plant will be on board. 
From here we coordinate directly and exchange connection details and 
structural knowledge.  Depending on the plant, we may 

• Hand over our “box” portions/backgrounds to their in-house group to 
do shop drawings.  

• Collectively we may elect for PreFab Logic to control the shop process 
through their QA/QC methods. This carries through the process of CA.  
It is set up to cover most gaps that you may have heard “can” exist 
between Owner, Modular Plant and General Contractor.  This extra 
layer does come at a larger than normal cost.  For this reason, we 
advise that it is a conversation that needs to occur between the team 
and client.   More on this process and what PreFab Logic can assist 
and add to the process can be found on page 91.

I� a Central System is utili�ed� then 
the cores will house the system and 

Mechanical� Electrical and Plumbing

on any shape and si�e.

and architecture elements are 
typically done on site� howe�er� 
in some ad�anced situations 

• 359 Design can also handle the shop drawing process and state backgrounds.  We have had recent experience in this 
and have a high level of comfort depending on the Modular shop of choice.

In any of these scenarios, the box is referenced into our building model.  359 Design and our consultants (who are also involved 
in the box drawing and design process) continue on the foundation sets as well as the overall building sets.  Depending on 
the direction we can convince the City, we may be allowed to submit a foundation set.  In this scenario, we will have 4 drawing 
sets for Permit.  This is included in our fee and Modus Operandi for 359 Design.  

 For the Local review, 359 Design had the opportunity to recently submit the Single-Family Residences at Burlingame.  
WE understand the process for HOA Review and the City process.  Unfortunately, more municipalities are following the 
difficulty process and percent set by the CA Building Department.  We are now used to it and the documents required.  The 
best we can do is prepare, be certain in our drawing set and have full coordination with consultants.  We have learned and 
experienced that it ultimately makes the project better.
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SITE FEATURES

Encourage Alternate 
Transportation

Promote Pedestrian 
Connectivity

Site Design

Storm Water Control  
and Treatment

Maximize Open Space  
and Parks

UNIT FEATURES

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES

Building  
Technologies

Reduce Carbon  
Footprint

Human Experience

Occupant Health

Resource Conscious

   SKETCH AT POD A & B  WITH SOLAR PANELS
SCALE: NTS

1"
 / 

1
1"

 / 
12

"
2"12

1"
 / 

122
"

PHOTOVOLTAIC (PV) LAYOUT AT CARPORT

ALTERNATE PHOTOVOLTAIC (PV) LAYOUT AT CARPORT

PERSPECTIVE - PHOTOVOLTAIC (PV) AT CARPORT

PERSPECTIVE - PHOTOVOLTAIC (PV) AT MAIL END CAP

SOLAR - PHOTOVOLTAIC AT CARPORTS
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05.3 .5  SUSTAINABIL ITY

05.3.5 - Review Section 11, part D on page 14 of the 
attached Ordinance 22 of 2011 and describe your 

and sustainability goal which could be sought (and 
which could avoid being deemed a substantial PD 
amendment). Describe how this can be integrated into 
modular construction.

QUALITY CONTROL
359 DESIGN  is committed to providing the highest quality design while 

IBC,  ADA,  and ANSI.         Additionally, we monitor changes in the de-
sign throughout the design process, not only though our own internal proj-
ect review process, but by having external individuals review the draw-

independent reviewers for the project as well.  This provides a process 
where we are constantly aware of where issues may lie and where design 
criteria may need to be massaged to meet code.  Overall we have had 

issues and proposing methods in controlling these issues along the 
design path.

A NOTE ON SUSTAINABILITY
359 Design and Team inherently design based on sustainability.  Modular 
Construction is inherently sustainable.   

In lieu of this, 359 Design suggests that we utilize the Building Sciences 
Corporation approach to best practices for detailing and Systems

As Will Hentschel , 359 Design was part of the design of Phase II, we agree 
and will meet the goals of the Build America program,.  We suggest the City 
consider an update to see if there is an update to further the goal of doing 
the right thing to save dollars for the occupants in operation costs.

In the design, we also weighed a number of items that were gains in design 
and sustainability.  As part of the kick-off charrette, we will rehash these for 
the team.
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02.0  \ \  MODULAR PROCESS

20

MODULAR 101
June 2018

LIVING HOMES 
 

METHOD HOMES 
 

IRONTOWN 
 

Location: Ferndale, Washington

Building Types:
 Residential
 Multi-family
 Retail
 Office
 Hospitality

Highlights:
 + Innovative construction and dynamic 

architectural design
 + Customizable features
 + Energy-efficient systems
 + Healthy, comfor table, resilient buildings

Link: https://methodhomes.net/

Location: Spanish Fork, UT
Years of Experience: 25

Building Types:
 Townhomes
 Multi-Family
 Education
 Dormitories
 Doctor Offices
 Law Office
 Hospitality 

Highlights:
 + Custom high-end modular homes
 + Wide variety of material selection
 + Environmentally friendly materials and building 

practices
 + High-quality homes

Link: http://irontownhomes.com/

Location: Santa Monica, CA

Building Types:
 Single Family
 Multi-family

Highlights:
 + Modern, prefabricated homes
 + World-class architecture
 + Healthy and sustainable construction
 + Standard or customized configurations
 + Community development

Link: http://livinghomes.squarespace.com/

Box Cos t :  $125-$300 sq  f t 
 

Modular  Manufac tu res 03.0  \ \  PROJECT PROCESS:

33

MODULAR 101
June 2018

Modular  Pro jec t  Example
CHAMONIX_Vail ,  CO
TYPE:  TOWN HOMES 
AREA:  63,190 sf 
YEAR BUILT:  UNDER CONSTRUCTION
ROLE:  ENTITLEMENTS,  DESIGNER,  PROGRAMMING, 
PROJECT MANAGER 
 

05.3 .6   -  MODULAR FACTORY/FABRICATION 
UNDERSTANDING
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negotiate and facilitate modular box design, pricing, purchasing, tracking, delivery and assembly. 
Provide recommendations on how Owner should engage with the landscape of factories and 
eventually purchase from a factory. What has worked best on your other projects?

On the topic of manufactures.  Off the cuff, there are 4-6 likely regional candidates for this project in the current landscape.  A 7th 
and 8th options will be online by Fall of 2019 and another 5-8 plants by the time this project is ready for real time.  359 design 
has relationships with all of the plants from past projects.  The new plants have been consulting with us in their development.  We 
are excited to see them come on line.  Most plants have a 9-12-month backlog, so advance planning is key.  So the initial road to 
success is simple.

• At the onset, the drawings need to be legitimate box drawings and sets.  The need to read modular and speak a modular lan-
guage.  The right way to get zero or minimal attention from a modular plant is to try and fake your way in.  The plans need to be 

got it.
• Very Surprisingly, most plants like a personal touch.  If it is a municipality, they like to see a face.  I suggest visits from the PM 

and a council member or two.  They are also interviewing you.  Committing to hold 2-4 moths in their schedule is a big commit-
ment for them.

• Aligning the right project to manufacturer is also key.  We can assist in that at the onset.
• As a typical means, the process of procuring a factory(Option 1) is as follows:
• Introduction of the project to 3-4 plants along with a personal introduction
• Review from the plant on the familiarity of the product & if they have interest / openings.  This will be vetted by the 

team well in advance.
• Plant visits and initial LOI.  
• Acceptance of the LOI with a deposit in the range of $50,000.
• Design agreement and contract to go through DD & CD coordination and Shops.  At this point they will request 30% of 

the contract for materials and time.
• State and Shop drawings – Payment of 30% for state drawing submittal.
• Commencement of the production and delivery – 30% at the onset.
• We highly recommend that the owner and 359 negotiate the price of the work directly without the GC to understand 

they have done many of these projects with us.

 An alternate means of procurement is having PreFab Logic procure the process on your and our behalf.  We have includ-
ed an allowance for the initial work for PreFab to assist in responsibility matrix and plant introduction as well as an initial modular 
check.  For a fee that is in the range of 1% of the contract Prefab will serve as a modular vendor. PreFab has a network of 4 plants 
or so that they market for.  They streamline the process and negotiate the price on your behalf.  Also, as part of the contract, Prefab 
will do the shop drawings.  They typically contract directly with the owner.  359 Design worked with PreFab Logic successfully on 
Chamonix in Vail.  The process is very similar to the steps laid out in option 1, however, there is a bit more certainty and less work 
on behalf of the team and the City.
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MODULAR PRICING EXPERT   (Optional, heavily suggested)

�IRM   Carin Consulting

ADDRESS  519� Blac� �ore Dr B�
   Vail� CO �1�5�
      
CONTACT  � eston Bierma
    9�0���1��31�
   w.bierma� cairnconsultingser�ices.com
  
STATEMENT �ROM CARIN � � e o�ten say� i� you want to be tal�ed out o� a 
systems built approach� then ha�e a �C do your per�construction.  The City 

systems built and site is appropriate.  �ow do we deal with a short building 
season.

S���ESTION �rom 359 DESI�N � 359 Design has wor�ed with Carin 

Estimating Modular construction re�uires a di��erent eye and s�ill set.  Carin 
has this.

MODULAR CONSULTANT (Optional, heavily suggested)

�IRM   Pre�ab Logic

ADDRESS  390 E Par�center Bl�d
   Suite 130
   Boise� ID �3�0�
      
CONTACT  Curtis �letcher
   �00��5��30��

STATEMENT �ROM PRE�AB LO�IC � �rom our head�uarters in beauti�ul 
Boise� Idaho� Pre�ab Logic gi�es builders around the world peace o� mind in 

commitment to client relationships built on communication and trust.

S���ESTION �rom 359 DESI�N � Pre�ab Logic has assisted and partnered 

plants.  They spea� the language and �acilitate the process.  � e suggest and 
up�ront engagement �or their Phase 1 wor� which includes a responsibility 

and schematic design.  The City can decide with the Design team how to utili�e 
them at later stages as needed.
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S e c t i o n  0 5 . �

FEE, SCHEDULE, 
CONTRACT, & 

INSURANCE
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Re�iew Section 3.0 A/E Design Team and describe any 

per�orm the ser�ices described.

 
or list o� milestone dates in this section o� your response that �alidates 

implications.

Fee Worksheet and include the Project Fee table and 
the  table in this section o� your response. Ma�e any changes 
as you see necessary in the �ormatting o� the �orms� but �eep the same general 
approach to help the e�aluators.

 
 

 
05.4  FEE WORKSHEET,  SCHEDULE,  CONTRACT,  INSURANCE
CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS

� e agree with the tas�s laid out in 3.3 Part 1� 3.� Part 2� 3.5 Part 3� howe�er 
we do �eel strongly that there needs to be more wor� on the modular side and 
a up�ront Schematic e��ort to come to a ROM �or Modular �s Stic� to present to 
Council prior to commencement o� Phase II hea�y li�ting.  Our team includes a 

�modular �acilitators� to gi�e the best picture possible �or a Council �pdate prior to 
commencement o� Part 2.  In our response to 05.3� note that the particular steps 

timeline is cra�ted by 359 Design and how we deli�er systems built.  It also 
considers the COA timelines.  See Section 5.�.2 on Page 99.. 

Please note that our �ee suggests some additions to the team �or Part I and spea�s 

on Page 101�103.

TO THE POINT
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CUTTING TO THE CHASE..

THE MAIN QUESTIONS

 the attached 
contract. See section �.1.

 

 
in the contract �do not simply list your co�erages�. The insurance re�uirements 
are shown below in section �.2 and are included in the attached contract 
documents.

 
05.4  FEE WORKSHEET,  SCHEDULE,  CONTRACT,  INSURANCE

TO THE POINT

359 Design has the ability to sign completed AIA contract documents. � e are 
current with the City and the current shi�t in AIA documents.

See Section 5.�.3 on Page 105.
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05.4 .2  Pro jec t  Schedu le

deletions you see necessary - particularly for sections 3.3 Part 1, 3.4 Part 2, 3.5 Part 3. Describe your team/

PART 1: COMMUNITY OUTREACH, CITY COUNCIL PRESENTATION AND DIRECTION - June 2019 thru December 
2019

• Project Kick-off with City of Aspen Team 
• 2 Day - Design Team Kickoff Charrette  - 2 wee�s a�ter Design �ic��o��
• Concept Design�  July through August �Mo�ed �rom Part 2�
• Stakeholder Meetings / Public Interface � � � ee�s � September to October
• Schematic Design � � � ee�s � September to October �Mo�ed �rom Part 2�
• Initial Pricing � � wee�s No�ember 2019 �Mo�ed �rom Part 2�
• Council Presentation � December 2019

PART 2: DETAILED DESIGN, ENGINEERING, DOCUMENT PRODUCTION, MODULAR FACILITATION AND 
PERMITTING – January 2020 – December 2020

• Design Development � 12 wee�s January thru March 2020
• Modular LOI � January �ebruary 2020
• Modular Contract March 2020
• Pricing � April / May 2020

• Construction Documentation � 12 wee�s May 2020 � July 2020
• Shop Drawings � June 2020 � July 2020
• GMP � September 2020
• State Permit Submittal � August / September 2020 �allow � � ee�s� � No�ember in �and
• Local Permit Submittal � �oundations �as allowed� � Submit in September
• Local Permit Submittal � Buildings� each indi�idual � re�lected in �ee  � � Submit in September � Recei�e March 

2021
                 �irst 3 building types � Each Building to �ollow in 3 wee� increments

PART 3: CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION, PROJECT CLOSEOUT AND WARRANTY - January 2021-December 
2022

• Box Production  � 1� wee�s � April � July 2021
• Construction Administration � 1� months.  April 2021 through December 2022
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05.4 .3  FEE TABLE
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05.4 .3  HOURLY RATE
EXHIBIT A
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05.4 .5  INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS
Commercial General Liability with policy limits of not less than TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) for each occur-
rence and TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) in the aggregate for bodily injury and property damage.
 

Automobile Liability covering vehicles owned, and non-owned vehicles used, by the Architect with policy limits of not less 
than ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) per accident for bodily injury, death of any person, and property damage aris-
ing out of the ownership, maintenance and use of those motor vehicles, along with any other statutorily required automo-
bile coverage.
 

The Architect may achieve the required limits and coverage for Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability 
through a combination of primary and excess or umbrella liability insurance, provided such primary and excess or umbrel-
la liability insurance policies result in the same or greater coverage as the coverages required above and in no event shall 
any excess or umbrella liability insurance provide narrower coverage than the primary policy. The excess policy shall not 
require the exhaustion of the underlying limits only through the actual payment by the underlying insurers.
 

Workers’ Compensation insurance to cover obligations imposed by applicable laws for any employee engaged in the per-
formance of work under this contract, and Employers’ Liability insurance with minimum limits of ONE MILLION DOLLARS 
($1,000,000.00) for each accident, ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) disease - policy limit, and ONE MILLION DOL-
LARS ($1,000,000.00) disease - each employee.
 

Professional Liability covering negligent acts, errors and omissions in the performance of professional services with policy 
limits of not less than TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) per claim and TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) in the 
aggregate.
 

Additional Insured Obligations. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Architect shall cause the primary and excess or 
umbrella polices for Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability to include the Owner as an additional insured 
for claims caused in whole or in part by the Architect’s negligent acts or omissions. The additional insured coverage shall 
be primary and non-contributory to any of the Owner’s insurance policies and shall apply to both ongoing and completed 
operations.
 

-
ments.
 

EXHIBIT A

June 24, 2019 Exhibit A - C
ontract including Proposal and R

FP

121



107EX. A_LE�AL CLAIM \\  23 May 2019
BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3_ASPEN, CO

CURRENT 
LITIGATION
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EXHIBIT A CURRENT L IT IGATION
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FINANCIAL 
STANDING
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                REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS      
 

Outreach, Design, Engineering & Modular Facilitation 
for the 

Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 Affordable Housing Development 
2019-046 

 
CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO 

 

 

City of Aspen 
130 South Galena Street 
Aspen, CO 81611 
(970)920-5000 
www.cityofaspen.com 
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2019-046 OUTREACH, DESIGN, ENGINEERING & MODULAR FACILITATION FOR BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3 
April 19, 2019         Page 1 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
 
Sealed proposals will be received at the City of Aspen Purchasing office at 2:00P.M., MAY 23, 2019, at which time 
the proposals will be opened and reviewed for the following City of Aspen project: 
 
2019-046 OUTREACH, DESIGN, ENGINEERING & MODULAR FACILITATION FOR THE BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 
3 AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
 
The City of Aspen is in the process of developing a large-scale affordable housing subdivision at Burlingame Ranch 
in Aspen, Colorado. Two phases of this subdivision have previously been completed. This Request for Proposals 
(RFP) seeks proposals for A/E design team services including outreach, design, engineering & modular facilitation. 
The project includes but is not limited to development of 79 affordable condominiums in 8 new buildings along 
with necessary grading, excavation, foundations, utility service lines, curb/gutter, permeable paver areas, 
stormwater facilities, roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, landscape and irrigation 
systems necessary for integrated completion of the planned residential community at Burlingame Ranch. 
 
Complete proposal packages are available to download from www.bidnetdirect.com. Vendors must be registered 
to view the bid packages.  There is no charge to register.  Call 1-800-835-4603 if you need assistance registering. 
Upon completing registration, click on “Start Looking for Solicitations” and select the purchasing group “Rocky 
Mountain E-Purchasing System”. Then click on City of Aspen to see City of Aspen bid opportunities. 
 
The City reserves the right to reject any or all Proposals or accept what is, in its judgment, the Proposal which is 
in the City's best interest. The City further reserves the right, in the best interests of the City, to waive any technical 
defects or irregularities in any and all Proposals submitted. 
 
Pursuant to the Colorado Open Records Act, C.R.S. Section 24-72-200.1 (CORA), any and all of the documents that 
are submitted to the City of Aspen may be deemed public records subject to examination and inspection by third 
parties. The City of Aspen reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to release for inspection or copying any 
document, plan, specification, proposal or other writing submitted pursuant to this request.  
 
The Proposal must be placed in an envelope securely sealed therein and labeled: "Proposal for 2019-046 
OUTREACH, DESIGN, ENGINEERING & MODULAR FACILITATION FOR THE BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT”. The City cannot accept late, faxed, or emailed proposals. 
 
Discussion may be conducted with responsible offerors who submit Proposals determined to be reasonably 
susceptible to be selected for award for purpose of clarification to assure full understanding of, and 
responsiveness to the solicitation requirements. 
 
In addition to price, the evaluation criteria set forth in the RFP shall be considered in judging which Proposal is in 
the best interests of the City. 
 
     BY ORDER OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO 
 
     Rebecca Hodgson 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
A thriving workforce who live in the community where they work is a fundamental cornerstone of the year-round 
Aspen-area community. But the gap between free market home prices and rents in the Aspen area as compared 
to what local workers can afford to pay still precludes many local workers from living in the same community 
where they work. Planning for new development of affordable workforce housing is necessary to not only stem 
the loss of workforce housing in the free market, but also to offset the effects of job growth and retirement. 
 
The City of Aspen is committed to supporting affordable workforce housing because it supports a stable local 
community that is invested in the present and the future. Opportunities for people to live in the community where 
they work foster improved year-round vitality in Aspen’s neighborhoods, a more resilient local economy, reduced 
transportation impacts, increased citizen participation in civic affairs, non-profit activities and recreation 
programs. In turn, this adds value to Aspen’s tourism-based economy in the form of an overall improved visitor 
experience – enhanced by an appreciation of Aspen’s genuine, year-round, lights-on community and diverse mix 
of people – which keeps visitors coming back to the Aspen area year after year. 
 
1.1 INVITATION TO PROPOSERS 
 
The purpose of this Request for Proposals (RFP) document is to solicit outreach, design, engineering and modular 
facilitation services proposals from qualified A/E design firms or teams for Phase 3 of the Burlingame Ranch 
affordable housing development in Aspen, CO. 
 
To allow the City of Aspen (Owner) to fully understand your firm or team’s qualifications, experience, capabilities 
and approach to the project, please prepare and submit a detailed proposal based on the requirements set forth 
in this RFP. 
 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.1 PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
The City of Aspen is in the process of developing a large-scale affordable housing subdivision at Burlingame Ranch 
in Aspen, Colorado. Previously, two phases of this subdivision have been completed. The City of Aspen received 
land use approval in 2011 for development of 79 affordable condominiums in 8 multifamily buildings for Phase 3 
of development at Burlingame Ranch. 
 
In addition to multifamily dwelling facilities, the project also includes all necessary grading, excavation, 
foundations, utility service lines, curb/gutter, permeable paver areas, stormwater facilities, roadways, parking 
areas, retaining walls, carport structures, landscape and irrigation systems necessary for integrated completion of 
the planned residential community at Burlingame Ranch. 
 
This Request for Proposals (RFP) seeks proposals for comprehensive A/E design team services including outreach, 
design, engineering & modular facilitation. The design services contract is expected to be broken into three 
separate phases of work; Part 1: Community outreach, City Council presentation and direction; Part 2: Detailed 
design, engineering, document production, modular facilitation and permitting; and Part 3: Construction 
administration,  project closeout and warranty. 
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2.2 PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
Due to the existing project approvals in place, all designs must conform to the planned development (PD) plan 
set which has previously been recorded with the Pitkin County Clerk and Recorder. All designs must also comply 
with applicable codes and with the 2011 development approval ordinance as well as the recorded development 
agreement. These documents are available in the List of Attachments. 
 
Development approval for the next phase of the Burlingame Ranch affordable housing development was executed 
by Aspen City Council on July 25, 2011 in Ordinance 22 of 2011 (the Ordinance) and includes 10-year vested rights. 
The approvals in place allow for a current build-out of an additional 79 condominiums in 8 buildings along with 
associated infrastructure. 
 
The development agreement (or "Development Commitment" as it is entitled) was recorded with the Pitkin 
County Clerk and Recorder on April 9, 2013 under reception #598455 and sets forth the City's responsibilities as 
developer in greater detail than described in the Ordinance. 
 
The subdivision plans or Planned Development plan set (PD plans) was filed with the Pitkin County Clerk and 
Recorder on April 9, 2013 under reception # 598457. In the PD plans, the architectural character of the buildings 
remains consistent with the previous phase, and the unit sizes, unit configurations and quantities are also set 
forth. The phasing plan in the recorded PD plan set calls the remaining area of the site "Phase II B", although it can 
be referred to as "Burlingame 3" or “Phase 3” for simplicity. 
 
Burlingame Ranch is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of downtown Aspen and can be accessed from 
CO State Highway 82 by turning West onto Harmony Road and following Harmony Road for approximately 1/2 
mile to Burlingame Ranch. Previously, two phases of this subdivision have been completed and are 100% occupied 
with full-time residents with many families and children in the neighborhood. 
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2.3 MULTIFAMILY BUILDINGS AND CONDOMINIUM UNITS 
 
The upcoming phase of development (Phase 2B, A.K.A. Phase 3) consists of 79 condominiums in 8 buildings. Since 
buildings 1-7 were part of the prior phase of development and are now existing on site, the Phase 3 buildings to 
be developed include building numbers 8 through 15. 
 

 
 
Five of the eight Phase 3 buildings are 3-levels and made up of two adjoining 'pods', which are essentially separate 
buildings joined by a central staircase with an integrated roof structure (buildings 8, 9, 12, 13, 14). 
 

 
Building 12 will be significantly like existing 333/335 Paepcke Drive shown above. Buildings 8, 9, 12, 13 & 14 have 
3 levels, but only 2 levels are visible from the uphill (west) side as shown above. The red arrow indicates the 
location of the central staircase between the two pods which leads down to the lower level (east) of the building. 
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Three levels are visible from the downhill (east) side of Buildings 8, 9, 12, 13 & 14 as shown below. The units on 
the lower level have a window well in the kitchen, facing west, where the unit is below grade. 

Three of the eight remaining buildings will be two-story buildings which are not made up of adjoining pods 
(Buildings 10, 11, 15). This style of building did not exist in the previous phase and are designed for less-sloping, 
infill areas (rendering of west side shown below). 
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The Phase 3 program consists of an approved maximum floor area of 85,790 square feet with a total of 84,160 
square feet of net livable area in the 79 condominium units. The condominium units are a mix of flats and multi-
level townhomes with (25) 1-bedroom units, (17) 2-bedroom units and (37) 3-bedroom units. Three of the four 
flats in Phase 3 are shown below. See the PD plan set for additional information. 

Below is a table with program information for each unit and each building, including net livable area for all units 
and maximum allowable floor area for each building: 

Phase 3 
Building Unit Address Bed-

rooms 
Bath-
rooms Level Config. 

Unit 
Net 
Area 

Income 
Category 

Building 
Net 
Area 

Zoning 
Floor 
Area 

Maximum 

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  101 3 1.75 Lower Flat 1260 4     

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  102 2 1.75 Lower Flat 1000 3     

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  201 3 1.75 Middle Flat 1270 4     

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  202 2 1.75 Middle Flat 1030 3     

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3     

8A 223 Paepcke 
Drive  302 2 1.75 Upper Flat 1030 2     

8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  101 1 1 Lower Flat 690 4     

8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  201 1 1 Middle Flat 690 3     

8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  202 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 4     

8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  203 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 3     

8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  204 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1400 4 Building 
8 Total 

Building 8 
Total 
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8B 225 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3 12550 12130 

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  101 3 1.75 Lower Flat 1260 4     

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  102 2 1.75 Lower Flat 1000 2     

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  201 3 1.75 Middle Flat 1270 4     

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  202 2 1.75 Middle Flat 1030 2     

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3     

9A 173 Paepcke 
Drive  302 2 1.75 Upper Flat 1030 4     

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  101 1 1 Lower Flat 690 2     

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  201 1 1 Middle Flat 690 2     

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  202 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 4     

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  203 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 3     

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  204 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1400 3 Building 
9 Total 

 Building 
9 Total 

9B 175 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 2 12550 12130 

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  101 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1300 4     

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  102 1 1 Lower Flat 720 4     

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  103 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1270 3     

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  201 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  202 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3 Building 

10 Total 
 Building 
10 Total 

10E 155 Paepcke 
Drive  203 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 2 6610 7650 

11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  101 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1300 2     

11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  102 1 1 Lower Flat 720 2     

11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  103 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  201 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  202 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3 Building 

11 Total 
Building 
11 Total  
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11E 0045 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  203 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 4 6640 7650 

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  101 2 1.75 Lower Flat 1000 2     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  102 3 1.75 Lower Flat 1260 3     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  201 2 1.75 Middle Flat 1030 3     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  202 3 1.75 Middle Flat 1280 4     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  203 2 1.5 Multi-

Level TH 1050 4     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  204 2 1.5 Multi-

Level TH 1050 2     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 730 2     

12C 115 Paepcke 
Drive  302 3 1.75 Upper Flat 1300 3     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  101 1 1 Lower Flat 690 4     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  102 3 1.75 Lower Flat 1260 2     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  201 1 1 Middle Flat 670 2     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  202 3 1.75 Middle Flat 1300 3     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  203 2 1.5 Multi-

Level TH 1050 2     

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3 Building 

12 Total 
 Building 
12 Total 

12D 113 Paepcke 
Drive  302 2 1.75 Upper Flat 1030 3 15420 15670 

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
101 3 1.75 Lower Flat 1260 3     

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
102 2 1.75 Lower Flat 1000 3     

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
201 3 1.75 Middle Flat 1270 2     

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
202 2 1.75 Middle Flat 1030 2     

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3     

13A 63 Paepcke Drive  
302 2 1.75 Upper Flat 1030 3     

13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
101 1 1 Lower Flat 690 3     

13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
201 1 1 Middle Flat 690 2     
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13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
202 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 2     

13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
203 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 2     

13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
204 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1400 2 Building 
13 Total 

Building 
13 Total  

13B 65 Paepcke Drive  
301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 2 12550 12130 

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
101 1 1 Lower Flat 690 3     

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
102 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 2     

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
103 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1370 4     

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
104 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1400 3     

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
201 1 1 Middle Flat 690 2     

14B 40 Paepcke Drive  
301 1 1 Upper Flat 720 2     

14F 50 Paepcke Drive  
101 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1420 3     

14F 50 Paepcke Drive  
102 3 2.5 Multi-

Level TH 1380 4     

14F 50 Paepcke Drive  
103 2 1.5 Multi-

Level TH 1070 2 Building 
14 Total 

Building 
14 Total  

14F 50 Paepcke Drive  
104 2 1.5 Multi-

Level TH 1090 3 11200 10,780 

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  101 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  102 1 1 Lower Flat 720 2     

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  103 3 1.75 Lower Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  201 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 3     

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  202 1 1 Upper Flat 720 3 Building 

15 Total 
Building 
15 Total  

15E 0033 Mining 
Stock Pkwy  203 3 1.75 Upper Flat (Alt) 1300 4 6640 7650 

2.4 ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

2.4.1 Parking: Phase 3 also includes (10) carport structures which allow each condo unit to have one assigned 
carport parking space. Within the carport structures, there are (86) parking-space-sized bays, which are utilized 
as follows: (79) carport parking spaces with integral locking storage closet, (4) trash sheds, (2) transit stations with 
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mail facilities, and (1) maintenance storage shed. The trash, transit and storage conditions are exiting at the prior 
phase and can also be seen in the PD plan set. 
 
In addition to the carports, there are many surface parking spaces. The master plan in the PD plan set shows (66) 
remaining spaces to be developed, with (11) spaces in parking lots, (17) spaces perpendicular to the roadway, and 
(38) parallel parking spaces in the ROW which are paved with permeable pavers. The ordinance defines the total 
quantity of parking required for the subdivision, which includes the prior phases, but it appears there may be a 
potential discrepancy of one parking space between the PD master plan and the ordinance. Thus the ordinance 
needs to be verified versus the PD master plan, and a zoning compliance analysis needs to be performed and 
vetted with the zoning compliance officer. 
 
2.4.2 Earth Retention: To the west of the development is Deer Hill which has a conservation easement in place. 
Some of the carport structures are located at the base of Deer Hill and are used for earth retention along with 
numerous benched boulder walls in between the carport structures. The total length of retaining required is 
approximately 1,000 feet and varies in height across the base of the hill. There is also a trail bench above the 
retaining structures which must be planned. It is important that the language about the boundary of the 
conservation easement be researched for planning the retaining walls and the trail along the base of the hill. 
 
2.4.3 Roadway, Curb/Gutter: In its present condition, Paepcke Drive ends at a cul de sac located between Phase 
2 building 7 and Phase 3 building 8. For Phase 3, Paepcke Drive must be continued south from that point along 
the existing dirt road base and tied into the intersection with Harmony Road, Forge Road and Mining Stock 
Parkway. The length of the road extension is approximately 1,100 feet. The roadway is 20’ wide with varying 
conditions at each edge, such as permeable pavers in locations where there is parallel parking and concrete v-pan 
in locations where carport structures exist. At the transit stop locations, the roadway requires a concrete transit 
pad. 
 
2.4.4 Stormwater Facilities: There is a master drainage study for the subdivision, and the stormwater facilities for 
the subdivision are shown in the PD Plans. The storm sewer mains for Phase 3 must be verified for compliance 
with all current state and local requirements, particularly the City of Aspen Urban Runoff Management Plan. 
 
2.4.5 Utilities: Most of the Phase 3 electric, water and sewer mains are already in place under the road base which 
was installed for the continued Paepcke Drive loop. This was done as part of the access and infrastructure project 
which preceded the development of the prior Phase 2 buildings and was deemed necessary since there were 
above-ground, high-voltage Holy Cross transmission lines which had to be placed underground at the time. The 
as-built conditions of the utility mains need to be verified, and the remainder of any mains and service lines must 
be planned per the PD plan set. 
 
2.4.6 Landscape and Irrigation: The PD plans also detail the remaining landscape which is integrated with the 
prior phases and includes numerous open lawn areas, hundreds of trees and shrubs, and walkway connections to 
create a homogeneous walkable community. Those internal walkway connections are also integrated into the 
larger trail connection plan. The irrigation system is also shown in the PD plans and needs to be integrated with 
the system in the prior phase as well. Special care will be needed to integrate a raw water irrigation source in a 
manner compliant with the ordinance and the development agreement. 
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2.5 AMENDMENTS 
 
Per the ordinance, changes which represent a material change to the uses, intensity, character, or nature of the 
development shall be reviewed for approval by City Council at a public hearing. One primary project goal is to 
successfully fulfill the project requirements without additional public hearings for any such material changes. 
 

3.0 A/E DESIGN TEAM SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Community outreach and PR services are sought for education of the public on the previously-approved elements 
of the project and to receive feedback from stakeholders on potential incremental design modifications which 
could be made to improve upon the previous phase of the development. The design services sought also include 
“modularization” of the building designs from the PD plans and facilitation of the modular construction process. 
 
Design services scope is also required for the civil and utilities engineering needed to complete the grading, 
excavation, foundations, utility service lines, curb/gutter, permeable paver areas, stormwater facilities, roadways, 
parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, landscape and irrigation systems. 
 
The City of Aspen (Owner) will pursue a collaborative project development team. All project participants are 
expected to embrace basic teamwork principles such as mutual respect and trust, transparency, collaborative 
problem-solving, open communication and professionalism at all times. 
 
3.1 TEAM STRUCTURE 

The Owner’s collaborative project development team is planned to consist of: 
 

City of Aspen staff 
Design team including architect, civil, structural, MEP, landscape architect and PR 
Program Manager / Owner’s Agent* 
Preconstruction Estimator and/or Contractor at Risk* 
Commissioning Agent* 
Additional entities as needed** 

 
* These professionals will be brought on at the appropriate time – potentially after the community outreach effort. 
** To facilitate modular development, the City may also engage a modular consultant and/or a modular/prefab 
factory. 

3.2 INITIAL CONTRACT AND ADD SERVICES 

The design team contract for outreach, design, engineering, and modular facilitation is expected to be broken into 
three separate phases of work: 
 

Part 1: Community outreach, City Council presentation and direction 
 

Part 2: Detailed design, engineering, document production, modular facilitation and permitting 
 

Part 3: Construction administration, project closeout and warranty 
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The initial contract award will consist only of Part 1. When approved, Part 2 of the contract will be added upon 
completion of Part 1. When approved, Part 3 will be added upon completion of Part 2. 
 
3.3 PART 1: COMMUNITY OUTREACH, CITY COUNCIL PRESENTATION AND DIRECTION 
 
Services expected include items identified in the attached contract as well as, but not necessarily limited to, the 
following: 
 
3.3.1 Establish weekly team meetings with Owner and team to plan activities and work toward completion of 

activities based on the contract. 
 

3.3.2 Research and understand details of the existing approvals in Ordinance, Development Agreement, PD 
Plans and other pertinent documents. 
 

3.3.3 Research and understand what worked and what could be done better related to the prior phase of 
development at Burlingame Ranch. 
 

3.3.4 Study the PD plans and as-built plans from the prior phase and research/formulate a preliminary 
‘modularized’ approach to the next phase of buildings. 
 

3.3.5 Study the PD plans and as-built plans from the prior phase and research/formulate a preliminary approach 
to the design of the civil infrastructure and utilities. 
 

3.3.6 Research and identify stakeholders such as neighbors, citizens-at-large, homeowners’ associations, 
community groups, regulatory departments and bodies as well as additional possible interested parties. 
 

3.3.7 Schedule and plan approximately four (4) community outreach events to be held July through September, 
and reach out to stakeholders to create interest and excitement about such events to generate 
participation. Coordinate as needed since City of Aspen may choose to utilize community outreach events 
to co-host outreach for additional projects utilizing other resources. 
 

3.3.8 Interface with City of Aspen Communications Director to find opportunities to integrate and multiply 
communications regarding community outreach events and online feedback mechanism. 
 

3.3.9 Present the project as currently approved and recorded to stakeholders at community outreach events, 
engage with those in attendance, and collect written feedback regarding numerous themes and topics 
from stakeholders during such events. 
 

3.3.10 Present the project as currently approved and recorded to stakeholders using a public-facing website and 
include the ability for stakeholders to provide written feedback regarding numerous themes and topics 
via email or equivalent means. 
 

3.3.11 Based on research and community feedback, formulate and present any incremental design 
improvements (not significant design changes) from prior phase which may advance the qualities of being 
highly livable, reasonably maintainable, sustainable, durable and cost efficient. 
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3.3.12 Based on research and community feedback, formulate and present construction approach topics – such 
as modular construction and construction phasing – which would be most beneficial given the challenges 
of developing in the local environment. 
 

3.3.13 Verify modular building approach by researching and engaging with a short list of potentially preferred 
factories or other third-party modular facilitation consultants who can perform such verification. 
 

3.3.14 Categorize, catalogue, and distill public feedback and additional research into meaningful presentation of 
recommendations to Aspen City Council. 
 

3.3.15 Solicit and receive direction from City Council on any proposed incremental design modifications upon 
heading into the document production, permitting, and construction effort. 
 

3.3.16 Solicit and receive direction from City Council on construction phasing, modular building approach and 
any other challenges upon heading into the document production, permitting, and construction effort. 

 
3.4 PART 2: DETAILED DESIGN, ENGINEERING, DOCUMENT PRODUCTION, MODULAR 

FACILITATION AND PERMITTING 
 
Services expected include items identified in the attached contract as well as, but not necessarily limited to, the 
following: 
 
3.4.1 Continue weekly team meetings with Owner and team to plan activities and work toward completion of 

activities based on the contract. 
 

3.4.2 Upon receipt of go-ahead from City Council, production of all documents needed for building permit 
application, building permit processing and contract documents including project specification. 
 

3.4.3 Coordinate and integrate input from project stakeholders and ensure compliance with project 
requirements. 
 

3.4.4 Work with preconstruction estimator throughout the design process to keep Owner updated in an 
iterative manner. 
 

3.4.5 Work with City of Aspen regulatory departments such as Community Development, Engineering, Zoning, 
Parks, Utilities to verify that all facilities are designed in compliance with the Ordinance, Development 
Agreement, PD Plans, all pertinent codes and current standards. 

3.4.6 Make incremental improvements (not significant design changes) from prior phases of development 
which advance the qualities of being highly livable, reasonably maintainable, sustainable, durable and cost 
efficient. 
 

3.4.7 Integration of design input from PD plan set, stakeholders, City Council and all team members. 
 
3.4.8 Research and establish regulatory requirements for the building (egress, fire, life safety). 

 
3.4.9 Research existing surveys and work with Owner to procure updates as required for design and permitting. 
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3.4.10 Research existing geotechnical reports and work with Owner to procure updates as required for design 
and permitting. 
 

3.4.11 Research existing drainage studies and verify drainage submittal requirements with City Engineering Dept. 
 
3.4.12 Research and establish sustainability targets and proposed systems. 
 
3.4.13 Selecting major building systems and setting performance requirements. 

 
3.4.14 Outline or Performance Specification for civil / infrastructure (with the aim of a full spec soon). 
 
3.4.15 Outline or Performance Specification for modular (including height requirements). 

 
3.4.16 Develop a package consisting of ‘modularized’ building designs and performance spec, and shop the 

package among short list of factories (with or without third party modular consultant). 
 

3.4.17 Research and establish requirements, process, protocols with local and state building officials regarding 
the modular permitting process. 
 

3.4.18 Production of plans for permit application for grading, foundations, utility service lines, curb/gutter, 
permeable paver areas, stormwater facilities, roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, 
landscape and irrigation systems. 

 
3.4.19 Work with Owner to evaluate, negotiate, select and hire modular fabricator based on numerous factors 

including capabilities, quality, price, delivery and more (potential factory tours). 
 

3.4.20 Work with factory engineers to implement all building dimensions, building systems, interiors, delivery 
sequence, assembly requirements, etc. 

 
3.4.21 Work with factory engineers to establish demarcation of off-site built elements and on-site built elements 

such as roofs, balconies, porches, etc. 
 

3.4.22 Production of plans for permit application for foundations and on-site built elements. 
 

3.4.23 Prepare for modular permitting process, work with factory and produce necessary documents. 
 
3.4.24 Provide descriptive information for fabrication and construction of architecturally related scope. 
 
3.4.25 Finalize specifications and additional construction contract documents including schedule. 

 
3.4.26 Review factory modular shop drawings (iterative as needed) and verify compliance with the existing 

approvals in Ordinance, Development Agreement, PD Plans, codes, standards and other pertinent 
requirements. 
 

3.4.27 Prepare all necessary building permit application documents, checklists, analyses, reports, etc. 
 
3.4.28 Perform building permit pre-submittal coordination. 
 
3.4.29 Submit building permit application(s) including follow-up submittals as needed. 
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3.4.30 Facilitate the building permit application through the process, both local and state and with regular 

checking up and updates to Owner. 
 
3.4.31 Coordinate receipt of regulatory comments to the application, research and re-submittal of responses to 

regulatory comments as needed. 
 
3.4.32 Respond to additional inquiries related to the building permit application process and facilitate permit 

issuance, both local and state for modular. 
 

3.5 PART 3: CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION, PROJECT CLOSEOUT AND WARRANTY 
 
Services expected include items identified in the attached contract as well as, but not necessarily limited to, the 
following: 
 
3.5.1 Participate in Owner/Architect/Contractor weekly team meetings to plan activities and work toward 

completion of activities based on the contract. 
 

3.5.2 Overall responsibility for Construction Contract Administration from a design perspective. 
 

3.5.3 Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator for pre-construction planning. 
 

3.5.4 Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator on any value engineering substitutions. 
 

3.5.5 Work with on-site constructor and modular fabricator to establish submittal schedule. 
 

3.5.6 Review and process submittals, coordinate submittal responses from all design consultants . 
 

3.5.7 Review and respond to RFI’s, coordinate RFI responses from all design consultants. 
 

3.5.8 Review constructor pay applications, factory invoicing. 
 

3.5.9 Work with builder, coordinate any design modifications due to unforeseen field conditions. 
 

3.5.10 Issue design change documents to respond to field conditions, RFIs, other changes. 
 

3.5.11 Review change requests to confirm entitlement. 
 

3.5.12 Work with constructor and Owner’s quality assurance consultant to ensure the construction is in 
conformance with construction documents and design intent. 
 

3.5.13 Issue substantial and final completions documents. 
 

3.5.14 Post-completion warranty involvement may include 1-year walkthrough and additional work related to 
any significant warranty issues which may arise. 
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3.6 PROJECT SCHEDULE  
 
The schedule below is subject to change and should be utilized or modified in the proposal as part of the response 
to section 5.4.2 wherein the Proposer is required to provide a schedule. 
 
The intent of the dates shown below is to get through outreach, design and construction as quickly as reasonably 
possible without causing a cost premium for rushing or expediting the project, and given the scale of the project 
as well as the public and regulatory processes involved in the different parts of the engagement. 
 
Community outreach events and online efforts require sufficient time for planning and advertising in order to be 
most effective. Community outreach events and online efforts may be best spread over a 3- to 4-month period in 
order to achieve sufficient participation and uptake in the community for a successful public process. 
 
June 2019 – December 2019 Part 1: Community outreach, City Council presentation and direction 
 
January 2020 – December 2020 Part 2: Detailed design, engineering, document production, modular 

facilitation and permitting 
 
January 2021 – June 2022 Part 3: Construction administration, project closeout and warranty 
 

4.0 RFP PROCESS 
 
Sealed proposals will be received at the City of Aspen Purchasing office at 2:00P.M., MAY 23, 2019, at which time 
the proposals will be opened and reviewed for the following City of Aspen project: 
 
2019-046 OUTREACH, DESIGN, ENGINEERING & MODULAR FACILITATION FOR THE BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 
3 AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
 
Submit RFP responses to: 
 
Ms. Rebecca Hodgson 
City of Aspen 
130 S Galena Street 
Aspen, CO 81611 
 
Proposals may be delivered in person, by courier, Federal Express or any other delivery service. The use of any delivery 
service, including registered mail, does not relieve the Respondent of the responsibility that proposals be received by 
prior to the deadline. 
 
The selection process will consist of proposal evaluations by the selection committee, and Proposers will be notified 
of further process thereafter. See below for information regarding registration, RFP proposal schedule, proposal 
submission and format and evaluation criteria. 
 
In addition to price, the evaluation criteria set forth below may be considered in judging which Proposal is in the 
best interests of the City. 
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4.1 REGISTRATION 
 
If your firm or team intends to submit a proposal for this RFP, you must send an email to 
rebecca.hodgson@cityofaspen.com as soon as possible and indicate that you are the contact person for your firm or 
team. The purpose of this registration is to make sure that your firm or team receives all of the addenda published 
subsequent to the initial RFP release, including all questions submitted and answers provided. Registration does not 
obligate submission of a proposal. 
 
4.2 RFP SCHEDULE 
 
At this time, the following process and timeline is anticipated. The City reserves the right to modify the process or 
timeline: 
 
 RFP Issued      April 19, 2019 

RFP Questions Close     May 17, 2019 
 Proposals Due     May 23, 2019, 2:00PM 
 Evaluation period     May 24-30, 2019 
 Notifications     May 31, 2019 

Finalist Interviews    June 6-7, 2019 
Signed Contract Due    June 13, 2019 
City Council Approval    June 24, 2019 

 
4.3 QUESTIONS 
 
Direct all questions via email to rebecca.hodgson@cityofaspen.com and include the subject line: “Question about 
2019-046 OUTREACH & DESIGN FOR BURLINGAME PHASE 3”. 
 
The City reserves the right, at its sole discretion as deemed in the best interests of the City of Aspen, to disqualify any 
candidate for phone calls or other direct contact with City staff other than via the email address provided in this 
section. The purpose for this Q&A procedure is so that the City may track all questions, issue addenda and make sure 
that all respondents have access to all questions and all answers related to this RFP. 
 
Staff will collect questions as submitted up until May 17 and intend to publish answers to questions in addenda each 
Friday during the RFP period. 
 
4.4 PROPOSAL SUBMISSION AND FORMAT 
 
Proposal submission requires one (1) hardcopy of the proposal, printed entirely on double-sided 8.5x11 paper, 
and one (1) electronic submittal on an accompanying USB flash drive. With the exception of a plastic binding comb 
or spiral, please otherwise refrain from submitting unnecessary plastic binding materials. The electronic submittal 
must be compiled into one single pdf file and should be reduced to less than 20MB file size. 
 
Proposal hardcopy and flash drive should be placed in a sealed envelope or box, labeled with your contact 
information and clearly labeled on the outside of the envelope or box: “Proposal for 2019-046 OUTREACH, 
DESIGN, ENGINEERING & MODULAR FACILITATION FOR THE BURLINGAME RANCH PHASE 3 AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT”.  If using a carrier’s envelope or box, it must be marked on the outside of it as well.  
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Proposals must be received by 2:00P.M., MAY 23, 2019, Rebecca Hodgson, Aspen City Hall, 130 South Galena 
Street, Aspen, Colorado, 81611. 
 
The City cannot accept late, faxed, or emailed proposals. Weather conditions often delay carrier package delivery.  
It is your responsibility to allow sufficient time for package delivery and to verify that your proposal was received. 
Proposals received after the specified closing date may be returned unopened. 
 
4.5 EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
The City of Aspen reserves the right to select the proposer that it deems, in its sole discretion, to have presented 
a proposal that is in the best interests of the City of Aspen. In addition to price, the evaluation criteria and 
weightings listed below may be considered in judging which Proposal is in the best interests of the City of Aspen 
and are subject to change by the selection committee based on the best interests of the City of Aspen: 
 

25% Response to section 5.1 Lead Firm and Team Qualifications 
25% Response to section 5.2 Relevant Project Experience 
25% Response to section 5.3 Additional Expertise Sought 
25% Response to section 5.4 Fee Worksheet, Schedule, Contract, Insurance 

 

5.0 REQUIRED PROPOSAL ELEMENTS 
 
Proposals are required to include all information requested in this section. Please organize your response by 
using the same section names and item numbers as shown below. Additional information may be requested at 
a later time. 
 
5.1 LEAD FIRM AND TEAM QUALIFICATIONS 
 
5.1.1 Provide the name of lead architectural firm, address, and telephone number. If the firm has multiple 

offices, include information about the parent company and branch office separately. Identify office from 
which project will be managed and this office’s proximity to the project site. 

 
5.1.2 What year was the firm established? What is the total number of firm's full-time employees? 
 
5.1.3 Firm’s annual revenue for each of the past five years 
 
5.1.4 Provide a listing and description of all current litigation involving the lead firm. 
 
5.1.5 Provide a copy of the lead firm’s most recent Income Statement and Balance Sheet. 
 
5.1.6 Provide name, email and phone number for firm’s primary contact person for this project. Describe your 

level of commitment that this person will be the point of contact throughout the entire project. 
 
5.1.7 Provide a list of all subconsultants on the team. Include with each an explanation as to why this 

subconsultant is best suited for working on this project. 
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5.1.8 Provide a proposed team staffing chart, for the firm and the entire team of subconsultants, which 
identifies individual names and areas of responsibility. Provide professional qualifications and description 
of the level of experience for key personnel and particularly highlight experience pertinent to this project. 

 
5.1.9 Provide a statement of firm's capability to absorb additional workload, availability of personnel, and 

commitment to provide services on a timely basis. 
 
5.2 RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
 
5.2.1 Please provide a sampling of no less than 4 and no more than 6 similar projects completed. Please order 

the projects as follows: First, please highlight any similar projects completed where your firm/team had a 
significant role in facilitating modular construction. Next, please describe any similar projects completed 
which were as intensive as this project in terms of civil, utilities and infrastructure. Please also describe 
any similar projects completed within the City of Aspen or Pitkin County, CO. Otherwise, describe any 
similar projects completed in mountainous locations over 7,000 feet elevation. Be sure to include relative 
size of each project in square feet and dollars as well as owner’s contact information and contractor’s 
contact information. Explain how these sample projects best suit your firm to perform the work 
described in this RFP. 

 
5.2.2 Describe your firm or team’s level of experience and understanding regarding projects within the City of 

Aspen and the associated zoning and permitting requirements. Explain any particular challenges you see 
and how you will manage those. Any familiarity or previous involvement with the PD for the prior phase 
of Burlingame Ranch should also be explained. 

 
5.2.3 Describe the firm and team’s qualifications to successfully design and facilitate implementation of 

roadways, parking areas, retaining walls, carport structures, utility service lines, stormwater infrastructure 
and landscape and irrigation systems. Describe any particular challenges you see in implementing the 
scope of work for this project and how you intend to manage that. Describe any particular care that you 
see necessary as it relates to as-built conditions for the prior phase(s) of the subdivision. 

 
5.2.4 Based on the information provided in the scope of the project section of this RFP, provide a 

comprehensive outline of the steps you propose in order to meet the services required in this RFP. Note 
where and why you are adding, changing or otherwise deviating from the information provided in the 
scope of the project section of this RFP.  To the extent possible, this detail should indicate what is to be 
done, who individually, and by name is responsible to do it, and when it is to be completed. 

 
5.3 ADDITIONAL EXPERTISE SOUGHT 
 
5.3.1 Describe the firm or team’s ability to review and analyze existing PD plans and make them work for 

modular without a need to make significant changes to the PD. Describe any challenges you see for 
performing this task on this project and how you will manage those. 

 
5.3.2 Describe the firm or team’s understanding of modular plant pipelines and efficiency that can be realized 

using modular with the current designs. 
 
5.3.3 Describe any potential for integration of offsite and onsite construction, particularly roofs and decks. 
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5.3.4 Describe your level of expertise with modular design as it relates to multifamily building codes and state 
and local permit process and effect on project sequencing and timeline. 

 
5.3.5 Review Section 11, part D on page 14 of the attached Ordinance 22 of 2011 and describe your 

recommendation for an appropriate energy efficiency and sustainability goal which could be sought (and 
which could avoid being deemed a substantial PD amendment). Describe how this can be integrated into 
modular construction. 

 
5.3.6 Describe your firm’s understanding of the modular factory/fabrication landscape and how to negotiate 

and facilitate modular box design, pricing, purchasing, tracking, delivery and assembly. Provide 
recommendations on how Owner should engage with the landscape of factories and eventually purchase 
from a factory. What has worked best on your other projects? 

 
5.3.7 Describe any additional third parties which you would recommend for a higher level of due diligence in 

facilitating the process of modular design, procurement and construction. Fully describe reasons for this 
and how you recommend this be arranged. Have you done this on any of your other projects? 

 
5.4 FEE WORKSHEET, SCHEDULE, CONTRACT, INSURANCE 
 
5.4.1 Review Section 3.0 A/E Design Team Scope of Services and describe any additions, modifications, 

deletions you see necessary - particularly for sections 3.3 Part 1, 3.4 Part 2, 3.5 Part 3. Describe your 
team/firm’s approach/ability to perform the services described. 

 
5.4.2 Review Section 3.6 Project Schedule and provide a schedule, timeline or list of milestone dates in this 

section of your response that validates general adherence with the timing outlined in project schedule 
provided. Provide rationale for any modifications deemed necessary and describe any implications. 

 
5.4.3  Please fill out the Fee Worksheet and include the Project Fee table and the Hourly Rates table in this 

section of your response. Make any changes as you see necessary in the formatting of the forms, but keep 
the same general approach to help the evaluators. 

 
5.4.4 Provide a statement regarding your firm’s ability to sign the attached contract. See section 6.1. 
 
5.4.5 Describe the ability of your firm/team to meet the insurance requirements in the contract (do not simply 

list your coverages). The insurance requirements are shown below in section 6.2 and are included in the 
attached contract documents. 

 

  6.0 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
6.1 CONTRACT 
 
Your firm will be required to sign the attached contracts documents. If necessary, include in your response to 
section 5.4.4 any modifications needed, keeping in mind that this is included in the evaluation criteria. 
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6.2 INSURANCE 
 
The attached contract documents include the following insurance requirements. Use this information for your 
response to section 5.4.5. The Architect shall maintain the following insurance until termination of the Agreement. 
 

Commercial General Liability with policy limits of not less than ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) for 
each occurrence and ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) in the aggregate for bodily injury and 
property damage. 

 
Automobile Liability covering vehicles owned, and non-owned vehicles used, by the Architect with policy 
limits of not less than ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) per accident for bodily injury, death of any 
person, and property damage arising out of the ownership, maintenance and use of those motor vehicles, 
along with any other statutorily required automobile coverage. 

 
The Architect may achieve the required limits and coverage for Commercial General Liability and 
Automobile Liability through a combination of primary and excess or umbrella liability insurance, provided 
such primary and excess or umbrella liability insurance policies result in the same or greater coverage as 
the coverages required above and in no event shall any excess or umbrella liability insurance provide 
narrower coverage than the primary policy. The excess policy shall not require the exhaustion of the 
underlying limits only through the actual payment by the underlying insurers. 

 
Workers’ Compensation at statutory limits. 

 
Employers’ Liability with policy limits not less than FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000.00) 
each accident, FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000.00) each employee, and FIVE HUNDRED 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($500,000.00) policy limit. 

 
Professional Liability covering negligent acts, errors and omissions in the performance of professional 
services with policy limits of not less than TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) per claim and TWO 
MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) in the aggregate. 

 
Additional Insured Obligations. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Architect shall cause the 
primary and excess or umbrella polices for Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability to 
include the Owner as an additional insured for claims caused in whole or in part by the Architect’s 
negligent acts or omissions. The additional insured coverage shall be primary and non-contributory to any 
of the Owner’s insurance policies and shall apply to both ongoing and completed operations. 

 
The Architect shall provide certificates of insurance to the Owner that evidence compliance with these 
requirements. 

 
6.3 INTERESTS OF THE CITY OF ASPEN 
 
6.3.1 The City of Aspen reserves the right to reject any or all Proposals or accept what is, in its sole judgment, 

the Proposal which is in the City's best interest. The City further reserves the right, in the best interests of 
the City, to modify this RFP process as it sees fit or waive any technical defects or irregularities in any and 
all Proposals submitted. 
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6.3.2 Proposals received after the deadline may not be accepted or considered. Receipt by the City of Aspen 
after the deadline shall not be construed as acceptance of the proposal. Proposals will be logged as to 
date/time received. 

 
6.3.3 The successful Respondent is prohibited from assigning or subcontracting the whole or any part of the 

contract without the prior written consent of the owner. 
 
6.4 CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Pursuant to the Colorado Open Records Act, C.R.S. Section 24-72-200.1 (CORA), any and all of the documents that 
are submitted to the City of Aspen may be deemed public records subject to examination and inspection by third 
parties. The City of Aspen reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to release for inspection or copying any 
document, plan, specification, proposal or other writing submitted pursuant to this request. If any information 
contained within your proposal is in your opinion confidential, please note the confidential material as such 
and the City of Aspen will try to maintain confidentiality to the extent possible under state law. 
 

7.0 LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
Be sure to obtain the attachments listed below: 

Fee Worksheet 
Ordinance 22 of 2011 
Development Agreement 
PD Plan Set 
Contract documents: AIA B101 (modified), AIA A201, CoA Standard Terms and Conditions 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council

FROM: Robert Schober, Capital Asset Project Manager

THROUGH: Gena Buhler, Executive Director Wheeler Opera House

MEMO DATE: January 21, 2020

MEETING DATE: January 28, 2020

RE: Wheeler Opera House Freight Elevator Modernization

REQUEST OF COUNCIL:

Update to City Council on the status of the Wheeler Opera House Exterior Renovation &
Infrastructure upgrades project and request approval of CO#1 to Aspen Constructors Inc. 
adding the freight elevator modernization to their scope of work.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:

Mills and Schnoering Architects was awarded a contract via Resolution #74 on July 8th, 
2019, to design and develop construction drawings for the Wheeler Renovation.  They 
are currently working on producing construction documents for the complete scope of 
work for the project.  Aspen Constructors was awarded a contract to perform pre-
construction services for the project and is currently working to establish budgets and 
provide feedback on the detailed design drawing set.  Project scope includes civil, 
mechanical, electrical and structural upgrades to the facility along with a 
repairs/replacement to the exterior stone façade.

Due to time constraints (the Wheeler has a hard construction window in spring of 2020 
from April – June during which the facility will be dark with no scheduled operations), the 
logistical challenges of working inside the Aspen Core and the breadth of work required 
for the project, the project team will be phasing construction.  This will also mitigate the 
impacts to the already busy Mill St. Hyman Ave. corridor as several other projects in that 
area are currently underway.  The current phasing plan is as follows:

A. Phase 1- April to June 1, 2020
Elevator, overhead door. Removal and sampling of stone.

B. Phase 2- Spring 2021. 1 month-5 weeks prox.
Utility upgrades (City of Aspen electric), Black Hills, parking lot, loading 
sidewalk, mechanical, electrical.
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C. Phase 3- Fall 2021. 2.5 months. Labor Day until stop for inclement weather.
S. Mill Street - East masonry replacement/repairs

D. Phase 4- Spring 2022. April 1 until Food and Wine festival.
Hyman Street - South masonry replacement/repairs

E. Phase 5A- Fall 2022
S. Mill Street sidewalks

F. Phase 5B- Fall 2022
Hyman Street sidewalks

DISCUSSION:

Staff is requesting approval of a change order in the amount of three hundred thousand, 
five hundred seventy-three dollars and thirty-five cents ($399,573.35) to the Aspen 
Constructors contract (Exhibit A) in order to complete the freight elevator modernization 
as part of the phase 1 scope this coming spring.  The current freight elevator has been in 
service since the early 1980’s and is due for a complete overhaul.  All mechanical, 
electrical and controls will be replaced except for the freight cab itself and the jack body 
which will remain.  Concurrently fire and life safety features will be improved and brought 
up to current code.  Thyssenkrupp Elevator Corporation will be providing the elevator 
equipment and technicians.

The elevator modernization is only a portion of the Phase 1 work in the spring. 
Separately, once Mills & Schnoering has finalized the construction documents, staff will 
request Council to approve change order #2 for the remaining phase 1 work which is the 
installation of a large overhead roll-up door to the Wheeler load-out area on the west side 
of the building and sampling of stone from select areas of the building.  It is necessary to 
address the elevator portion of this scope this evening as there are many long lead parts 
required which are not “off the shelf” items and in order to meet the Phase 1 schedule 
they need to be ordered as soon as possible.       

FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  

This request is funded through a 2019 Capital Project via the Wheeler Opera House Fund
#120; Capital Project #51041: Wheeler Building and Site Improvements, which has been 
rolled into 2020. Current Project Funding is as follows:

Current Project Budget $      2,283,420.00
Total Obligated            $      1,000,288.00
ACI Freight Elevator Modernization $ 399,573.35
Remaining Project Funds $         883,558.65
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

N/A

ALTERNATIVES:

The freight elevator modernization work could be delayed further, and the Wheeler Opera 
House would have to continue to operate with the existing equipment from the early 
1980’s.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Council approve a change order in the amount of three hundred thousand, five hundred 
seventy-three dollars and thirty-five cents ($399,573.35) to Aspen Constructors in order 
to complete the freight elevator modernization at the Wheeler Opera House.

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:
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RESOLUTION # 10

(Series of 2020)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO,
DIRECTING THE CITY MANAGER OR ASSITANT CITY MANAGER TO TAKE 
SUCH ACTION NECESSARY TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT CHANGE ORDER. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution #10, Series of 2020, City Council approved the 
Contract Change Order in the amount of  $399,573.35 a true and accurate copy attached as 
Exhibit A, between Aspen Constructors and the City of Aspen; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that it is in the best interest of the 
City of Aspen to approve the Contract pursuant to the terms thereof.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO,

That the City Council of the City of Aspen hereby directs the City Manager or Assistant 
City Manager to take any and all action necessary to approve the Contract Change Order, 
pursuant to the terms thereof.

INTRODUCED, READ AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Aspen on
the 28th, day of January 2020.

Torre, Mayor

I, Nicole Henning, duly appointed and acting City Clerk do certify that the foregoing
is a true and accurate copy of that resolution adopted by the City Council of the City of
Aspen, Colorado, at a meeting held, January 28, 2020.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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WHEELER OPERA HOUSE (Elevator Budget) 1/20/2020

DESCRIPTION OF WORK QUANTITY UNIT OF 
MEASURE TYPE OF COST UNIT COST SUB AMOUNT MATERIALS EQUIPMENT ACI LABOR

DIVISION 1 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS $55,700.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $53,200.00

01-050 Preconstruction
01-100 Project Manager
01-110 Proejct Engineer
01-120 Project Coordinator

010-140 Assistant Project Manager

Allowance for 1 Assistant Project Manager to 
assist the superintendent to complete work 
associated with the elevator modernization. 
Refer to attached hourly break-down.

380 Hours Allowance $75.00 $28,500.00

01-200 Superintendent

Allowance for 1 Superintendant to complete 
work associated with the elevator 
modernization. Refer to attached hourly break-
down.

190 Hours Allowance $130.00 $24,700.00

01-210 Foreman
01-215 Skilled labor
01-220 General Labor/Clean-up
01-300 Engineering & Testing
01-310 Permits & Fees 
01-330 Builders Risk Insurance INCLUDED BELOW
01-340 General Liability Insurance INCLUDED BELOW
01-400 Mobilzation/Demobilization

01-410 Jobsite Truck Allowance for ACI dump truck fuel to assist 
with trash removal 1 Lump Sum Allowance $2,500.00 $2,500.00

01-420 Jobsite Trailer
01-430 Temporary Toilet
01-440 Trash Removal
01-460 Temporary Utilities
01-470 Equipment Rental
01-500 Shipping & Delivery
01-510 Reprographics
01-600 Security
01-610 Safety and Protectoin
01-700 Final Clean
01-800 Winter Conditions

DIVISION 2 SITEWORK $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

02-100 Asbestos Abatement
02-110 Demolition 
02-200 Surveying & Layout
02-210 Radon
02-220 Testing & Inspections
02-300 Sitework
02-310 Dewatering
02-320 Soil Treatment
02-400 Wells
02-500 Fencing/Temp Fencing
02-700 Paving
02-900 Landscaping

DIVISION 3 CONCRETE $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

03-100 Concrete Cutting
03-200 Concrete Foundations
03-300 Concrete Flatwork
03-400 Concrete Driveways
03-500 Precast Concrete

WHEELER OPERA HOUSE (Phase 1 Elevator Budget) - PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE OF VALUES
***For T&M budgeting only. This does not constitute a bid, proposal or guarantee.

SPEC SECTION
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WHEELER OPERA HOUSE (Elevator Budget) 1/20/2020

DESCRIPTION OF WORK QUANTITY UNIT OF 
MEASURE TYPE OF COST UNIT COST SUB AMOUNT MATERIALS EQUIPMENT ACI LABORSPEC SECTION

03-600 Concrete Protection
03-700 Misc. Concrete 

DIVISION 4 MASONRY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

04-400 Masonry 
04-600 Masonry Paving

DIVISION 5 METALS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

05-100 Cranes/Hoisting
05-200 Structural Steel
05-700 Ornamental Metals

DIVISION 6 WOOD & PLASTICS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

06-100 Framing Labor
06-150 Framing Materials
06-200 Exterior Siding & Trim Materials
06-250 Finish Carpentry
06-300 Finish Materials
06-400 Cabinetry

DIVISION 7 THERMAL & MOISTURE 
PROTECTION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

07-100 Foundation Waterproofing
07-200 Insulation
07-400 Roofing 
07-600 Flashing & Sheetmetal
07-900 Caulking and Sealants

DIVISION 8 DOORS & WINDOWS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

08-100 Interior Doors
08-200 Exterior Doors
08-300 Garage Doors
08-400 Entry Doors
08-500 Windows
08-600 Skylights
08-700 Hardware
08-800 Mirrors & Glazing
08-900 Glass Shower Doors

DIVISION 9 FINISHES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

09-100 Stucco 
09-200 Drywall & Plaster
09-250 Samples
09-300 Tile & Stone
09-400 Wood Flooring
09-500 Carpet
09-600 Epoxy Flooring
09-650 Resilient Flooring
09-700 Specialty Finishes
09-800 Acoustical Treatment
09-900 Painting & Staining

DIVISION 10 SPECIALTIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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WHEELER OPERA HOUSE (Elevator Budget) 1/20/2020

DESCRIPTION OF WORK QUANTITY UNIT OF 
MEASURE TYPE OF COST UNIT COST SUB AMOUNT MATERIALS EQUIPMENT ACI LABORSPEC SECTION

10-300 Fireplace & Stoves
10-500 Specialties
10-800 Toilet & Bath Accessories
10-900 Maint. Materials & Supplies

DIVISION 11 EQUIPMENT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

11-100 Appliances 
11-500 Specialty Equipment

DIVISION 12 FURNISHINGS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

12-100 Window Coverings
12-500 Specialty Furnishings

DIVISION 13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

13-100 Pools & Spas
13-600 Solar
13-700 Security & Alarm Systems
13-900 Specialty Construction

DIVISION 14 CONVEYING SYSTEMS $244,221.00 $244,221.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

14-200 Elevators
Allowance for Thyssenkrupp to modernize the 
service elevator for the Wheeler Opera 
House. 

1 Lump Sum Allowance $244,221.00 $244,221.00

14-800 Scaffolding

DIVISION 15 MECHANICAL $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

15-300 Fire Protection
15-400 Plumbing
15-500 Water Treatment
15-700 HVAC
15-900 Test & Balance

 
DIVISION 16 ELECTRICAL $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

16-100 Electrical-120/240 Volt
16-400 Audio Visual

Subcontract Materials Equipment  ACI Labor Contingency
Subtotal $299,921.00 $246,721.00 $0.00 $0.00 $53,200.00 20% $59,984.20

Contingency 20% $59,984.20 
Contractor Fee 10% $24,672.10 10% 10%

General Liability Insurance 1.5% $3,700.82 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Builders Risk Insurance 0.5% $1,233.61 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%

Proffesional Liability
Bond 3.0% $7,401.63 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

$96,992.35 $0.00 $0.00 $2,660.00
Total Fee $99,652.35    

TOTAL $399,573.35    
#NAME? Cost / SF
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Wheeler Opera House Phase 1 - Mike Bassi Hours 1/20/2020

DESCRIPTION OF WORK

EVALUATE 
EXISTING 

CONDITIONS - 
hrs.

LIST POSSIBLE 
APPROACHES - 

hrs.

EVALUATE 
POSSIBLE 

APPROACHES - 
hrs.

ENGINEER 
POSSIBLE 

APPROACHES - 
hrs.

SELECT 
APPROACH - 

hrs.

PRICE/COMPIL
E APPROACH - 

hrs.
TOTAL HOURS UNIT COSTS TOTAL 

3.0.5 Freight Elevator improvements $24,700.00

06-100-01 5.10 The existing elevator exterior access point is 
to be evaluated per HPC approval. 4 1 1 2 1 1 10 $130.00 $1,300.00

14-200-01 5.20
Evaluate design and spec for Elevator 
Modernization which includes the elevator 
shaft and hoist way

6 CONSULTANT CONSULTANT CONSULTANT 2 2 10 $130.00 $1,300.00

14-200-02 5.30

Review shop drawings is not anticipated at 
this time for elevator modernizationp. If shop 
drawings are provided by Thyssenkrupp, ACI 
will review such documentation.

10 2 2 4 1 0 19 $130.00 $2,470.00

14-200-03 5.40 Coordinate site for Elevator equipment, and 
temporary storage of elevator equipement. 7 2 2 2 1 0 14 $130.00 $1,820.00

14-200-04 5.50 Facilitate process of Elevator equipment 
submittles and or mockups. 8 2 2 10 1 0 23 $130.00 $2,990.00

14-200-05 5.60
Monitor progress of Elevator Modernization 
construction verses Elevator Shedule and 
Construction Schedule.

15 5 2 2 1 0 25 $130.00 $3,250.00

14-200-06 5.70 Photo -Documentation of Thyssenkrupp 
progress. 30 2 2 2 3 0 39 $130.00 $5,070.00

14-200-07 5.80 Establish punch list and review with 
Thyssenkrupp 10 2 2 10 6 0 30 $130.00 $3,900.00

14-200-08 5.90 Project close-out documentation with 
Thyssenkrupp. 5 5 5 5 0 0 20 $130.00 $2,600.00

 ACI Labor Total Hours
Subtotal $24,700.00 $24,700.00 190

General Liability Insurance 1.5% 1.5%

$370.50
Total Fee $370.50     

TOTAL $25,070.50     

Wheeler Opera House Phase 1 (Elevator) - PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE OF VALUES
***For T&M budgeting only. This does not constitute a bid, proposal or guarantee.

SPEC SECTION
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Wheeler Opera House Phase 2 - Tim Kieffer Hours 1/20/2020

DESCRIPTION OF WORK

EVALUATE 
EXISTING 

CONDITIONS - 
hrs.

LIST POSSIBLE 
APPROACHES - 

hrs.

EVALUATE 
POSSIBLE 

APPROACHES - 
hrs.

ENGINEER 
POSSIBLE 

APPROACHES - 
hrs.

SELECT 
APPROACH - 

hrs.

PRICE/COMPIL
E APPROACH - 

hrs.
TOTAL HOURS UNIT COSTS TOTAL 

3.0.5 Freight Elevator improvements $28,500.00

06-100-01 5.10 The existing elevator exterior access point is 
to be evaluated per HPC approval. 20 5 5 5 5 10 50 $75.00 $3,750.00

14-200-01 5.20
Evaluate design and spec for Elevator 
Modernization which includes the elevator 
shaft and hoist way

20 CONSULTANT CONSULTANT CONSULTANT 2 5 27 $75.00 $2,025.00

14-200-02 5.30

Review shop drawings is not anticipated at 
this time for elevator modernizationp. If shop 
drawings are provided by Thyssenkrupp, ACI 
will review such documentation.

20 2 2 2 1 0 27 $75.00 $2,025.00

14-200-03 5.40 Coordinate site for Elevator equipment, and 
temporary storage of elevator equipement. 20 10 10 10 2 0 52 $75.00 $3,900.00

14-200-04 5.50 Facilitate process of Elevator equipment 
submittles and or mockups. 40 4 3 3 3 0 53 $75.00 $3,975.00

14-200-05 5.60
Monitor progress of Elevator Modernization 
construction verses Elevator Shedule and 
Construction Schedule.

30 5 5 5 5 0 50 $75.00 $3,750.00

14-200-06 5.70 Photo -Documentation of Thyssenkrupp 
progress. 50 7 5 7 5 0 74 $75.00 $5,550.00

14-200-07 5.80 Establish punch list and review with 
Thyssenkrupp 20 2 2 10 1 0 35 $75.00 $2,625.00

14-200-08 5.90 Project close-out documentation with 
Thyssenkrupp. 5 2 2 2 1 0 12 $75.00 $900.00

 ACI Labor Total Hours
Subtotal $28,500.00 $28,500.00 380

General Liability Insurance 1.5% 1.5%

$427.50
Total Fee $427.50     

TOTAL $28,927.50     

Wheeler Opera House Phase 1 (Elevator) - PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE OF VALUES
***For T&M budgeting only. This does not constitute a bid, proposal or guarantee.

SPEC SECTION
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REGULAR MEETING         ASPEN CITY COUNCIL       JANUARY 14TH, 2020

At 5:00 p.m. Mayor Torre called the regular meeting to order with Councilmembers Richards, 
Hauenstein, Mesirow and Mullins present.  

SCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCE: APWA Award

Mayor Torre introduced the award for the APWA Best Project in the Park and Trails, Small Community 
Category for the Hallam Street and Castle Creek Bridge improvements. Trish Aragon, Engineering, said 
that James Phelps, who is the public works director from Breckenridge couldn’t make it.  He had a family 
emergency and wanted to come present this award.  She said his grandma used to live at the Aspen 
Villas. This is the top award for projects like this and we can be proud that we achieved such a 
competitive award.  She read a letter from Mr. Phelps which he would have read. She said the number 
of bikes on the bridge increased by 50%.  There was a huge improvement in commuter traffic.  Pete 
Rice, Engineering, said there was a large amount of staff that was involve in this project.  He explained 
everyone’s role in making it what it what it was.  

Councilwoman Richards said this project was started when she was on the county side. There was some 
hesitation and push back. She expressed a lot of satisfaction and ability to prove the doubters wrong. 
She said it was appropriately funded and thanked them for their hard work. 

Councilman Hauenstein thanked the team and said hallelujah it’s over. 

Councilwoman Mullins said they did a great job with public outreach. She thanked the team and agreed 
there was a lot of opposition.  

CITIZEN COMMENTS:

EM Veazy III Esquire, because he is a gentleman.  He said he is not sure if Aspen has been planning on 
the economic slowdown. He told Councilman Mesirow not to worry about what these people are 
saying.  People have said worse.  He congratulated Torre for being here and said he is going to be the 
most famous worldwide mayor Aspen has ever had.  He suggested that council use psychographic 
studies.  They deal with how people think and their behaviors.  We should look at this in terms of
influence of economics and business enterprise. He wished everyone a happy new year. 

Lee Mulcahy wished everyone a happy new year. He said he recently turned in a CORA request from 
APCHA and the city of Aspen said there was no such document. He said he is in appeal in three courts 
currently.  He read a story about a man in Greenwood Village who is being evicted from his home. He 
said the way forward is compromise.  He left a handout of the story for the record. 

Steve Falender said he is here with Jim Markalunas.  He mentioned a letter from Elise Elliot about the 
crosstown which was sent to council earlier in the day. The decision on what schedule the crosstown 
follows is not up to the department of transportation, but it’s up to council and is a budget issue.  It only 
runs from 8:15 to 8:36 at their house and they are not asking for 6:45 am to 2 am, but something a little 
more reasonable, so they can go out and get back home. It’s truly not functioning and it’s seasonal.  In 
November it ought to be running. 

Mayor Torre said there is a work session scheduled for March 3rd on this subject. Councilman 
Hauenstein pointed out that the downtowner does run until 11 pm. 
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Mr. Falender said he doesn’t like the downtowner. He said it’s a taxi service and not a scheduled service. 

Jim Markalunas said that council should show a little more flexibility.  Between the city and RFTA, the 
west side of town pays over a half a million in property taxes, so surely there are some pennies to 
extend this service.  He said his daughter takes this bus every single day to and from work. A couple of 
hours makes a huge difference. 

Councilwoman Richards thanked them both and said she responded to Elise earlier too. It’s not going to 
be easy and it is a tradeoff. Everyone is calling for more service. 

Toni Kronberg said she wanted to wish everyone a happy new year. She mentioned the designated spot 
for public notices.  She asked for a designated spot on the website for all public notices. She 
congratulated Nicole for becoming the new city clerk. She said she’s had great experiences working 
with Nicole in the past and thinks she will do a great job.  She mentioned the memo from Tara Nelson in
the council packet and said she did an excellent job and it’s a great report and job well done. She 
mentioned the affordable housing open house coming up this week and said it’s important for the 
community to get involved. She said Breckenridge just completed an aerial transportation that goes 
through town and transports one bus load of people every 60 seconds.  She’s hoping Aspen can do 
something similar.   Maybe we should consider a parking garage under Wagner Park.

Council asked her to send the feasibility study to them.

Public comment closed.

COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

Councilwoman Mullins thanked everyone for the public comment.  She is looking forward to the work 
session.  She said Rachel’s comments were valid but she’s going to continue to push for equal bus
service. It fulfills the city goals to do this.  She said it’s good to be back. There has been a lot of 
conversation about Skippy’s posts and two councilmembers have already weighed in and she feels the 
need to do so as well.  She said she had eight guests in town from the UK over the holidays.  They took 
advantage of so many things in town and they felt it was one of the most fun places they’ve ever been.  
She said yes, Aspen is crowded, but it has always been very welcoming to its visitors.  It’s very crowded 
but it’s to sustain aspen’s needs.  Everyone has a right to say what they want, but as council members, 
we serve to represent the community and not disenfranchise any groups.  We need to continue to work 
with and welcome the visitors who treasure our city.  

Councilman Hauenstein welcomed everyone in and wished a happy new year. He said he had his guests 
and family in town, and it was a joy. It was a very busy time, and we all know that. He expressed 
himself in letter to the editor regarding Skippy’s remarks. He said that town is inclusive to all and 
however difficult, during that time, we need to keep our nose to the grindstone and get through it. 

Councilwoman Richards said welcome to the new decade. She said there are times when we all might 
misspeak, and we just pick up and move on. She said welcome to the great many people visiting for gay 
ski week. She said we are a welcoming and inclusive community. After gay ski week, there will be X
Gamers in town. It’s a constant mix and she appreciates it all. Sometimes we forget how stressful it is 
on people, so we need to keep a smile on our face and in our heart. 
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Councilman Mesirow wished everyone a happy new year. He said that Ann’s comments were really 
beautiful.  He too had guests in town.  He said he has been in the news a lot recently and has incredible 
gratitude to be here and the town means more to him than anything in the world. He feels an immense 
amount of responsibility at this table and he has been working a lot in the peak season. He said he 
experienced a moment of intense frustration. He said he believes he has a right to his frustrations and 
his emotions. He believes it is his responsibility to take the time to think about what he says, and, in 
that instance, he didn’t do that. It was really hard to look in the mirror and saw that he did the opposite
of that and he is truly sorry.  It had nothing to do with what he did or didn’t eat. To anyone he hurt or 
offended, he is sorry. He said he has received criticism and support. He asked for understanding and 
forgiveness and thanked his fellow board members.

Mayor Torre wished everyone a happy new year. He thanked everyone for the Winterskol event. He 
gave kudos to ACRA and said it was the 69th anniversary of the event.  He welcomed all guests and 
visitors for aspen gay ski week. He wants to reiterate the outreach event for the lumber yard and 
housing development tomorrow at Roxy’s from 4- 7. This group is doing some great work in Aspen and 
their website is: hospitalitymattersaspen.net and is a local group providing some support to service 
industry people who get frazzled and fried by the holiday season.  They are providing someone to talk to 
or lean on and there is a crisis text line: 741741.

AGENDA AMENDMENTS: None. 

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: None. 

BOARD REPORTS: Councilwoman Richards said APCHA meets Wednesday night.  Councilwoman Mullins 
said POD met last week with each group identifying goals. She said CCLC, CORE, Board of Health and 
CAST are coming up in the next two weeks. Councilman Hauenstein reminded everyone of the Aspen 
Snowmass Nordic council and it’s a council ski day at the touring center on January 22nd at 11:00 a.m.  
Councilwoman Richards said she did attend the Reudi Power and Water meeting.  She said Tyler 
Christoff presented on hydropower operations.  Mayor Torre went to the RFTA board meeting last week
and a Sister Cities meeting.  He said there are two groups of students walking around town who are 
from Queenstown, New Zealand and Shimukappu, Japan. There is an ACRA meeting on Tuesday the 28th

and the CAST meeting in Avon. There is a Board of Health retreat on Friday the 24th. 

SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS: Census Update
Phillip Supino, Community Development Director & Rachel Brenneman of Manifest Communications
Mr. Supino noted that this project began in the fall of 2018. He mentioned that April 1st is census day
and the official website is: A2pcensus2020.com.  Ms. Brenneman presented on how she and her team 
expect to get the word out to the public and what the key messages are.  

Councilwoman Mullins said this is wonderful and you’ve done great work. She asked about people who 
don’t have pcs or internet access. Mr. Supino said the public libraries will be the most important
resource to assist with this. There will be many computers donated just for this project as well. 

Councilwoman Richards said this is great work. She mentioned putting up posters with healthcare 
providers and childcare centers, which are great networks.  

Ms. Brenneman said the census closes on July 31st, so even though census day is April 1st, you will still 
have the opportunity to participate through July 31st.  
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The board thanked the presenters.

CONSENT CALENDAR: 
Councilwoman Mullins asked to pull Ms. Henning’s appointment and the minutes.  The board 
congratulated Ms. Henning on her appointment as City Clerk.  Councilwoman Mullins said she 
appreciated the CMCA education listed on Ms. Henning’s resume and she is looking forward to working 
together.  Mayor Torre congratulated Ms. Henning and said the job is not an easy one and she is a 
master of juggling.   He pointed out section 6.6, which is male centric and asked to have it modified.  Mr. 
True said there are a lot of provisions in the charter which are male centric, and it would take a public 
vote to modify these.  

Mayor Torre asked if the notices will be posted in both places for resolution #4.  Mr. True said our legal 
obligation is established by posting online with this resolution. Mayor Torre said he would like us to 
physically post on the board still. Councilwomen Richards and Mullins agreed. Mayor Torre asked Ms. 
Henning if she is ok with doing that and she said yes.  Mr. True said we don’t always know that you are 
going to a meeting and to please notify Ms. Henning, so she can post notices with enough advance.  

Council asked for a link on the homepage for notices.  Ms. Ott said we can try, but the website has 
backend issues that are obstacles.  

Councilwoman Mullins mentioned the minutes from the 18th and mentioned Grey Lady and the name 
change to Mr. Grey.  Ms. Ott said we typed the minutes consistent with the application.   Councilwoman 
Mullins mentioned both sets of minutes reflect “commissioners in attendance” and they would like it to 
be council members. 

Councilwoman motioned to approve the entire consent calendar as presented, Councilwoman Mullins 
seconded. 

Councilwoman Richards said she appreciates the continued due diligence on resolution #5 and the 
reduced purchase price.  She’s more than happy to split the difference between the appraisal price and
the paid price. 

Councilwoman Mullins said she is very supportive and thanked Chris Everson for his work on this. She 
said this is going to improve affordable housing. 

Councilman Mesirow said this is a concrete step in the right direction for affordable housing and he is 
proud to move forward. 

Mayor Torre said he feels very comfortable with the purchase opportunity. He thinks it the right move 
for right now and a wise investment. 

Mayor Torre called for a vote.  All in favor, motion carried. 

CALL UP: 333. E. Durant Ave- Mountain Chalet Lodge Elevator Extension
Ben Anderson, City Planner
Councilman Hauenstein asked for clarification and definition of how this is a PD from 2001 and why it is 
still alive.  Mr. Anderson said it has to do with the ten-year vested rights period.  Once a project is built, 
the same amendment thresholds apply.  
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Councilwoman Richards thanked them and said she isn’t interested in doing a call up. She thinks they’ve 
done a great job in terms of what you can retrofit with an old building.  

Mayor Torre said they will not be calling up the item.  

ACTION ITEMS: Resolution #3, Series of 2020 – City of Aspen 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy 
Agenda
Tara Nelson
Ms. Nelson began her presentation and realized there were missing pages in the packet. Ms. Ott 
suggested pulling this item and adopting it next week. 

Councilman Hauenstein said he preferred to continue to the 28th so they all have time to look it over.  

Councilwoman Richards agreed and said she hoped they could add how NEPA will be applied and said 
we need to continue more research on this and how the national environmental act protects private 
lands etc.  

Councilwoman Mullins said in terms of this policy, the National League of Cities has put together an 
agenda for the 2020 presidential election, which is really great and take a look at this later in the year 
and as an amendment. 

Councilman Hauenstein said that with the Trump regime, there seems to be a daily attack on the 
environment, and we have to be ever vigilant. 

Councilwoman Mullins motioned to continue to the 28th, Councilman Hauenstein seconded. All in favor, 
motion carried. 

Mr. True suggested an executive session pursuant to C.R.S.4-6-402 (b) & € at 6:59 p.m.  

Councilwoman Richards motioned to go into executive session, Councilman Hauenstein seconded. All in 
favor, motion carried

______________________________

Nicole Henning, City Clerk 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council   
 
FROM: Amy Simon, Historic Preservation Officer 
 
THRU: Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 
 
MEETING DATE: January 28, 2020 
 
RE: Call Up Notice, HPC approval for 1020 E. Cooper Avenue– Conceptual Major 

Development, Demolition, Relocation and Variation 
 

APPLICANT:  
1020 Cooper LLC 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:   
Brewster McLeod Architects 
 
LOCATION:  
Street Address: 
1020 E. Cooper Avenue 
 
Legal Description: 
The east 13.79 feet of Lot O and 
all of Lot P, Block 34, East 
Aspen Addition to the City of 
Aspen 
 
Parcel Identification Number: 
PID# 2737-182-32-006 
 
CURRENT ZONING & USE 
RMF: Residential Multi-Family, 
developed with a single-family 
home  
 
PROPOSED LAND USE: 
No change 

PROCESS SUMMARY:  Certain land use approvals granted by HPC or P&Z 
require that Council be notified of the decision through a brief staff 
summary.  The notification is not a public hearing and no applicant 
presentation or public comment has been accepted in the past. During the 
Call Up Notice, City Council may uphold the HPC or P&Z decision.  
Alternatively, Council may request more detailed information be provided 
through a presentation by staff and the applicant at a future meeting.  After 
hearing the additional project description, Council may uphold the boards’ 
decision or may remand it to require reconsideration of specific issues at a 
new public hearing.  HPC’s or P&Z’s decision on remand shall be final.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: HPC conducted hearings regarding 1020 E. 
Cooper Avenue on August 28th and December 11th, 2020 and granted 
Conceptual, Demolition, Relocation and Variation approval for a project 
which involves demolishing two non-Victorian era sheds, relocating the 19th 
century home forward and onto a new basement, and constructing an 
addition.  The December 11th staff memo is attached and details the fact that 
this home, somewhat of an anomaly amongst larger adjacent multi-family 
development, is also unusual in its small size and design.  It was constructed 
as two separate structures, butted together in the 1800s, and is not typical 
amongst the 125 miner’s cottages remaining in Aspen.  The historic building 
is only 500 square feet in size, and all original exterior materials have been 
removed.  No historic photographs have been found and most other 
research tools, like historic maps, do not cover this area.  The property could 
qualify for de-listing as a historic resource due to limited architectural 
integrity, but instead the owner, staff and HPC are pursuing preservation of 
the original building form and construction of an addition behind the 
resource, distanced from the miner’s cottage with a 10’ long one-story 
connector, as is standard for historic sites.  
 
Because HPC required an existing non-historic addition to be removed as 
part of this project, the property becomes subject to a 20% floor area  183



                                                                       

 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  N/A 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ALTERNATIVES: N/A 
 

penalty for the establishment of a “new” single family home in the RMF zone district.  To partially offset the 
resulting loss of 588 square feet of floor area, HPC granted a 250 square foot floor area bonus.  The applicant 
had requested an additional 250 square foot bonus to be converted to a TDR, but this was denied. 
 
The property is a legally established non-conforming lot size, below the 6,000 square foot threshold set for 
the neighborhood.  Numerous properties of this size are located nearby.  The previous owner acquired some 
of the lot through a Quit Claim action against the west neighbors, a circumstance that may aggravate some 
concerns with proximity to the adjacent, much larger structures.  Nonetheless, this project meets all the 
required front, side and rear yard limitations and includes no setback variations. 
 
The HPC discussion of the project was detailed and resulted in a split vote of 4 in favor and 2 opposed, with 
two members concerned with the size and shape of the addition.  Neighbors have also expressed concerns, 
some of which do not pertain to HPC and relate to the Quit Claimed land, and a declining tree that straddles 
the east lot line.  HPC’s Conceptual approval includes conditions that will address these concerns to the 
extent possible at Final Review. 
 
The floor area, mass and scale of the project are more driven by standard residential floor area allowances 
than by HPC benefits, as the bonus area granted by HPC still leaves the project 338 square feet short of the 
by-right floor area per underlying zoning.  HPC uses design review to mitigate the impacts of additions on 
smaller historic resources.  A relatively new design guideline promotes limiting the size of the addition to no 
more than equal the size of the original resource.  Criteria for exceptions are provided.  Most projects have 
been granted a degree of leeway on this guideline, which is particularly restrictive in this case of a 500 square 
foot historic building.  This project retains a historic resource, restored to the extent possible, as a 
contributing part of the streetscape along Cooper Avenue while allowing the owner reasonable development 
rights, similar to non-historic properties.  Staff recommended approval of the project and recommends 
that Council support HPC’s findings. 
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RECOMMENDED MOTION: “I move to uphold HPC’s approval for 1020 E. Cooper Avenue– Conceptual Major 
Development, Demolition, Relocation and Variation.” 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:   
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
A – Staff memo to HPC, December 11, 2019 
B – HPC approved plans 
C – HPC meeting minutes, December 11, 2019 
D – HPC Resolution #21, Series of 2019 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:    Aspen Historic Preservation Commission 
 
FROM:   Amy Simon, Historic Preservation Officer 
 
MEETING DATE:  December 11, 2019  
 
RE: 1020 E. Cooper Avenue– Conceptual Major Development Review, Demolition, 

Relocation, Variations, PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUED FROM OCTOBER 23rd 
  

APPLICANT /OWNER: 
1020 E. Cooper LLC 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  
Brewster McLeod Architects 
 
LOCATION:  
Street Address: 
1020 E. Cooper Avenue 
 
Legal Description: 
The east 13.79 feet of Lot O and 
all of Lot P, Block 34, East Aspen 
Addition to the City of Aspen 
 
Parcel Identification Number: 
PID# 2737-182-32-006 
 
CURRENT ZONING & USE 
Single-family home,  
RMF: Residential Multi-Family 
 
PROPOSED LAND USE: 
No change  

SUMMARY: 
The applicant has requested Major Development, Demolition, 
Relocation and Variation review for a project which involves 
demolishing two sheds on the property, relocating the historic 
home forward and onto a new basement, and constructing a new 
addition.  A floor area bonus is requested.  HPC reviewed this 
proposal in July and continued the hearing for restudy. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The applicant has responded to staff and board comments.  Staff 
recommends approval of the revised design. 

  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site Locator Map – 1020 E. Cooper Avenue 

1020 
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BACKGROUND: 
1020 E. Cooper Avenue is a 4,379 sq. ft. lot 
located in the RMF zone district.  The site 
contains a Victorian era home and two sheds of 
an unknown construction date.  The house has 
been heavily altered in terms of replacement of 
exterior materials and features and enclosure of 
the original front porch.  This area of town was 
not included in the historic Sanborn maps and no 
historic photos of this house have been located.  
The  home, in its current appearance is depicted 
at right. 
 
 
REQUEST OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION (HPC) 
The Applicant is requesting the following land use approvals: 
 

• Major Development (Section 26.415.070.D) for removal of a non-historic lean-to, and construction 
of a new addition to the rear of the historic home.  A 500 square foot floor area bonus is 
requested.   

• Demolition (Section 26.415.080.A) to remove two outbuildings from the property. 
• Relocation (Section 26.415.090.C) to move the historic home forward 7 feet and westward 2 feet. 

 
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is the final review authority, however this project is subject 
to Call-up Notice to City Council. The applicant intends to request Council approval to remove 250 
square feet of floor area from the site as a TDR. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
Following is a summary of staff findings.  Please see Exhibits A, B and C for more detail. 
 
Site Planning, Demolition, Relocation:  The applicant proposes to demolish the non-historic addition 
to the resource, lift the historic house on this site, move it 7’ forward and 2’ westward, and place it on a 
new basement.  Two sheds along the alley are to be demolished and two trees are proposed to be 
removed from the site. 
 
Staff supports the demolition of the sheds and the relocation of the historic resource as described in 
Exhibits B and C to this memo.  The sheds appear to have been built in about the mid-20th century, based 
on the limited information that is available.  They are not Victorian era and because of this they do not 
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contribute to the representation of the property as a 19th century home.  Their preservation should not 
be required. 
 
Staff finds that relocating the historic home forward on the site is appropriate and will not disturb any 
historic patterns on this block, which includes two large apartment buildings that are of a different scale 
and placement than the adjacent landmarks.  The proposal meets the site planning guidelines which are 
applicable to Conceptual Review.  Additional detail regarding landscape will be discussed at Final. 
 
HPC indicated general support for these elements of the proposal at the July 24th hearing. 
 
Historic Landmark Alterations and New Addition:   The home on this site was constructed in the 
Victorian era, but it is not a classic miner’s cottage.  Since the July meeting, the applicant has completed 
asbestos abatement, which has allowed greater access for the contractor to inspect and assess the 
building.  An illustrated report is attached to the application.  The contractor’s conclusion is that the 
home is two separately constructed forms which, early in their history, were butted against each other 
in an L form and “stitched” together.  This creates some challenging conditions, including differing north-
south and east-west ridge heights.   
 

This property is 
outside of the area 
covered by the turn of 
the century fire 
insurance maps that 
are often relied on for 
documentation of 
changes to buildings.  
No historic photos 
have been located.  
The home has been in 
the current 
appearance since at 
least 1965. 
  
The only record of the 
building, other than 
what can be 
discovered on-site, is 
the 1896 Willit’s Map 
at left, which shows 
the footprint of the 
structure.   
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It is not possible to tell from this map whether or not the house had a front porch.  The entry to the 
existing house, which appears to be an enclosed porch, is not Victorian era construction.  Some original 
framing and sheathing remain, but all other features of the original building, including siding, trim, doors 
and windows have been removed.  The July hearing included a brief discussion of the option to de-list 
the property as historic, but HPC did not support that, indicating that the resource still has value.  The 
proposal is to reflect common characteristics of Aspen’s mining era homes in the redevelopment of this 
home.  Physical inspection and careful review of any new evidence uncovered during the construction 
process will be part of the Final conditions of approval.   
 
Based on staff and HPC feedback, the applicant has made a number of changes from the original 
proposal, including removing the non-historic rear lean-to from the house to create a lower profile 
connector that meets the design guidelines.  The gable end of the addition has been made more narrow, 
with a steeper roof pitch to relate more strongly to the Victorian.  Materials on the addition have been 
simplified and more reflective of the 19th century palette.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

July 2019 December 2019 
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The addition remains large in comparison to the historic resource, however the 508 square foot resource 
is unusually small even amongst the miner’s cottages.  The 7’6” plate height on part of the home and 
east-west ridge height of less than 11’ also create challenges to screening the new construction. The 
property is not big enough to allow for a lot split, or two detached homes, tools which are often 
successful in reducing addition size.   
 
The above grade floor area of the addition is 1,862 square feet.  HPC guideline 10.4 restricts an addition 
to no more than equal in size to the historic resource unless certain criteria are met, which staff finds is 
the case as follows: 
 

The total above grade floor area of an addition may be no more than 100% of the above grade 
floor area of the original historic resource.  All other above grade development must be 
completely detached.  HPC may consider exceptions to this policy if two or more of the following 
are met: 
o The proposed addition is all one story 
o The footprint of the new addition is closely related to the footprint of the historic resource and 
the proposed design is particularly sensitive to the scale and proportions of the historic resource 
o The project involves the demolition and replacement of an older addition that is considered to 
have been particularly detrimental to the historic resource 
o The interior of the resource is fully utilized, containing the same number of usable floors as 
existed historically 
o The project is on a large lot, allowing the addition to have a significant setback from the street 
o There are no variance requests in the application other than those related to historic conditions 
that aren’t being changed 
o The project is proposed as part of a voluntary AspenModern designation, or  
o The property is affected by non-preservation related site specific constraints such as trees that 
must be preserved, Environmentally Sensitive Areas review, etc.   

 
This property is located in the Residential Multi-Family zone district.  The alternative to development of 
a single-family home as proposed is a multi-family development that would be allowed approximately 
1,000 additional square feet of floor area, or more.  Given the context of the subject property, set 
between two substantially larger structures, staff finds that the addition is an acceptable backdrop to 
the historic resource, as rendered on the following page. 
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FAR BONUS 

Because the applicant has taken HPC’s direction to remove the non-historic rear lean-to on this home, 
zoning regulations will consider the house to be demolished and a 20% floor area penalty is imposed on 
the reconstruction.  This amounts to a loss of 588 square feet of allowable floor area.  The applicant 
requests a 500 square foot bonus to offset this penalty.  229 square feet of the bonus will be built on 
the site.  The applicant will request Council allow for the creation of one 250 square foot TDR with the 
remaining square footage. 
 
This project was submitted for review before new standards for floor area bonuses went into effect.  In 
selected circumstances, the HPC may grant up to five hundred (500) additional square feet of allowable 
floor area for projects involving designated historic properties.  To be considered for the bonus, it must 
be demonstrated that: 
 

a. The design of the project meets all applicable design guidelines; 
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b. The historic building is the key element of the property and the addition is incorporated in a 

manner that maintains the visual integrity of the historic building; 
c. The work restores the existing portion of the building to its historic appearance; 
d. The new construction is reflective of the proportional patterns found in the historic 

building's form, materials or openings; 
e. The construction materials are of the highest quality; 
f. An appropriate transition defines the old and new portions of the building; 
g. The project retains a historic outbuilding; and/or 
h. Notable historic site and landscape features are retained. 

 
Removal of the 60s addition is important to restoring the footprint of the historic building and allowing 
a buffer between it and the larger portion of the addition.  The applicant has asked to regain a portion 
of the floor area penalty imposed as a result of this demolition in the form of on-site living area.  The rest 
will be removed from the site.  Staff supports this with the condition that the bonus in excess of 229 
square feet must be removed as a TDR or it is invalidated. 
 
REFERRAL COMMENTS: 
The application was referred out to other City departments to preliminarily identify requirements that 
may affect permit review.  Applicant follow-up on these comments is needed prior to the next hearing. 
 
Building:  Building will require a 1 hour fire resistance rating on any eaves or walls that are less than 5’ 
from a property line. 
 
Parks:  The Parks Department will consider the issuance of tree removal permits as requested, however 
the input of the neighbors to the east of this site is needed regarding the tree that is located on the 
common lot line. 
 
Zoning: 

• Detailed Floor area calculations will be required at permit review. 
• There appears to be a setback violation related to the depth of the eave at the north end of the building, 

as an eave may only project 18” into a required setback. 
• A feature over a garage window on the east elevation may intrude into the setback. 
• The proposed mechanical equipment on the roof of the garage may be a setback violation. 

Engineering: 
• Detention to 100 year will be required if not discharging to city stormwater conveyance system. 
• Lightwells must drain separately from foundation drain. 
• A Load Calc form will be required to determine if a transformer is needed. 
• Applicant must provide a preliminary utility plan. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Commission approve the project as outlined in the 
proposed Resolution. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Resolution #__, Series of 2019 
Exhibit A – Historic Preservation Design Guidelines Criteria /Staff Findings 
Exhibit B – Relocation Criteria/Staff Findings 
Exhibit C –Demolition Criteria/Staff Findings 
Exhibit D- HPC Minutes, July 24, 2019 
Exhibit E – Application  
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PUBLIC NOTICE:  Ms. Simon stated that they don’t need to submit any tonight because they’re 

continued hearings.   

OLD BUSINESS:  234 W Francis – major development, floor area bonus, setback variations  

MOTION:  Mr. Moyer motioned to continue the hearing to February 12th.  Mr. Halferty seconded.  All in 

favor, motion carried.   

NEW BUSINESS:  1020 E Cooper Avenue – conceptual major development review, demolition relocation, 

request for a variation 

 

Ms. Simon stated that the Commission saw this project last on July 24th.  The Commission continued it 

for re-study.  The applicant thought they would come back in October, but needed additional time.  This 

property was a longtime home of Su Lum.  This house is designated and considered a representation of 

an Aspen miner’s cottage, but it’s pretty unusual.  At the last hearing, there had been a lot of discussion 

about wanting to dig in to understand the building better and there was asbestos abatement pending.  

That held up the applicant’s ability to take a good look at the structure.  They’ve now finished the 

abatement and the contractor has stated that this is two separate structures that were pushed together 

in a cross gable form in the 1800’s.  They haven’t come across this at all with any other property and it 

raises a number of issues.  It’s not exactly like most of the miner’s cottages that make up the majority of 

the City’s historic inventory.  The ridgeline on the two gables is not of the same height.  The roof pitches 

are not at the same height.  These are two individual structures that were kind of sewn together and 

staff do not have a lot of information about the property.  All staff have is physical evidence, which puts 

them at a disadvantage in terms of determining exactly what this building looked like historically.  At the 

last meeting, one of the things that received a lot of discussion was that the applicant was planning to 

hang on to a 1960’s era lean-to addition on the back of the house and add beyond that and the board 

was concerned with that because they preferred going back to the original footprint.  The applicant has 

resolved that concern.  They are proposing to remove that addition.  Now the applicant is talking about 

just preserving the historic resource.  It’s a very small structure of only about 500 square feet.  This 

building is even more challenging to add on to in a way that is similar in mass.  The downside for the 

applicant in removing the ‘60’s addition is that they had to take on a floor-area penalty.  In this zone 

district, single -family homes aren’t necessarily preferred, so if you have an existing one and you 

demolish more than 40% of it, you take an FAR penalty, which is part of the discussion tonight.  They lost 

588 square feet of their allowed floor area by following the Commission’s recommendation to take that 

addition off. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that the Commission was also concerned previously about the connector, how it met 

the back of the house and transitioned to the larger addition.  That has made some progress because 

the ‘60’s addition is gone, it’s allowed some more flexibility for the architect in how to make a good 

connector.  The house is being lifted up, moved forward slightly, and put on a new basement.  There are 

two sheds along the alley that are not Victorian.  It’s not clear when they were built.  Those are 

proposed to be removed.  There are no variations as a part of this application tonight except there is a 

500 square foot floor area bonus request.  The applicant is asking for that to make up for the floor area 

penalty.  They only want to use a portion of that, 279 square feet, on the site.  They want to go to City 

Council and ask to sell the remaining part as a TDR.  The staff memo includes a discussion about findings 

about the FAR bonus.  This is under the old criteria.  Staff finds that it is appropriate to help them 
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mitigate that FAR penalty.  There are several criteria that staff believe are met, as noted in the memo.  

Staff have had to address the design guidelines.  There’s one in particular that the Commission should 

focus on, which is the one that says that an applicant can’t more than double the size of the original 

building with your addition, and they are about tripling the size of the building.  The historic resource is 

500 square feet, the above-grade floor area of the addition is 1,800 square feet.  These are the things 

the Commission needs to talk about and evaluate whether the property meets all the decision-making 

points that they need to take into consideration.  Staff are supporting the project.  This is a challenging 

site.  They have talked to the applicant and the Commission about whether de-listing is the right 

solution here.  This is a building with pretty limited historic integrity.  The applicant’s goal is to retain the 

original fabric and interpret the building the best they can as a 19th Century structure.  But it’s a very 

small building with a lot of unusual circumstances in a relatively small lot.  Staff have provided the 

Commission with a resolution recommending approval.  They have written it to say that, if City Council 

does not approve the TDR that’s being requested, that portion of the bonus will become invalidated.   

 

Mr. Halfterty asked how their design would be affected if City Council does not allow the TDR.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that, if Council does not approve the TDR, the bonus expires. 

 

Mr. Kendrick asked what the purpose of the FAR penalty if there is an appropriate bonus to give that 

back.  If it’s not in the Commission’s purview to make a project financially viable and they’re not 

planning on using that, why would the Commission give them the TDR to sell? 

 

Ms. Simon stated that, the fact that there’s a penalty for tearing down more than 40% of the house has 

to do with Council having created a disincentive for single-family development in the neighborhood.  

That doesn’t really have anything to do with HPC’s criteria for a bonus.  Those are two separate issues.  

The reason staff are making a finding that the FAR bonus is appropriate is that the applicant was 

planning to retain that addition and has decided to work with HPC, try to meet common goals, and take 

it off.  That was a significant loss in square footage for them.  Staff are recommending that the 

commission try to balance that impact.  It’s best for preservation.  It is not that unusual that the 

Commission will have a request for a bonus where some of it is retained and some of it is converted to a 

TDR.  That is allowable.  Council makes the ultimate decision on whether or not the TDR is awarded.   

 

Mr. Moyer stated that the Commission could potentially add a condition that the fence could be moved 

for construction and put back when it was done. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that a lot of public comments received focus on a proposed fence on the west side of 

the property.  At some point, this may have been only a 3,000 square foot lot and there was a decision 

to change the property boundary that moved the lot line westward and pretty close to the adjacent 

condominium building.  That’s the reason why there’s a lot of concern about where the fence goes.  It is, 

in fact, owned by this applicant.  They’re putting the fence on their property line.   

 

Mr. Moyer asked Ms. Simon about the tree. 
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Ms. Simon stated that there are a couple of trees proposed to be removed.  They are not healthy and 

not considered to be significant trees.  One of them straddles the property line.  At this point, staff look 

to Parks to make the decision about what’s best for the health of the tree.   

 

Mr. Moyer asked how complicated it would be to de-list the property. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that de-listing requires a recommendation by HPC and a decision by Council.  There 

are two criteria for a Victorian property to be designated.  One is that it was built in the 19th Century and 

it is still standing.  The other is a scoring process that has a 100 point system where you get a certain 

number of points for a variety of criteria.  You have to get 50 out of 100.  If you don’t, the applicant or 

City Council should be considering de-listing as an option.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked how staff resolve the issue of the size of the addition. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that that is a guideline that was a big change in the 2015 update to the Design 

Guidelines.  You can’t more than double the size of the historic resource, which is not hard when you’re 

adding on to a bigger building.  The smaller the resource gets and the difference between that and the 

allowed square-footage, this is a challenge.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if they could get credit for the 550 square feet.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that floor area of the addition can’t be more than the same size of the original historic 

resource.  They can’t look at the building as it exists now, they have to look at the historic building. 

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if the shed has ever been counted. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that it hasn’t and the City does not count detached buildings, just the building that is 

being added on to.  Because that’s a very strict rule, staff have created bullet points and the applicant 

needs to meet at least two to grant an exception.  Staff are finding that demolition and replacement of 

that older addition is beneficial and they are fully using the interior of the house.  They meet two of the 

criteria, so they qualify for an exception if the Commission would like to grant it.   

 

APPLICANT PRESENTATION: Jamie Brewster Mcleod, Brewster Mcleod Architects 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod introduced the applicants David and Tracy McMahon and their contractor Steve 

Waldeck.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod showed a photo of the existing property on the slide.  She stated that this is not a 

typical miners cottage, unlike the applicants had originally thought.  Through investigation, it has 

revealed itself to be just two buildings put together.  The applicants are using the context of the miner’s 

cottage for the reconstruction of this because they have no other resources to go off of.  That’s what the 

applicants have talked about with Ms. Simon. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that their project intent is to restore the historic resource.  They are 

planning to rectify the existing setback and non-conformities and are looking at adding an addition that 
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compliments the historic resource and makes it the focal point of the project.  She showed some photos 

on the slide of what the existing building looks like.  The proposed redevelopment is demolition of the 

existing non-historic sheds, demolition of the 1960’s addition that was added on to the historic resource, 

renovation of the historic resource including the removal of the roof over-framing, reconstruction of the 

south elevation and the front porch, reconstruction of the north elevation, replacement of the non-

historic windows with more historically-accurate wood, and replacement of the vesta siding with the 

historic clapboard siding.  The applicants have not done the asbestos abatement on the outside of the 

house, only on the inside, because they were worried about the building falling over if they started 

taking off the exterior materials.  They are also looking at an addition to the rear of the property using a 

connector and adding this to the historic resource.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that, at their previous meeting, demolition to the non-historic sheds and 

relocation of the historic resource was something that the Commission was in favor of.  As such, she will 

not cover those areas, she will move on to the other points.  At the July 24th hearing, there were four 

items that the board had asked to look into.  One was the investigation of the existing materials on the 

historic resource, demolition of the 1960’s addition, adding a connector to the historic resource to the 

addition, and reducing the mass and scale of the addition.  The applicants have worked closely with staff 

to go through what they believe the historic guidelines are as well as what the board, staff, and the 

neighbors have asked them to do.  They have also had multiple conference calls with 1012 E Cooper, 

which is on the west side of the building, and 1024 E Cooper, which is on the east side of the building.  

They have met with both HOAs and people who were part of the HOA to get an idea of what their 

concerns were after the July meeting.  In response, the applicants have re-designed their project.  They 

are looking at the demolition of the 1960’s addition which reduces the allowable floor area.  They have 

added the connector, which meets the standards, and they have reduced the mass and scale of the 

addition.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that the applicants have tried to find information about the historic 

context.  They found that there’s no existing framing for the windows and the doors.  Some of the 

framing was re-used, but it wasn’t re-used in a historic context.  They believe that the entry port was 

removed, although they don’t know what it looked like.  The exterior sheathing does remain, which they 

are planning to keep.  The exterior siding is non-historic and will be replaced.  There is one small gable, 

which does show the historic siding.  That’s what they are replicating on the rest of the house.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that they looked at demolition of the 1960’s addition.  HPC had asked the 

applicants to look at removing this even though it reduced their square footage.  It does exceed the 

40%.  The accurate square footage is 558 square feet.  It was reduced per the calculations that zoning 

does.  They are asking for a 500 square foot HPC bonus.  250 will be used on site and 250 square feet will 

be used for a TDR.  She showed a rendering of everything that is on site right now.  She stated that the 

third item they’re looking at is the connector.  The proposed connector they are looking at exceeds the 

minimum dimensional requirements.  It is a one-story element.  They are looking at exceeding the 10 

feet on one side.  It would not be the full extent of the historic resource.  They are proposing a 

connector at nine feet, six inches in height.  There is an eave on the backside of the house that they will 

have to reconstruct, which will be about seven feet two inches.  She showed a rendering on the slide to 

give an idea of where the connector would go.  On the east side it is inset ten feet from the historic 
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resource and on the west side, they are looking at adding a courtyard that will make it 17 feet nine 

inches from the historic resource to the addition.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that the fourth item they looked at was reducing the mass and scale of the 

addition, reducing the square footage of the overall addition, which they have done.  The south gable 

pitch, they looked at changing that to a twelve feet twelve inches, so that it represented the historic 

resource more.  They also set back the front south gable of the historic resource by thirteen feet one 

and a half inches so it creates even more space.  They reduced the width of the south gable by three 

feet ten and three eighths inches, reducing the overall mass and scale.  They added articulation on both 

the east and west elevations.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod showed the south and north elevations on a rendering on the slide.  She stated 

that the historic resource will be prominent.  On the backside, they are looking at moving the mass and 

scale to the back of the building and away from the historic resource.  She showed a rendering of the 

west elevation on the slide.  Right now, the sheds go over the property line and the resource is set back.  

There are large multi-family buildings to the east, west, and north.  They are moving the building five 

feet off the property line.  This is a small, non-conforming lot.  They are setting everything back within 

the five-feet setbacks on each side.  

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that they have done a re-study of the four major points that staff and the 

board had issues with.  They are looking at the historic materials, which are all conforming.  They are 

looking at the demolition of the 1960’s addition.  They are adding a connector and reducing the mass 

and scale of the addition on all sides.  They are asking for the demolition of the two historic sheds.  They 

are looking at re-locating the historic resource forward so that it complies with current zoning 

regulations and makes it the forefront of the project.  They are looking at restoring the historic resource.  

They are looking at adding an addition to the north of the property through a connector.  As Ms. Simon 

has pointed out, this project complies with three of the eight exceptions.  They don’t think of the floor 

area as a variance, it’s a bonus.  They are fully within the height limits and the setbacks.  In the 

preservation benefits they are asking for, they have a floor area bonus of 500 square feet, an exemption 

from the growth management quota, waver of the impact fees, and the TDR rights.  She turned her 

presentation over to her clients who wanted to speak.   

 

Mr. McMahon introduced himself and his wife Tracey McMahon.  He thanked Ms. Simon for her 

patience with them during this project.  He stated that this has been a difficult site and they are trying to 

get the balance right between reconstructing the historic property while still ensuring they have a family 

home to live in.  They understand that there are historic guidelines to work within and they have put in a 

lot of time for that.  They are pleased with the final design that they have come up with and think it will 

beautify this area of Aspen. 

 

Mr. Halferty asked what the plate height on the front entry porch is. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it’s about seven feet.  It’s right at code minimum. 

 

Mr. Halferty asked about the relationship with the cross gable. 
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Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that the cross gable is not at 12’12”.  It’s much lower than that.  That’s why 

it looks out of context.  They’re coming up against a low-sloping roof. 

 

Mr. Halferty asked if she thinks, historically, that the cross gable was that low-pitched roof.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that yes, that is what the framing indicates.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that she did put a condition in the resolution that, as this project goes under 

construction, they’re going to want to talk with the contractor about whether he sees any scars and 

sheathing or anything that tells them more than they know now about where a porch might have been 

positioned or anything like that.  They are just making best guesses right now at some of this.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that the issue of the fence was not brought up in the presentation.  The rendering 

shows a low white picket fence.  He asked if that’s what they are proposing now as opposed to 

originally. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that that rendering represents what’s actually on the drawings.  They are 

looking at a white picket fence in the front that meets HPC and City guidelines.  Towards the back of the 

house, they’re looking at a six-foot fence to create privacy.  In some of the renderings, they didn’t show 

the fence.  That would typically be brought up at the next meeting, during landscaping.  They wanted to 

show the renderings without much of the fence so that they could see what the building looks like.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if the gable height is ten feet on the historic resource.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that, based on their drawings of what is as built out there, they have the 

historic resource.  The 12’12” pitch has a ridge of 14’ 8 3/8” . 

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if the ridge of the addition is at 28. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that the second gable, which is the lower one, which is basically a 5.5 has a 

height at 10’9”. 

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if the addition is at 28. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it’s at 28.2’ ¾”.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked what the floor to ceiling height is in the top floor. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it’s an 8’6” plate.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked what the lot size is. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it’s 4,379.  A standard would be over 6,000. 
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Ms. Greenwood asked what the overall size of the project is from a finished floor area above-grade.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that the addition is 1862 floor area and the house is 508.  That that makes it 2,370.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if that includes the 250 square foot bonus. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it does.  Right now, what they’re looking for is 229 square feet.  They 

would like the 250.  They don’t plan on building anything above the 229, but what they’re looking at is if 

the heights on the lower level change slightly, just because they don’t have structural or mechanical 

drawings yet, they could use additional square footage for the below-grade space depending on what 

that calculation is.  They are not looking at adding any more above-grade square footage. 

 

Mr. Moyer asked if it will be onerous to make some sections of the fence removeable and then they can 

be reattached.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod asked Mr. and Mrs. McMahon if they are okay with someone else having access to 

their fence. 

 

Mr. Moyer stated that it will be necessary at some point.  He would make it a condition.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that that can be handled between neighbors, but if Mr. Moyer wants to propose 

it she supposed they could discuss it as a condition.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that, at their July meeting they talked about site utilities and how storm water 

would be removed.  There was debate about a dry well versus a pond or detention area.  She asked if 

the applicants have updated drawings that show that or if they could identify where the site water 

holding area would be on the site plan.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod showed a rendering on the slide and pointed out where the storm water 

management would happen, on the bottom left portion of the lot.  Their civil engineer did talk to the 

Engineering Department and they would prefer storm water area versus a dry well.  Right now they 

don’t comply with dry well regulations.  The Engineering Department asked them to design towards a 

storm water management.  The designated area does comply with the regulation of a storm water 

management.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if the applicants have been thinking about the utilities. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that that was in their original application.  She showed an area on the 

rendering and stated that it is a mechanical roof with a three foot barrier with a railing around it that’s 

solid.  They are looking at putting their condensing units there.  They talked to Zoning about it and they 

were fine with it, instead of putting it right at the property lines.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if they will be able to connect to the offsite transformer.   
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Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that they have not done the electrical count yet.  They’re waiting for the 

mass and scale to be approved.  They will do that for the next round. 

 

Ms. Sanzone asked if they are under previous guidelines. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that that is correct.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that they are looking for more information and more study upfront so that they’re 

not surprised at final review by some of the utility requirements.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that they are under the current design guidelines.  They submitted before the new 

floor area changes and the changes to the historic benefits went into effect.  Under the new guidelines, 

the floor area bonus would be a little smaller than 500 square feet based on the lot size they would have 

to do more affordable housing mitigation.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if that is the same for the other benefits.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that they are still eligible for the exemptions and things that have been in place for 30 

years.  They are not subject to the changes that Council adopted last June.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that they are requiring preliminary design for site drainage and utility placement.  Is 

that something that was submitted that’s just not in today’s packet? 

 

Ms. Simon stated that there is information in the packet about everything that Ms. Brewster Mcleod had 

indicated.  There’s not a drawing, but there is text.  If the Commission wants staff to ask for a drawing, 

they can discuss that with applicants. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that at their original submittal there was a letter from the Civil Engineer.   

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: Baron Concors introduced himself as the representative of the HOA Board for 1024 

E Cooper.  He stated that there is a potential impact to the neighbors of a building of this.  The de-listing 

is also something that the neighbors are concerned about.  Regarding the tree, he stated that he has an 

email from David Coon, the City Forester, stating that they can do whatever they want with the tree on 

their property but touching the tree that’s on the property line will require the permission of the owners 

of 1024 E Cooper.  If that’s not obtained then the canopy and the drop lines would have to be protected 

during the construction.  On behalf of the HOA Board for 1024 E Cooper, he reached out to the architect 

a few days after the last meeting because they want to see this project be successful.  They were told 

that the applicants would be back in touch with them, but he never heard back. 

 

Patrick Rawley from Stan Clauson Associates introduced himself.  He stated that he is here on behalf of 

Buck Carlton who is the owner of Unit 2 directly to the west.  His windows would look directly onto the 

addition.  His firm just wrapped up the Historic Preservation Plan of Colorado Springs and it was 

approved just the other day.  A big component of that preservation plan was adaptive reuse.  From that 
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standpoint, he is applauding the applicant for taking the historic resource, reusing it, and maintaining as 

much of the character as possible.  He understands that they have a desire to use this property.  

However, compatibility is also a large thing to consider when adaptively reusing a historic resource.  

They have regulations in the books that say that the addition can be no more than 100%.  He 

understands that the historic resource is small and limited, so maybe holding them to that requirement 

is not realistic.  However, some reduction should be made to the overall mass and floor area of the 

building.  The size of the historic resource is small because the site is small and that speaks to the 

compatibility.  There should be a happy medium where the addition is pulled back from the north.  

Concerning the fence, it is a major issue.  When you erect a six-foot fence, understanding that that is 

within the bounds of the code, his client will have a six-foot fence immediately outside his window.  That 

poses a serious issue with maintenance of the building.  When they talk about a removeable fence, that 

is one option.  Historically, this picket fence is an historic condition.  Having a transparent and lower 

fence would be more historically appropriate and much more amenable to his client.  The size of the 

addition needs to be drastically reduced, the massing should be pulled off of the alley towards the 

south, and they’d like to take a look at the fence condition.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that the setback is larger than what’s typical.   

 

Mr. Rawley stated that they appreciate the setback from east to west.  The fence cancels that out 

because it is immediately outside the window.  A potential solution is to bring the percentage of the 

addition much more in line with code.   

 

Claude Salter introduced herself as a representative of some of the homeowners at 1024 E Cooper.  

They are supportive and excited about the changes and they do have concerns about the fence.  She 

stated that the HPC standard that is item 1.20 suggests that it is important to have the 42 inch high 

fence to give the best view of the historic resource.  They would very much like that to happen.  There 

are a couple of slides that show a different location of the fence.  This is of great importance and 

concern to her client because they have lost a quick claim deed litigation from a previous owner, not this 

owner.  They don’t dispute that they are, by right, allowed to build this privacy fence.  Their concerns 

are the proximity, but there is also another challenge which is that the elevations between the two lots 

differ.  The historic resource lot sits higher than her clients’ lot by a foot and eight inches.  That means 

that a six foot high fence on their property line makes it more like a seven and a half foot high fence 

from their neighbors side.  They ask that the applicant be aware that that condition exists.  She would 

like them to consider type of material or potentially not going to that six foot height.  Also meeting the 

standard that asks that the 42 inch fence goes as far around as it can before the six foot high fence 

starts.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked how the grade can be resolved. 

 

Ms. Salter stated that there is no real resolution to it.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked what keeps that grade higher. 
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Ms. Salter stated that there is a garden there now and there is an elevation change.  There are some 

rocks along there, but it’s a natural grade change.  Her client’s property sits a bit depressed on its lot.  

That’s how it gets to be lower.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked Ms. Salter who she is representing.  

 

Ms. Salter stated that she represents the rest of the homeowners.  There are five of them in the 

Victorian.  It’s called Cooper Avenue Victorian Condominiums.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked Ms. Salter if the HOA she is representing had been meeting with the architects 

about this issue.   

 

Ms. Salter stated that there was conversation with the architect, but she wasn’t privy to that 

conversation.   

 

Michael Smith introduced himself as president of the Cooper Avenue Victorian HOA.  He stated that 

they had a call with the architect and expressed this concern.  They’ve said they considered it, but they 

don’t seem to have made any changes.  The applicants put this privacy fence further forward than it 

should be, according to the design guidelines.  The lot does slope significantly as Ms. Salter pointed out.  

The fence is close and, for maintenance, it would be helpful to have that section be removeable.  It will 

also create a visual barrier.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that she has more public comment to enter into the record.  Staff received four 

letters, which she sent to the commissioners.  Most of the comments in the email have been 

represented or re-stated at this meeting.  One is from a number of neighbors who think the size and 

scale is too much and are concerned about the tree removal.  Mr. Smith, who spoke, also sent a letter 

mostly focused on the fence and the conditions along the east lot line.  He made a comment about the 

size of the addition.  Buck Carlton sent two emails stating that he has concerns about the northwest 

corner of the site and the placement of the addition and of the fence.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked Ms. Brewster Mcleod if there were any public comments that she would like to 

address. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that the applicants did reach out to the neighbors at both 1012 and 1024.  

They did say they would take their considerations into account when they were redesigning and working 

with staff.  They believe that they did because they have worked with staff to try to reduce mass and 

scale to look at what they could do to address everybody’s comments.  Regarding what has been said 

today, they would really like to keep a privacy fence because it is a very small lot and they have three 

buildings on three sides looking down onto this property.  They are not asking to build a fence that is 

beyond what is allowed.  They’d be more than happy to look at the location of the six-foot fence on the 

west side at their next landscape site plan.  They would look at moving that towards the connection of 

the back of the house.  Regarding the tree that straddles the lot line to the east, they reached out to 

1024 and talked to Mr. Concors.  He had mentioned that he would like to get this through HPC first 

before he’s willing to talk about the tree.  At that point, they put the tree discussion on hold.  At that 
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point, when they did have a conversation with the Parks Department on site, they asked for them to 

remove that tree.  It was unhealthy and leaning and they were in favor of them removing both trees.  

Regarding the mass and scale, they have reduced the square footage from their original presentation by 

353 square feet which is a lot compared to how small this lot is and what is allowed.  They feel like they 

have taken measure and listened to the board and the staff on reducing that mass and scale and what 

can be allowed on site.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked how the tree effects their development.  Are they able to proceed? 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that they would not be able to proceed with the development with the tree 

there. 

 

Ms. Thompson asked if the building is within the dripline of the tree that they’re discussing. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it is.  It touches the building itself and Parks felt like it was 

deteriorating that building.  That’s why they wanted it to be removed, because of the health of it and 

how close it was to all the buildings.  

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that there is considerable neighbor opposition to this project based on real 

issues that haven’t been resolved in the design.  The applicant has, from a visual standpoint, reduced 

the mass from the last time they were here in July.  In terms of variations, one of the big issues is that 

they have a small lot, they’re asking for a 500 square foot bonus, but only using 250 square feet, which 

they want to sell as a TDR.  That’s not really the definition of a TDR.  They have identified the area for 

the civil drainage.  The site is maxed out in terms of the uses that are going on the site, from the 

additions to the historic residence, to the requirements of civil engineering.  There’s considerable 

concern from the neighbors on both sides regarding the mass.  The apartment building is affected by the 

mass development.  That is a very difficult situation because that building is massive.  If it were to come 

off the historic register, is a better building for the neighbors going to be built? Doubtful.  The 

Commission should really address the neighbors’ concerns.  The most affected seems to be the 

balconies off the alley on the east side, directly adjacent to this addition, which is really affected by this 

design.  Considerable effort has been made by neighbors on both sides to study this project and let the 

commissioners know how it affects them. 

 

Mr. Moyer stated that, when he looks at the historic resource, something is missing.  Most Victorians 

around town have their front door on the left.  The room on the front was usually a parlor.  It looks too 

clean and modern.  It’s a great project and it’s marvelous that they’re getting back to a historic real 

Victorian. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that one of the reasons they changed their guidelines in 2015 was to not have 

massive additions on the back of small miner’s cabins.  Here we have a project that doesn’t do that.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that the applicants believe they’ve addressed the exemptions that allow them to 

come to the Commission and asked if the commissioners agree. 
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Ms. Greenwood stated that what’s resulting is exactly what they are trying to prevent: a large addition 

on the back.  When it affects neighbors, it’s even more of a red flag.  From the street, it masses out very 

nicely.  But from a development, it affects a lot of people.  She is having a difficult time with the design 

from the gable and back and the mass of it.  It completely obliterates two peoples’ experience of living 

on their property now.  The Commission can’t ignore that.  The neighbors to the east, there’s an easy 

solution, which is to not approve a fence on that property.  They have designed a very private space for 

outdoor use that really does block the connecting element between the old and the new.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that the fence was not presented tonight, it is part of final review.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that they can make conditions and get it solved.  Another issue is the bonus.  She 

would approve a 250 square foot bonus but not taking the bonus and selling it for a TDR.  She would not 

take this project to City Council in its current form because of the mass of the addition on the historic 

resource.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that he is torn on this project.  On the surface it looks nice, it’s a beautiful house and 

design.  The mass and scale is too large for that lot in general.  The City does want multi-family housing 

on that lot, which is why there’s a penalty for tearing down the extra square footage.  The scale could be 

reduced a little bit.  He is in favor of removing the historic designation as this project does not feel like it 

has a lot of history in it.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if that really qualifies for a 250 square foot bonus.  That’s adding 20 by 20 square 

foot space onto the building which could result in part of that addition being a one-story, which could 

solve a lot of issues in mass on the property.  Philosophically, they have moved away from bonuses.  

They’re still getting the employee housing bonus, which is a huge number.  These FAR bonuses have 

always resulted in larger projects and they haven’t been happy with that in the end.  A 250 square foot 

bonus would reduce 250 square feet out of the addition and likely be able to bring part of the addition 

to a one-story which may solve some issues on the east side.  The Commission is here to solve those 

issues.  She asked how they all feel about the bonus.   

 

Mr. Moyer stated that, when the owners bought the units, they were fully aware that something could 

be developed on that lot.  How much empathy should we give to people who that happens to? How 

much should that affect the Commission’s decision? 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that it’s a nice project but it’s over-scaled.   

 

Mr. Moyer stated that he is not in favor of giving extra bonuses to anyone. 

 

Ms. Sanzone asked what the total square footage that would be allowed on this lot if this were not an  

historic property and someone were to build a home on it.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that the only thing they would be allowed to build as a non-historic property is a 

single-family house.  It would likely be a similar amount of square footage allowed.   
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Ms. Sanzone stated that, regarding the bonus, in the recent past the Commission has really pushed on 

the exemplary project and wanted something that’s really amazing.  This project is a little bit different 

because they have all of the additions that are on the site.  The Commission asked them to take away 

the 1960’s addition.  In her opinion, they’ve done that, which is why she would consider granting them a 

bonus.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that she doesn’t have a problem with the bonus, she has a problem with the east 

side and the general massing.  None of that roof line steps down or breaks up.  She always feels that 

there is an architectural solution to problems like that.  You have to consider the neighbors next door 

and be a good neighbor.  She does not think this addition on the back does that and the mass is an issue. 

 

Mr. Moyer asked if they would have to table the hearing to a date certain if they if they mandate that 

the applicants design that side a little better. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that, if the applicant were asked to restudy the project and remove some square 

footage, the place to remove it is on the south-facing gable end to get away from the historic resource.  

She does not think that the HPC guidelines are focused on protecting views of a neighboring property.  

The project needs to be respectful, but there’s a lot to juggle already on the site and their priority is 

historic preservation concerns.  She is not certain that a continuation to reduce mass along the alley is 

something that serves HPC’s purposes.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that they do have a public comment portion of the meeting and she does not 

agree with Ms. Simon’s interpretation.  Mass is mass.  They don’t look at the building from one side, but 

from all over.  Mass is affecting neighbors and they’ve been asked to comment.  In good conscience, 

there are some architectural solutions that could be done easily to address that.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that she disagrees with Ms. Greenwood.  The scale of the addition needs to 

consider the context.  To have a single-story home throughout this entire lot would not be speaking to 

either building on either side.  They’re very large in scale and the addition kind of mitigates that and 

makes it feel more appropriate from the street.  It does look significantly better than it did in July and it 

is reduced in its width and improves it.  She would support what Ms. Sanzone said about the bonus 

being associated with their removal of the addition.  The connector meets the Commission’s guidelines 

and she thinks it really improves the connection to the addition.  She would support the bonus.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that it’s not in their design guidelines, but thinks that the response to the neighbors 

seems appropriate.  They have an articulated neighbor with the Victorian on the west side and this 

project is articulating their elevation to respond.  On the east side, there’s a very flat façade.  This 

applicant has responded similarly.  It’s in kind.  In urban design, that’s an appropriate response.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that the east side is nicely articulated and it creates a nice relationship between 

the two except for the fence.  That’s an easy solution for the two neighbors to come up with something 

that works.  It is appropriate to have a two-story on this building.  It looks very nice, but it’s still a long 

massive roof.  She asked how long the roof is. 
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Ms. Brewster-Mcleod stated that it’s somewhere around 45 feet.   

 

Mr. Moyer stated that he’d like to hear from Ms. Berko.   

 

Ms. Berko stated that she’d like to see some tweaking that respects the neighbors’ concerns.  She thinks 

they’ve responded to three out of four, for her, but regarding 10.4 and 10.8, she does not feel that it’s 

compatible.  She feels as though there are solutions to make the backside, that eastern wall, more 

compatible.  It may just be that all the square footage is too much for a tiny lot.  As regrettable as it may 

seem to an applicant, if you have a small lot, you need a smaller addition.  She finds it rather 

overwhelming and would love to see it reduced.  They want that kind of a streetscape.  They don’t want 

another wall.  To her, it’s Su Lum’s house.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that, considering all the aspects, he would be in favor of enough bonus to cover 

what they need to do but not the additional bonus to sell off as a TDR.  Table the fence discussion until 

the final.  Approve the project as is without the extra TDR. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that the reduction would probably happen in the rear of the house.  She does 

not agree with staff that it would have to come off that south gable.  They’ve stepped back that gable 

very nicely.  She asked if it is a roof desk.   

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that it’s not, it’s just a roof.  They originally wanted a roof desk, but they 

didn’t want to put railing or a parapet wall that would make it feel like an even bigger connection 

between the two buildings.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked the commissioners how they all feel about the additional 250 to sell.  She does 

not think City Council is going to go for it.   

 

Ms. Thompson asked if there is a precedent for selling TDRs on historic properties. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that there is.  You are allowed to earn a bonus and sell TDRs.  It’s the Commission’s 

decision whether they think the bonus is appropriate which facilitates them being able to sell the TDR.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that she is in favor of the 250 bonus.  They listened to what the Commission 

recommended and came back with a plan doing what they asked them to do.   

 

Mr. Moyer stated that he concurs with staff on everything.  He would add a condition regarding the 

fence to the conditions in the resolution.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that she would not support a condition on the fence at this time.  She would 

encourage them to continue talking with the neighbors and come up with a solution.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that she thinks it should be considered with the landscape plan. 

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that it should be the same with the tree. 
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Ms. Greenwood stated that the tree is something that could just stop this project.  She was thinking that 

giving some concessions to 1024 might resolve that issue, design-wise.  It would be nice if the applicants 

had come in with that resolved.   

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that they need more time to resolve the issues of the tree and the fence. 

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if she would do a condition. 

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that she would not for those two items because, technically, they are not a part of 

this review.  Technically they’re a part of final review. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that she doesn’t have a problem with the 250 square foot bonus if there was 

more support for this from the community.  She asked staff to remind her what their position is on the 

TDR.   

 

Ms. Simon stated that they are supportive of it.  They would award the bonus and leave it to City Council 

to approve the TDR.  If they say no to the TDR, that aspect of the bonus would go away. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that the tree issue needs to get resolved before City Council. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that the tree issue has nothing to do with HPC’s purview.  That sounds like a 

complicated discussion that involves Parks and a dispute between neighbors.  She does not think HPC 

should hinge its decision on that. 

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that they have two paths forward.  One is to continue and allow them time to 

restudy based on what they’ve heard today.  Or they can approve, with the condition that they may ask 

them to look at the east elevation to see if there’s any opportunity to create articulation there.  It 

sounds like they can do that and still be able to create a conceptual approval that covers mass and scale.  

She asked if that’s correct. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that usually mass and scale is locked in at final.  There certainly could be some 

adjustment of a wall or change of fenestration from what the applicants are presenting tonight.  There 

should not be a noteworthy changing in massing after conceptual.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that there may be different views as a board in terms of moving it forward.   

 

Ms. Sanzone asked Ms. Simon if it would be okay if the volume or the mass is reduced. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that the code actually says that HPC cannot ask for changes to the massing at final.  

They’ve agreed to it here.  It doesn’t say that the applicant can’t make some adjustments.  Typically, the 

Commission has looked for this to be an approval.  They’re just down to materials, windows, and 

landscape at final. 
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Ms. Greenwood stated that it seems like most of the board are in favor of moving this forward with the 

mass that’s been presented and the 250 square foot bonus.  She is not clear on the additional bonus 

with the 250 square foot bonus to sell for a TDR.  She asked if they are making a recommendation to City 

Council. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that they are not making a recommendation on the TDR.  The Commission would be 

facilitating the bonus by granting the floor area, so they should decide whether the majority of them 

want to get behind that or not.   

 

Ms. Berko stated that they can do an FAR bonus of 250. 

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if they can still go to City Council if the Commission approves just the 250.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that they wouldn’t have the FAR to get the TDR.   

 

Ms. Greenwood asked if they want to have a vote or have more discussion. 

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that she’d like to have more discussion.  She is confused about the TDR.  The 

applicants can choose to use it on the property, which none of the commissioners support.  In lieu of 

putting more square footage on the property, the applicants are saying they want to get the value of 

that because they’ve earned it and this is an avenue for them to pursue, which is to sell it and have 

someone else use it on another property.  Ms. Sanzone stated that that’s why she supports it because 

they’ve chosen not to put it on this property. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that they don’t have it on the property.  It’s not like the Commission is reducing 

the mass on the property.  TDR works when people don’t develop to their maximum potential.  They are 

developing 250 square feet over their maximum potential to begin with.  They took that area away, but 

that’s their decision.  The Commission still needs to give them 250 square feet because they like the 

project except for the massive roof.  If something could be done there, she would be in favor.  We’re not 

going to grant them 500 square feet on an undersized lot. 

 

Mr. Moyer asked what the TDR is worth. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that it’s worth about $180,000.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that they’re doing the 40% demolition, so they’ve taken away the 558 square feet.  

They’re getting 250 back.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that the site is undersized.  It’s maxed out.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that there are a bunch of lots in the west end that are 3,000 square feet that have 

historic homes on them.  That’s the standard lot size. 

 

Ms. Simon stated that those homes have received 500 square foot bonuses and they’ve sold TDRs.   
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Ms. Thompson stated that she doesn’t think this is very different from those. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that there’s a reason why they changed their guidelines.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that she does believe that they are doing a significant restoration effort by 

removing that ‘60’s addition. 

 

Ms. Sanzone stated that she agrees.  If this were a larger lot, they would have the ability to use the 500 

square feet on the property, but they’ve chosen not to.  They still want to realize the value of what 

they’re not putting in the design, which is the 250 that they would request from Council to sell. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that that’s exactly what they’re asking for.  For 250, she thinks that the project 

works.  And they’re getting a break from employee housing mitigation.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that they’re about 300% bigger than the historic resource.  So they’re getting stuff.  

It’s not like they’re not getting anything for their project.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that they filled up the site.   

 

Ms. Thompson stated that, if they approve the 500 square foot bonus, there’s the condition that says if 

it’s not sold as a TDR, it can’t be put on the property. 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that she is not giving them a 500 square foot bonus for this property.  She thinks 

250 is appropriate.  The building can’t really have anymore square footage on it due to the constraints of 

the site and the size of it.   

 

Ms. Berko stated that, for her it’s philosophical, regarding what they are representing as a Commission 

going forward.  Shouldn’t we be the ones who are making the right decisions? 

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that this board has a history of watching these small miner’s buildings get these 

large additions on the back and it’s been an issue for the Commission with bonuses because applicants 

automatically sought out the 500 square foot bonus and they automatically get it.  When you see this 

come in over and over, City Council calls them up and moves to take away bonuses including employee 

housing and reduce the bonus, it’s because that’s the direction that the community wants to go.  It is 

their job to be aware of that and be the ones to put that effort into decisions. 

 

Ms. Greenwood would like to see that roof broken up and address the east side of the property. 

 

Ms. Berko stated that she would too, but it either has to happen now or not happen.  Unless it’s 

continued. 

 

Mr. True stated that the resolution states that HPC approves a 479 square foot floor area bonus.   
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Ms. Simon stated that the applicant needs 229 but wants to have the flexibility as they engineer the 

project.  What if they need ten more square feet? They’re asking for the whole 500.  250 would remain 

on site, 250 would go away as a TDR.   

 

Mr. True stated that the number would change to 500 if that’s the direction HPC wants to go.  Or it 

could say 250, only to be used on site.  What someone could do is make a motion to approve it one way 

or the other and any other conditions.  They could propose amendments to see if they can move this 

forward.  It seems like there are four votes to move it forward tonight.  The remaining discussion is the 

floor area bonus.  It might be productive to make a motion as they feel is appropriate for that paragraph 

in the resolution and whether anybody has any other conditions to add.  They could do that through a 

motion or through amendment.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that, if they move to approve the resolution, it’s the 500 square foot bonus and 

they go to City Council. 

 

Mr. True stated that they can make a motion to say that it’s only 250 and there’s no TDR part of it.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that she would be in favor of that.  She would like to have that roof restudied. 

 

Ms. Thompson stated that the hearing would need to be continued.   

 

Mr. Kendrick stated that he does not think there’s enough support for that tonight.   

 

Ms. Thompson asked if Ms. Greenwood would be in favor of the 500 if that roof was restudied.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that she probably would because she doubts that City Council is going to 

approve that. 

 

Mr. Moyer asked if we can receive a comment from the architect. 

 

Ms. Greenwood gave her permission. 

 

Ms. Brewster Mcleod stated that they would be willing to back away from the 250 TDR with what 

they’ve heard, if they board would be open to that.   

 

Ms. Greenwood stated that this is not an example of what the Commission wants to see.  They are doing 

what they can to move away from that.  Granted, even under the old guidelines, they would continue a 

project to get a better design.  They always get a better project when they ask for restudy.   

 

MOTION:  Ms. Thompson motioned to approve Resolution 21 with the revised floor area bonus of 250 

square feet and the condition that the fence and tree will be addressed at final with additional study.  

Mr. Moyer seconded.   
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Roll call vote:  Mr. Kendrick, yes; Ms. Greenwood, no; Mr. Moyer, yes; Ms. Berko, no; Ms. Sanzone, yes; 

Ms. Thompson, yes.  4-2, motion carried.  

 

New Business: HPC Year in Review 

 

Ms. Simon stated that they are doing a quick summary of the year in review.  They just started doing this 

the last couple of years just to remind the Commission where they’ve been.  In 2019, they’ve had 21 

meetings.  They’ve reviewed 28 projects, 21 resolutions, and eight staff approvals.  They have their 

annual HPC awards.  They had two projects this year, Mesa Store and Sardy House.  A number of 

commissioners attended the annual conference.  Other topics that have come in front of the board: 

small cell is continuing on.  They’ve had some changes to the HPC benefits, which really dominated the 

early part of the year.  They recently talked about the dockless mobility policy.   

 

Ms. Simon gave a quick run through of the projects. 506 E Main, the courthouse looks like it’s just really 

gone under construction for these accessibility improvements at the front.  931 Gibson is in for permit.  

Hotel Jerome, that was the discussion about the artificial grass in the front that was approved.  300 W 

Main, the remodel of the log cabin on Main Street is in for permit.  549 Race, this was really just an 

approval of a fence, the addition to the property was approved some years ago.  105 E Hallam across 

from the Red Brick is a recently approved addition.  302 E Hopkins was also a discussion of artificial grass 

that was not approved in front of their property because they had less public use of that space in the 

front.  304 E Hopkins, an infill project that’s in for permit.  517 E Hyman came in as an enforcement 

issue.  They had installed some speakers and wanted heaters in the front.  333 W Bleeker got a 

conceptual approval, the Commission will see that pretty soon for final.  135 E Cooper is an existing 

addition that went through an approval to be remodeled.  414, 422, that’s Red Onion.  That had some 

minor exterior changes but a major interior renovation of the upper floor for Jazz Aspen.  616 W Main 

was a discussion of TDRs being removed from the property.  They got approval to remove three.  301 

Lake Avenue was enforcement, they removed the planters that were perched on the wall.  They moved 

them in front of the window in a location where HPC has less purview.  229 W Smuggler was a recent 

discussion of a change to a side deck.  202 E Main has conceptual approval, went through call-up review 

and will be coming back to the Commission for final soon.  314 W Main was a minor change to landscape 

and marking space in the back.  223 E Hallam is the renovation of Ms. Berko’s old family home. 

 

Ms. Simon addressed projects that have been completed in 2019 so far.  602 E Hyman, the Yellow Brick 

and commercial building diagonally across the street.  The Mesa Store, Sardy House, renovation of St. 

Mary which was mostly interior but HPC did review some exterior work.  980 Gibson Avenue is the other 

project that received a CO in 2019 so far.   

 

MOTION:  Mr. Kendrick motioned to adjourn the meeting at 7:04 PM.  Ms. Thompson seconded.  All in 

favor, motion carried.   

______________________________ 

Jeannine Stickle, Records Manager 
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RESOLUTION # 21, SERIES OF 2019

A RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION GRANTING

CONCEPTUAL MAJOR DEVELOPMENT, DEMOLITION, RELOCATION AND A FLOOR

AREA BONUS FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE EAST 13. 79 FEET OF LOT O AND

ALL OF LOT P, BLOCK 34, EAST ASPEN ADDITION TO THE CITY OF ASPEN

PARCEL ID: 2737- 182- 32- oo6

WHEREAS, the applicant, 1020 Cooper LLC, represented by Brewster McLeod Architects,
has requested HPC approval for Conceptual Major Development, Demolition, Relocation and

a floor area bonus for the property located at 1020 E. Cooper Avenue, the east 13.79 feet of
Lot O and all of Lot P, Block 34, East Aspen Addition to the City of Aspen; and

WHEREAS, Section 26.415.070 of the Municipal Code states that " no building or structure
shall be erected, constructed, enlarged, altered, repaired, relocated or improved involving a

designated historic property or district until plans or sufficient information have been
submitted to the Community Development Director and approved in accordance with the
procedures established for their review;" and

WHEREAS,  for Conceptual Major Development Review,  the HPC must review the

application, a staff analysis report and the evidence presented at a hearing to determine the
project' s conformance with the City of Aspen Historic Preservation Design Guidelines per
Section 26.415.070.D. 3. b.2 and 3 of the Municipal Code and other applicable Code Sections.

The HPC may approve, disapprove, approve with conditions or continue the application to
obtain additional information necessary to make a decision to approve or deny; and

WHEREAS, for approval of Demolition, the application shall meet the requirements of Aspen

Municipal Code Section 26.415.o8o, Demolition of a Designated Property; and

WHEREAS, for approval of Relocation, the application shall meet the requirements of Aspen

Municipal Code Section 26.415.090.C, Relocation of a Designated Property; and

WHEREAS, for approval of a floor area bonus, the application shall meet the requirements of

Aspen Municipal Code Section 26.415.11o. F, floor area bonus; and

WHEREAS,  HPC reviewed the project on July 24th,  2019 and continued it for restudy.

Restudy was presented to HPC on December 11, 2019 and staff recommended approval.  HPC

considered the application, the staff memo and public comments, and found the consistent

with the review standards and granted approval with conditions by a vote of 4 to_2.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

Section 1: Conceptual Major Development Review, Demolition, _Relocation and floor area

bonus

HPC hereby approves the proposed project at 102o E.  Cooper Avenue with the following
conditions:

1.   Selection of exterior materials will be reviewed and approved at Final review. Samples

shall be provided.

2.   HPC hereby approves a 250 square foot floor area bonus.
3.   During construction, a site inspection will be scheduled with staff and monitor to

review any original materials or evidence of original door or window openings found
on the building as demolition progresses.  To the extent that this evidence indicates

that the approved materials, door or window placement should be amended, revisions

will be undertaken with the review and approval of staff and monitor.

4.  As part of the approval to relocate the house on the site, the applicant will be

required to provide a financial security of $30,000 until the house is set on the new
foundation.    The financial security is to be provided with the building permit

application, along with a detailed description of the house relocation approach.
5.   The proposed fence design along the west property line, and the status of a request

for the Parks Department to permit a tree removal along the east property line, must
be addressed in more detail as part of the Final Development application.

6.   A development application for a Final Development Plan shall be submitted within one

0) year of the date of approval of a Conceptual Development Plan. Failure to file such
an application within this time period shall render null and void the approval of the

Conceptual Development Plan. The Historic Preservation Commission may, at its sole
discretion and for good cause shown, grant a one- time extension of the expiration

date for a Conceptual Development Plan approval for up to six ( 6) months provided a
written request for extension is received no less than thirty ( 30) days prior to the
expiration date.

Section 2: Material Representations

All material representations and commitments made by the Applicant pursuant to the
development proposal approvals as herein awarded,  whether in public hearing or

documentation presented before the Community Development Department, the Historic
Preservation Commission, or the Aspen City Council are hereby incorporated in such plan
development approvals and the same shall be complied with as if fully set forth herein, unless
amended by other specific conditions or an authorized authority.

Section 3: Existing Litigation
This Resolution shall not affect any existing litigation and shall not operate as an abatement
of any action or proceeding now pending under or by virtue of the ordinances repealed or

HPC Resolution # 21, Series of 2019
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amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such

prior ordinances.

Section 4: Severability

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Resolution is for any
reason held invalid or unconstitutional in a court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall

be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision and shall not affect the validity of
the remaining portions thereof.

APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION at its regular meeting on the lith day of December,
2019•

Appro/ ecd,     # worm: Approved as to Content:

n ria Bryan, Assistant City Attorney Gretckn Gre od, Chair

ATT STS.

Nicole Henning, Deputy City Clerk
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Torre and Council

FROM:                Amy Simon, Historic Preservation Officer

THRU: Phillip Supino, Community Development Director

MEETING DATE: January 22, 2020

RE: First Reading of Ordinance #1, Series of 2020, 620 Gillespie Avenue and 845 
Meadows Road, Aspen Institute- Historic Designation and Benefits, Conceptual 
Major Development and Commercial Design, Growth Management, Planned 
Development, Special Review, Transportation Impact and Trash Storage

APPLICANT /OWNER:
The Aspen Institute

REPRESENTATIVE:
Curtis and Associates
Jeffrey Berkus Architects
Rowland+Broughton Architects

LOCATION:
Street Address:
620 Gillespie Avenue
845 Meadows Road

Legal Description and Parcel ID:
620 Gillespie Avenue, Parcel ID: 
2735-121-29-809, Lot 1-B, Aspen 
Meadows Subdivision, City and 
Townsite of Aspen, Colorado
845 Meadows Road, Parcel ID: 
2735-121-29-008, Lot 1-A, Aspen 
Meadows Subdivision, City and 
Townsite of Aspen, Colorado

CURRENT ZONING & USE

Academic

PROPOSED LAND USE:
No change

SUMMARY:  The Aspen Institute proposes historic designation and 
renovation of the Boettcher Building and construction of a new 
Center for Herbert Bayer Studies.  Approval for a new storage shed 
is also requested.  This meeting is the second in three step process, 
with Council review occurring between HPC Conceptual and Final.  
The applicant plans to prep the site this spring, then construct the 
project from Fall 2020 to June 2021.  Because the construction 
window on the campus is short, and because the project includes 
a voluntary landmark designation, this land use review process is 
required to be completed by February 28th, 2020.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff 
recommends approval with 
conditions.  This is a project 
with numerous community 
benefits, including 
protection of an important 
historic resource and the 
creation of the only 
museum and research 
facility dedicated to Herbert 
Bayer.  The potential to 
grow the collection of his 
work available to experience 
in Aspen is significant.                               
Site Locator Map

Areas of work indicated in red

BACKGROUND:
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The Aspen Institute was founded in 1949 by Walter Paepcke, with the goal of creating a forum 
where business leaders could reflect on the intellectual, ethical and spiritual values which might 
benefit their companies, and ideally society.  Most of the buildings and works of art that define 
the 40-acre campus were constructed from 1953 to 1960, the year when the Auditorium was 
built as a memorial following Paepcke’s death.  Bauhaus master Herbert Bayer was the planner 
of the campus and designer of most of the buildings and art.  In several cases he teamed with his 
brother-in-law, Frank Lloyd Wright trained architect Fritz Benedict.  

With some of the momentum of the organization lost after Paepcke’s death, no new structures 
were added until the Boettcher Foundation funded the construction of the Boettcher building,
which opened in 1975.  This was the last building on the property designed by Bayer and Benedict.  
Today, the Aspen Institute is considered to be one of the best and most intact examples of the 
Bauhaus in the United States.

In the 50s and 60s, other non-profits related to Paepcke developed adjacent to the Institute, 
specifically the Aspen Music Festival and Aspen Center for Physics. Each organization faced 
challenges and by the late 70s, the Institute relocated its headquarters to Maryland and the 
entire campus, including the Music Festival and Physics lands, were acquired by a private 
developer.  Ultimately, the value of these cultural facilities and the campus to the community 
was prioritized and the property was sold back to the non-profits.  This led to a planning effort 
approved by the City in 1991 as the Aspen Meadows Specially Planned Area.  Each non-profit 
identified their expected needs, and approval to develop new facilities was granted.  Adjustments
have occurred over the years, for instance instead of adding some of the anticipated lodge units 
to the site, the Institute allocated square footage to the creation of the Doerr-Hosier building.  
With the recent completion of the Albright Pavilion, the Institute has used all of its 1991 
development rights, plus approximately 800 square feet of additional area approved for that 
project.

In 2019, the Aspen Institute was gifted funds to develop a Center for Herbert Bayer Studies.  This 
donation was the result of a policy decision to place more emphasis on Bayer’s legacy, so the 
Institute will only collect and display his work and will increase opportunities for public 
involvement.

The southern edge of the campus was identified as the most appropriate location for the new 
facility.  This has offered an opportunity to restore and improve the Boettcher building, which 
has only been modestly upgraded since its construction as building primarily intended for 
summer use.

In addition to these significant projects, the Institute requests approval to build a storage shed 
along the Meadows road area of the property to contain equipment needed to service the large 
site.
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REQUEST OF CITY COUNCIL
The Applicant is requesting the following land use approvals:

 Historic Designation and Benefits (Section 26.415.030.C) for voluntary historic 
designation of the Boettcher Building, as an example of AspenModern.  

 Call Up Notice regarding HPC’s granting of Conceptual Commercial Design Review and 
Conceptual Major Development review (Sections 26.412 and 26.415) to uphold the 
board’s preliminary approval for the design of the structures and site improvements.

 Growth Management Employee Generation Review for an Essential Public Facility
(Section 26.470.050.C) to establish site specific employee generation to be used as the 
basis for affordable housing mitigation.

 Planned Development, Project Review (Section 26.445.040.B) for allowed land uses, 
layout, mass and scale, and dimensions of the project.

 Transportation and Parking Management, Special Review (Section 26.515.080) to 
establish, vary or waive transportation, mobility, or off-street parking requirements to 
serve the project.

 Trash and Recycling Storage (Section 12.10) to incorporate the determination of the 
Environmental Health Department into the land use review.

STAFF COMMENTS:
Following is a summary of staff findings.  Please see Exhibits A through D for more detail.

Historic Designation and Benefits 
The applicant proposes voluntary historic designation of the Boettcher Seminar Building.  Until 
2011, no historic designations in Aspen required “owner consent.”  City Council could designate 
any property that was found to meet landmark criteria.  Lengthy debates about the appropriate 
approach to use for non-Victorian era architecture resulted in voluntary program that relies on 
the negotiation of individualized incentives addressing the unique conditions of each property.  

Benefits have been critical to the success of the Aspen Historic Preservation program since they 
were made available over 30 years ago.  The HPC carefully uses this flexibility to encourage 
projects to retain historic resources in the greatest entirety possible, while allowing new 
construction to occur in a sensitive manner.  The “give and take” aspect of this process offers a 
degree of fairness in terms of development rights for the less than 300 privately owned 
properties (approximately 15% of the total lots in town) that are responsible for maintaining 
Aspen’s identity as a historic town.
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The Boettcher building, seen above in a 1980 photo, was the last structure built on the Aspen Meadows 
campus designed by Herbert Bayer and Fritz Benedict.  It was constructed with funds from the Denver 
based Boettcher Foundation, created in 1957 out of the estate of business tycoon Charles Boettcher, and 
opened in 1975, the year that Bayer, a 30-year resident, left Aspen.  The influence of both Bayer and 
Benedict on the post-war development of Aspen has been well documented, particularly within a research 
paper available at www.aspenmod.com; “Aspen’s Twentieth-Century Architecture: Modernism 1945-
1975.”  Bayer’s reflection of the Bauhaus in America has architectural significance at the state, national 
and international level.

This structure, somewhat physically isolated from the rest of the Institute campus, was originally 
conceived for seasonal use and has since been adapted to conference and office space.  Only minor 
exterior changes have occurred, including somewhat visible mechanical upgrades as building use 
increased.  Staff finds that the property meets four of the five designation criteria outlined in Exhibit A 
and has a high level of architectural integrity, with few alterations since construction.  According to the 
adopted scoring system, this is a “Best” example of AspenModern and, therefore, is prioritized for 
designation and award of benefits.

There is significant community value to preserving this property.  The Institute campus is not designated 
in its entirety, a preference of the organization, but all original historic resources with the exception of 
Paepcke Auditorium and the Koch Seminar building have been designated through previous cooperative 
efforts.  Staff hopes to see those buildings landmarked in the future and is enthusiastic about the proposed 
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designation of the Boettcher Building.  

In recognition of the historic importance of the campus, the Institute has previously allowed HPC courtesy 
review of new structures such as the Doerr-Hosier Building, Greenwald Pavillion, and the somewhat recent 
renovation of the Auditorium.   For the project under consideration, the applicant proposes that HPC only 
have formal review over the Boettcher building itself and advisory review of adjacent structures, including 
the Bayer Center.  Staff does not support this as designations typically include a larger context around a 
historic resource.  Agreement on this topic is listed as a condition of approval.  Language that exempts 
temporary tents, artwork and similar elements from HPC review can be developed for the Council 
ordinance at Second Reading.

The applicant has requested numerous designation benefits, detailed in Exhibit A.  Staff supports most 
of the benefits, some of which, like the designation boundary, need further vetting, to be accomplished 
prior to Council Second Reading.  Language concerning the request to receive expedited building permits 
is being drafted between the applicant and Building and will be included in the Council ordinance at 
Second Reading.  

The applicant may request other tree removals that have not been approved by Parks.  If the parties are 
not in agreement, this can be discussed by Council at Second Reading of the ordinance if the applicant 
wishes to pursue this as a designation benefit.

Finally, the project is currently not in compliance with Trash and Recycling Storage requirements and is 
working with Environmental Health on an acceptable plan, as a preservation benefit.  

Call Up Notice regarding HPC’s granting of Conceptual Commercial Design and Conceptual Historic 
Preservation Major Development
Commercial Design Review and Major Development are a two-step process requiring HPC approval of a 
Conceptual Development Plan, and then a Final Development Plan.  At the writing of this memo, HPC 
review has not yet occurred.  Staff will update Council on the HPC’s determination at First Reading.  
Assuming Conceptual approval is granted, Council is being provided a Notice of Call-Up in this memo.  
Council may uphold HPC’s Conceptual approval, may request additional information, or may remand the 
decision to HPC to require consideration of specific issues at a new public hearing.

Staff approached the HPC review as if the board had purview over the Boettcher building, the Bayer 
Center, and the surrounding landscape, though the official boundaries of the review require clarification, 
as mentioned in the designation section of this memo.  The shed structure along Meadows Road is not 
within the boundaries of any HPC designation and is only subject to Commercial Design.

Staff agreed with the applicant’s analysis and found that all Conceptual guidelines are met.  Most of the 
Commercial Design Review guidelines are not appropriate to a project setting like the Meadows.  With 
regard to the Boettcher building and the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines, staff found that the 
applicant is significantly improving the integrity of the building by removing conduit and other items that 
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have been attached to the building to improve usability.  The applicant proposes a skylight over an open-
air courtyard at the center of the building, but it will have little public visibility and is understood to be an 
important practical improvement.  Minor changes are proposed to increase accessibility and energy 
efficiency for this building.  A fenced area at one corner of the structure will allow for some of the required 
mechanical equipment to sit on the ground, screened from view.  Staff supports all of the proposed work 
at Boettcher, with details to be approved at Final.

Regarding the Center for Bayer Studies, staff found that its siting to the southwest of the Boettcher 
building is appropriate and deferential to the historic structure.  The form, height and above ground area 
of the building are compatible with Boettcher, and the building employs similar materials and features to 
be compatible, but distinct from Boettcher.

Staff has some concerns with the extent of manicured lawn around these buildings and conveyed this to 
HPC.  

Growth Management Employee Generation Review for an Essential Public Facility
The Aspen Meadows was deemed an Essential Public Facility in the 1991 Specially Planned Area approval 
granted by City Council.  As such, Council has the authority to:

“assess, waive or partially waive affordable housing mitigation requirements as is deemed 
appropriate and warranted for the purpose of promoting civic uses and in consideration of broader 
community goals.  The employee generation rates may be used as a guideline, but each operation 
shall be analyzed for its unique employee needs, pursuant to Section 26.470.100, Calculations.”  

HPC makes a recommendation to City Council, who is the final decision-making body on mitigation 
requirements.  Staff will update Council as to HPC’s recommendation at First Reading.

The application includes a representation that the small expansion of square footage that results from 
capping the central courtyard at Boettcher will not generate any new employees.  Based on an analysis 
conducted by the applicant, The Center for Bayer Studies is proposed to generate 1.5 new FTEs.  The 
applicant requests to mitigate those FTEs by the payment of a cash-in-lieu fee.  

Staff and APCHA support this proposal.  As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to 
provide a baseline calculation of existing FTEs employed by the organization.  At 2 years and 5 years after 
the issuance of Certificates of Occupancy related to this project, audits will be conducted to determine if 
more employees have been added to serve the Boettcher of Center for Bayer Studies structures, based in 
part on the use and occupancy of the facility.  If this is the case, mitigation will be required and APCHA 
recommends the priority for any mitigation over 0.10 FTEs be in the form of on-site mitigation, off-site 
mitigation, or the purchase of credits through the Affordable Housing Credit program. Cash-in-lieu is the 
last choice and would require approval by City Council.
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Note: In 2014, the Community Development Department processed an Insubstantial PD amendment to 
allow the conversion of unneeded tennis courts to a service yard.  Because equipment storage had not 
been adequately anticipated in the 1991 SPA, this use had gradually crept into the underground parking 
beneath the tennis courts, displacing some of the parking that was required for the Institute property.  
Moving the storage onto the outdoor court solved the parking issue but has left items exposed to weather.  
The applicant has represented that the proposed shed will not be heated or plumbed and is solely for 
housing maintenance items and charging the golf carts that are used throughout the campus.  As a result, 
affordable housing mitigation is not required for this accessory structure.  A condition of approval is 
proposed in Ordinance 1, 2020 limiting use of the building to storage only.

Planned Development, Project Review
Recent code amendments have eliminated the Specially Planned Area term used in the 1991 approval for 
the Aspen Meadows and deemed the area instead a Planned Development.  Planned Development review 
is allowed on properties which are determined to merit special flexibility and innovation in terms of land 
development.  

The 1991 approval allowed for expansions to the Institute facilities.  All of the development rights have 
been constructed.  New projects are subject to current development standards, including affordable 
housing mitigation to the extent deemed appropriate by Council.  

In a Planned Development, the decision-making body may grant variations from dimensional 
requirements or uses when appropriate.  Typically, the review board uses the underlying zoning of the 
property as a guide for allowable development.  In this case the underlying zoning is Academic and there 
are no set dimensional parameters.  Each project is reviewed on a case by case basis.  

Staff finds, as demonstrated in Exhibit D, that the criteria for Planned Development Project Review are 
met.  The project is appropriately sited and is sympathetic to the scale and character of surrounding 
development.  A shared parking agreement utilizing the MAA lot is proposed and the applicant proposes 
needed improvements to this area, benefitting pedestrians and reducing fugitive dust generated by 
vehicles, which has been a long-time neighborhood concern.

Transportation and Parking Management, Special Review
The applicant has provided a Transportation Impact Assessment to estimate the new vehicle trips that will 
be generated by this project.  Continued dialogue with Engineering regarding appropriate mitigation is 
required, and an acceptable plan must be identified as part of the Final Review application.  It appears 
that the applicant has not yet identified Transportation Demand Management responses, which will also 
be due at Final.

There is no standard calculation for parking mitigation that should be provided for an Essential Public 
Facility project.  On-site parking is not an option for the Boettcher and Bayer buildings as new curb cuts 
would be undesirable.  The shared parking plan with the MAA appears to be an efficient and appropriate 
solution to parking for the facility, however the agreement between the Institute and MAA must be 
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renewed every five years and could unwind.  The organizations have a history of cooperating on any 
number of property management issues like this.  Especially given the limited parking included in this 
project, it is important to ensure that vehicle trips to the site are not increased beyond current 
expectations through event use for the Boettcher and Bayer facilities.  This is also a concern related to 
other requirements, such as affordable housing mitigation and trash generation.  A condition of approval 
preventing private events on this area of the campus is proposed.

REFERRAL COMMENTS:
The application was referred out to other City departments to preliminarily identify requirements that 
may affect permit review.  All referral comments have been incorporated as conditions of approval.

RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends Council uphold HPC’s Conceptual Design approval and approve 
First Reading of Ordinance #1, Series of 2020, setting the public hearing for this project for February 11th.”  

RECOMMENDED MOTION:  “I move to uphold HPC’s Conceptual Design approval and to approve First 
Reading of Ordinance #1, Series of 2020, setting the public hearing for this project for February 11th.”

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
ATTACHMENTS:
Ordinance # 1, Series of 2020
Exhibit A - Historic Designation and Benefits/Staff Findings
Exhibit B – Growth Management Employee Generation Review/Staff Findings
Exhibit C – Planned Development Project Review/Staff Findings
Exhibit D – Transportation and Parking Management Special Review/Staff Findings
Exhibit E – Application
Exhibit F – Public Comment
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ORDINANCE 001
(SERIES OF 2020)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL GRANTING HISTORIC DESIGNATION AND 
BENEFITS, GROWTH MANAGEMENT, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, SPECIAL REVIEW, 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT AND TRASH STORAGE APPROVAL FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
620 GILLESPIE AVENUE AND 845 MEADOWS ROAD,  ASPEN INSTITUTE

PARCEL ID: 620 Gillespie Avenue, Parcel ID: 2735-121-29-809
and 845 Meadows Road, Parcel ID: 2735-121-29-008

WHEREAS, the Community Development Department received an application for Historic 
Designation and renovation of the Boettcher Building and construction of a new Center for 
Herbert Bayer Studies and a storage shed from The Aspen Institute, represented by Curtis and 
Associates, Jeffrey Berkus Architects and Rowland + Broughton Architects, which requires the 
following land use review approvals: 

 Historic Designation and Benefits (Section 26.415.030.C) for voluntary historic 
designation of the Boettcher Building, as an example of AspenModern.  

 Commercial Design (Section 26.412.040) for remodel of the Boettcher Building, 
construction of the Center for Herbert Bayer Studies, and construction of a new storage 
building.

 Historic Preservation Major Development (Section 26.415.070.D) for remodel of the 
Boettcher Building, construction of the Center for Herbert Bayer Studies, and 
construction of a new storage building.

 Growth Management Employee Generation Review for an Essential Public Facility
(Section 26.470.050.C) to establish employee generation to be used as the basis for 
affordable housing mitigation.

 Planned Development, Project Review (Section 26.445.040.B) for allowed land uses, 
layout, mass and scale, and dimensions of the project.

 Transportation and Parking Management, Special Review (Section 26.515.080) to 
establish, vary or waive transportation, mobility, or off-street parking requirements to 
serve the project.

 Trash and Recycling Storage (Section 12.10) to incorporate the determination of the 
Environmental Health Department into the land use review; and

WHEREAS, all code citation references are to the City of Aspen Land Use Code in effect on the 
day of application completeness– December 10, 2019, as applicable to this Project; and, 

WHEREAS, the Community Development Department received referral comments from City 
Engineering, Building Department, Environmental Health, Parks, Aspen/Pitkin County Housing 
Authority, and Zoning as a result of a Development Review Committee meeting; and,
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WHEREAS, said referral agencies and the Aspen Community Development Department 
reviewed the proposed Application and recommended conditions; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.304.060 of the Land Use Code, the Community Development 
Director may combine reviews where more than one (1) development approval is being sought 
simultaneously; and,

WHEREAS, all required public noticing was provided as evidenced by an affidavit of public 
noticing submitted to the record, a summary of public outreach was provided by the applicant 
to meet the requirements of Land Use Code Section 26.304.035, and the public was provided a
thorough and full review of the proposed development; and,  

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the Application at duly noticed 
public hearing on January 22, 2020, during which the recommendations of the Community 
Development Director and comments from the public were heard by the Historic Preservation 
Commission.  The Commission granted Conceptual Commercial Design Review and Conceptual 
Major Development Review and recommended, by a vote of __ to __, that Council approve
Historic Designation and Benefits, Growth Management, Planned Development, Special Review, 
Transportation Impact and Trash Storage; and,

WHEREAS, the preservation of the Boettcher Building as an AspenModern historic structure,
which meets the criteria for historic designation as outlined in the City of Aspen Land Use Code,
will advance the historic preservation goals of the City, and preserve an important historic 
resource for community benefit; and,

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the application and finds that it meets all 
applicable standards, and that this Ordinance furthers and is necessary for the promotion of public 
health, safety, and welfare.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO 
THAT:

Section 1:  Approvals
Pursuant to the procedures and standards set forth in Title 26 of the Aspen Municipal Code, the 
City Council hereby grants Historic Designation and Benefits, Growth Management, Planned 
Development, Special Review, Transportation Impact and Trash Storage approval subject to the
following conditions.

1. The designation of the Boettcher building shall include the Center for Bayer Studies and 
the surrounding landscape.  Only Boettcher itself will be considered a historic resource.
HPC will have purview over the future and current development of this designated area of 
the campus in perpetuity.  A map of the designation is attached to this ordinance. 

2. Approval of the proposed development and historic designation will be granted within 90 
days of December 10, 2019.  
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3. The Community Development Department will work with the applicant to establish criteria 
and milestones for the processing and issuance of expedited building permits in 
accordance with Community Development Department policies.

4. Approval is granted for the removal or relocation of the Spruce tree immediately adjacent 
to the Boettcher Building, subject to additional oversight by the Parks Department. If the 
tree is relocated, the location must be approved by HPC at Final review.  

5. The Park Development Impact Fee and Transportation Demand Management/Air Quality 
Impact Fee for the approved development shall be waived.

6. No private events may be held at the Boettcher Building or Center for Bayer Studies.  No 
food preparation or kitchen facilities are permitted in the Center for Bayer Studies.

7. The storage shed along Meadows Road adjacent to the tennis facility may be used for 
storage and for charging electric vehicles only.  The structure shall not be heated or
plumbed without further approvals.  

8. The applicant’s proposal to mitigate for an estimated employee generation rate of 1.5 FTEs is 
approved.  Those FTEs shall be mitigated at a rate of 65% through the payment of a cash-in-
lieu fee at the Category 4 level, calculated at the time of building permit.  A formal employee 
audit of the Institute property will be conducted prior to building permit approval and 
provided to APCHA to review and approve with a required follow-up employee audit to be 
conducted two (2) years after Certificate of Occupancy and five (5) years after Certificate of 
Occupancy. Any additional FTE’s over the 1.5 that are directly related to the Boettcher 
Building or Center for Bayer Studies will require mitigation via credits through on-site 
mitigation, off-site mitigation, or the Affordable Housing Credit Program if over 0.10, or by 
the current cash-in-lieu rate established at the time of that specific employee audit if under
0.10. Cash-in-lieu for FTEs in addition to the 1.5 approved in this ordinance and in excess of
0.10 FTE requires the approval of City Council.

9. A Trash Storage and Recycling facility plan, acceptable to Environmental Health, shall be 
provided prior to building permit submittal.

Section 2: Subsequent Reviews 
Pursuant to the procedures and standards set forth in Title 26 of the Aspen Municipal Code, the 
Applicant is required to obtain Planned Development – Detail Review and Final Major 
Development Review to proceed to building permit.  These applications may be combined and 
shall be made no later than one (1) year following City Council approval of the reviews outlined 
herein. Failure to file such an application within this time period shall render the Planned 
Development – Project Review, Conceptual Major Development approval and Growth 
Management approval null and void. This deadline may be extended by the Community 
Development Director, pursuant to Section 26.445.090.C of the Land Use Code.

In addition to the general documents required as part of a Planned Development – Detail 
Review, the following items shall be required as part of the Application’s Planned Development 
– Detail Review:

a. An Outdoor Lighting Plan, pursuant to section 26.575.150.
b. An existing and proposed Landscaping Plan, identifying trees with diameters and values.
c. A draft Construction Management Plan.
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d. A finalized Transportation Impact Analysis approved by the City of Aspen Engineering 
Department.

e. Demonstrated resolution of Referral Agency comments to the extent possible prior to 
building permit submittal.

Section 3: Engineering Department
The applicant must address the following to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department as 
part of building permit review.

Public Improvements:
a. All adjacent sidewalks and curb & gutter must be replaced as part of the project. The 

sidewalk along Gillespie St. must be approved by the Parks and Engineering 
Departments.  

b. Pedestrian circulation facilities throughout the approved project area and adjacent 
rights-of-way must be upgraded to ADA compliant access facilities. 

c. Curb and gutter are required along Gillespie Street and the parking lot entrance in 
accordance with Engineering requirements. 

Drainage Improvements:
d. A detailed drainage, storm water, and water quality plan is required per Engineering 

Department standards.
e.   A pervious pavement approved for use within the URMP is required for the parking area 

and proposed shed location, apron, and access point.
f.    The existing drywell WHERE must be cleaned, and the rim brought to finished grade as 

part of building permit. 
g.New asphalt must be treated and/or detained. Develop a plan for treatment of asphalt 

area.
Transportation Impact Analysis (required to be resolved at HPC Final):

h.    The applicant must adjust the MMLOS to only receive credit for sidewalk conditions on 
the project frontage.

Utilities:
i.    All ditch modifications or improvements must be coordinated with and approved by 

relevant City departments and the Si Johnson Ditch Company prior to building permit 
issuance.

j.    Adjust the water service line so that it is not aligned within the sanitary easement. Only 
crossings will be allowed in the easement. 

k.   Fire suppression calculations must be submitted and demonstrate that 2” fails. Submit 
fire flow calculations and see section 5.4 of the Water Distribution Standards.

l.    Shared service lines are not recommended, but if allowed, Section 5.5 of the Water 
Distribution applies, and a common service line agreement must be entered. Further 
review of water service shall occur prior to and at building permit submittal.

m. An easement is required for the fiber and electrical primary on neighboring properties.
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Section 4:  Parks Department
The applicant must address the following to the satisfaction of the Parks Department as part of 
building permit review.

a. A tree removal permit is required for the removal of trees and excavation within the 
driplines of trees. Detailed tree preservation plan and tree mitigation plan with tree ID 
numbers are required along with shoring plans prior to building permit submittal.

b. The two large Cottonwoods on either side of the new entrance at the south east corner 
of the property are not approved for removal. These trees are identified as tree # 6898 
which is a 35” DBH Cottonwood in the city right-of-way, and the large multi-stem 
Cottonwood, #XXX between the front lawn and the parking lot.

c. Application of fertilizers, growth regulator/inhibitors, and or root pruning, in 
coordination with the City Forester and Historic Preservation Officer may be required 
prior to the start of excavation within the driplines of trees.

d. Tree Protection Zones (TPZ) will be required at the drip line of all preserved trees. No 
storage of construction materials, storage of construction backfill, storage of 
equipment, foot or vehicle traffic is allowed within this TPZ. This TPZ must be inspected 
and approved by the City Forester or his designee prior to any construction activity 
commences.

e. Proposed sidewalks and curb and gutter shall be of a “floating design” where driplines 
of trees are encroached upon and may need to be adjusted to achieve appropriate 
offset to the trees. 

f. One-sided micro piling walls will be required along the south and west sides of the new 
Bayer building to prevent impacts to adjacent tree driplines.

g. More information is required to be submitted to determine impacts from utility cuts 
coming in from the north side along the trail.

h. More details with regard to the proposed patio on the west side of the new building as 
they relate to tree roots must be submitted.  Sand set pavers on existing grade may be 
required for this patio.

i. The applicant is to provide detailed information regarding the boxing and transplanting 
of the spruce tree to the courtyards sculpture garden.

j. All trenching and excavation for irrigation system installation within the driplines of 
trees require City Forester approval prior to building permit issuance.

k. Shed design and location shall be coordinate with HPO and City Forester to ensure 
compliance with tree preservation requirement.

Section 5: Environmental Health Department
a. The applicant must provide an updated fugitive dust plan for both the parking lot and 

the bus lane as part of building permit review.

Section 6:  Zoning
The applicant must address the following to the satisfaction of Zoning as part of building permit 
review.
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a. All fencing must comply with LUC section 26.575. All mechanical and venting equipment 
shall meet the exceptions in 26.575.020.F.5, Allowed Exceptions to Height.

Section 7:  Material Representations
All material representations and commitments made by the Applicant pursuant to the 
development proposal approvals as herein awarded, whether in public hearing or 
documentation presented before the Community Development Department, the Historic 
Preservation Commission, or the Aspen City Council are hereby incorporated in such plan 
development approvals and the same shall be complied with as if fully set forth herein, unless 
amended by other specific conditions or an authorized authority.

Section 8:  Existing Litigation
This Resolution shall not affect any existing litigation and shall not operate as an abatement of 
any action or proceeding now pending under or by virtue of the ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
ordinances.

Section 9: Severability
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this Resolution is for any 
reason held invalid or unconstitutional in a court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall 
be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision and shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portions thereof.

Section 10: Public Hearing
A public hearing on this ordinance shall be held on the 11th day of February, 2020, at a meeting of 
the Aspen City Council commencing at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, Aspen City Hall, 
Aspen, Colorado, a minimum of fifteen days prior to which hearing a public notice of the same shall 
be published in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Aspen. 

INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City Council of the City of 
Aspen on the 28th day of January, 2020.

Attest:

______________________________________________________
____________________________

Nicole Henning, Deputy City Clerk Torre, Mayor

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ____ day of _____________, 2020.

Attest:

_______________________________________________________
___________________________
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Nicole Henning, Deputy City Clerk Torre, Mayor

Approved as to form:         

______________________________________________       
James R. True, City Attorney      
Attachments:
Exhibit A: Approved plans and elevations
Exhibit B: Map of Boettcher designation area
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Exhibit A  

Historic Designation and Benefits 
Staff Findings 

 
According to Municipal Code Section 26.415.030.C, to be eligible for designation on the Aspen 
Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures as an example of AspenModern, an 
individual building, site, structure or object or a collection of buildings, sites, structures or 
objects must have a demonstrated quality of significance.  The quality of significance of 
properties shall be evaluated according to criteria described below.  When designating a 
historic district, the majority of the contributing resources in the district must meet at least two 
of the criteria a-d, and criterion e described below: 

a) The property is related to an event, pattern, or trend that has made a contribution 
to local, state, regional or national history that is deemed important, and the specific 
event, pattern or trend is identified and documented in an adopted context paper;  

b) The property is related to people who have made a contribution to local, state, 
regional or national history that is deemed important, and the specific people are 
identified and documented in an adopted context paper; 

c) The property represents a physical design that embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period or method of construction, or represents the 
technical or aesthetic achievements of a recognized designer, craftsman, or design 
philosophy that is deemed important and the specific physical design, designer, or 
philosophy is documented in an adopted context paper; 

d) The property possesses such singular significance to the City, as documented by the 
opinions of persons educated or experienced in the fields of history, architecture, 
landscape architecture, archaeology or a related field, that the property’s potential 
demolition or major alteration would substantially diminish the character and sense 
of place in the city as perceived by members of the community, and 

e) The property or district possesses an appropriate degree of integrity of location, 
setting, design, materials, workmanship and association, given its age. The City 
Council shall adopt and make available to the public score sheets and other devices 
which shall be used by the Council and Historic Preservation Commission to apply 
this criterion.   

Staff Finding:  The Boettcher building was the last structure built on the Aspen Meadows 
campus that was designed by Herbert Bayer and Fritz Benedict.  It opened in 1975, the year that 
Bayer, a 30 year resident, left Aspen to live at a lower elevation after suffering a heart attack.  
The influence of both Bayer and Benedict on the post-war development of Aspen has been well 
documented, particularly within a research paper available at www.aspenmod.com; “Aspen’s 
Twentieth-Century Architecture: Modernism 1945-1975.”  Bayer’s reflection of the Bauhaus in 
America has architectural significance at the state, national and international level. 

The Boettcher building was constructed with funds from the Denver based Boettcher 
Foundation, created in 1957 out of the estate of business tycoon Charles Boettcher.  The 246

http://www.aspenmod.com/
http://www.aspenmod.com/


Boettcher Foundation has granted more than $375 million to Colorado civic and cultural 
programs, community and social services, and education and health care causes. 
 
This structure, somewhat physically isolated from the rest of the Institute campus, was originally 
conceived for seasonal use and has since been adapted to conference and office space.  Only 
minor exterior changes have occurred, including somewhat visible mechanical upgrades as 
building use increased. 
 
Staff finds that the property meets designation criteria A, B, and C, as well as criterion E, 
physical integrity.  The integrity scoring, completed on forms approved by City Council during 
the adoption of the AspenModern program, appears at the end of this exhibit.  Staff finds the 
property is virtually unaltered, scoring at least 18 out of 20 possible integrity points.  There is 
significant community value to preserving this property.  The Institute campus is not designated 
in its entirety, a preference of the organization, but all original historic resources with the 
exception of Paepcke Auditorium and the Koch Seminar building have been designated 
through previous cooperative efforts.  Furthermore, the Institute has allowed HPC courtesy 
review of new structures such as the Doerr-Hosier Building, Greenwald Pavillion, and the 
somewhat recent renovation of the Auditorium. 
 
 
The designation of properties as AspenModern is voluntary and allows the applicant to request 
benefits on a case by case basis as follows. 

26.415.025.C. AspenModern Properties.  Properties associated with Aspen’s 20th century 
history shall be called AspenModern. Properties identified on the AspenModern Map shall be 
eligible for certain preservation benefits without being designated by City Council and may be 
awarded preservation incentives above and beyond those identified at Section 26.415.110, as 
follows. Property owners are encouraged to meet proactively with the historic preservation 
commission before undertaking development plans to receive preliminary feedback on 
appropriate development and benefits.  

1. Ninety-Day Negotiation Period.  In the case that the owner of a property on the 
AspenModern Map submits a land use application which includes voluntary landmark 
designation, a negotiation period of up to 90 days shall be initiated. 

A letter from the property owner indicating an understanding of this ninety-day 
negotiation period shall accompany the land use application.  The ninety-day 
negotiation period may be extended an additional thirty (30) days upon a resolution 
adopted by the Council, or longer if mutually acceptable to both the Council and the 
property owner.  Nothing herein shall prevent the City from reviewing any land use 
application or building permit affecting the subject property during the ninety-day 
negotiation period. 

Within the ninety-day negotiation period, the following shall occur: 
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a) The Community Development Director shall offer to meet with the property owner 
to discuss the City's Historic Preservation Program and benefits that the property 
may be eligible to receive upon designation as a Historic Landmark. 

b) The Community Development Director shall confer with the Historic Preservation 
Commission, at a public meeting, regarding the proposed land use application or 
building permit and the nature of the property.   The property owner shall be 
provided notice of this meeting. 

The Historic Preservation Commission, using context papers and integrity scoring 
sheets for the property under consideration, shall provide Council with an 
assessment of the property’s conformance with the designation criteria of Section 
26.415.030.C.1.  When any benefits that are not included in Section 26.415.110 are 
requested by the property owner, HPC shall also evaluate how the designation, and 
any development that is concurrently proposed, meets the policy objectives for the 
historic preservation program, as stated at Section 26.415.010, Purpose and Intent. 
As an additional measure of the appropriateness of designation and benefits, HPC 
shall determine whether the subject property is a “good, better, or best” example of 
Aspen’s 20th century historic resources, referencing the scoring sheets and matrix 
adopted by City Council.   

c) The Community Development Director shall confer with the City Council regarding 
the proposed land use application or building permit, the nature of the property, and 
the staff and Historic Preservation Commission's assessment of its historic 
significance and the effects of the application or building permit. The property 
owner shall be provided notice of this meeting. 

d) The City Council may negotiate directly with the property owner or may choose to 
direct the Community Development Director, or other City staff as necessary, to 
negotiate with the property owner to reach a mutually acceptable agreement for 
the designation of the property. The City Council may choose to provide this 
direction in Executive Session, pursuant to State Statute. As part of the mutually 
acceptable agreement, the City Council may, at its sole discretion, approve any land 
use entitlement or fee waiver permitted by the Municipal Code and may award any 
approval that is assigned to another Board or Commission, including variations. 
Council shall consider the appropriateness of benefits in light of whether the 
property is identified as a “good, better, or best” example of Aspen’s 20th century 
history and shall also seek to be equitable in the benefits awarded through the 
negotiation process.  The monetary value of benefits being requested shall be 
defined, to the extent possible.  Council shall seek compatibility with the 
neighborhood surrounding the subject property. 

When benefits are awarded as part of the negotiation, Council shall require that the 
property be designated as a Historic Landmark, pursuant to the standards and 
limitations of Section 26.415.030, Designation of Historic Properties. As part of the 
mutually acceptable agreement, the City Council may choose to require the land 248



use application or building permit that initiated the negotiation to be withdrawn by 
the property owner if said application or permit would have negatively affected the 
historic significance of the property. 

Once a property identified on the AspenModern Map is designated to the Aspen 
Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures, additional negotiation under 
this section is not allowed. 

e) If, upon the passage of 90 days or any extension thereof, the City and the property 
owner have failed to reach a mutually acceptable agreement, affected land use 
applications shall be issued a Development Order upon compliance with all 
applicable provisions of the City of Aspen Land Use Code.  The City Council, or the 
property owner, may choose to terminate negotiations at any time. 

Staff Findings:  The applicant has requested numerous benefits related to designation.  Staff 
has briefly commented after each item, in bold, and created conditions of approval if applicable. 

1. That the land use and entitlement review of the Boettcher, Bayer and Storage Shed 
application be completed in 90 days including the recordation of required Approval 
Documents and that the Aspen Institute can apply for other subsequent permits once the 
Final HPC Review has been approved even as the Approval Documents are being finalized 
and processed for recording.  The entitlement review hearings have been scheduled to 
conclude within 78 days of the applicant’s submission.  This was the fastest possible 
schedule without special meetings and does allow for a possible continuation of second 
reading by Council before HPC final review, if needed.  Preparation of the Approval 
Documents is the applicant’s responsibility.  Staff will work with the applicant to review 
drafts and record the documents in a timely manner.  

No applicant may apply for building permits until 30 days after a final approval is granted, 
due to the statutory appeal period.   Preliminary review and consultation with permit 
reviewers will be provided to the extent possible. 

 
2. That the building permit review of the Boettcher, Bayer and Storage Shed buildings be 
completed in 90 days once a building permit application is submitted and that the Building 
Department or any other applicable City Departments can issue phased or partial permits 
including but not limited to tree removal, utilities relocations and trenching, demolition, 
excavation, foundation, etc. permits in order to phase and expedite construction.  The 
applicant and Building Department are developing mutually agreeable language on this 
point, which will be included in the Council ordinance at Second Reading. 

 
3. That the large spruce tree at the southeast comer of the Boettcher Building can be 
removed and mitigated for, and that the large specimen spruce tree located on   the Bayer 
building site can be transplanted to the southeast side of the Boettcher Building farther from 
the building as shown on the drawings in the application;   that the Aspen Institute will pre-
mitigate upfront for the transplanted spruce tree should it die and need to be removed; that 
the pre-mitigation shall be in full compliance with the mitigation requirements of the Parks 249



Department; and that the removal and transplanting can occur between April 1-June 15,  
2020.  The Parks Department has approved this plan.  Details are being ironed out.  The 
location for the moved tree must be approved by HPC at Final. 

 
4. That other trees, as shown on the Tree Removal and Mitigation Plan in the drawings of 
the application, can be removed and mitigated for, including those trees in the Gillespie Ave. 
ROW and the AMFS property (with consent of AMFS); that mitigation will be in full 
compliance with the mitigation requirements of the Parks Department; and that the removal 
and/or relocation of trees can occur  between April 1-June 15, 2020. The Parks Department 
has not approved this plan and is concerned with some of the proposed tree removals.  
Details are being ironed out.  If the parties are not in agreement, this can be discussed by 
Council at Second Reading.  
 

5. That the utilities and irrigation channel located on the project site can be relocated 
between April 1 - June 15, 2020 with the relocation plans being approved by the Engineering  
Department and/or the applicable permitting agency.  This schedule is dependent on the 
applicant submitting complete and timely permit applications.  A condition acceptable to 
permitting agencies will be included in the Council ordinance at Second Reading. 

 
6. That any additional site prep-work necessary to prepare the project site for full 
construction starting in late August 2020 can occur between April 1-June 15, 2020 with the 
approval of the applicable permitting entity.  This schedule is dependent on the applicant 
submitting complete and timely permit applications.  A condition acceptable to 
permitting agencies will be included in the Council ordinance at Second Reading. 

 
7. That the parking lot and pedestrian improvements proposed for the AMFS Gillespie Ave. 
parking lot be approved as fulfilling the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) requirements 
of this application; that a drainage plan for the improvements will only be required for the 
improvements and a drainage plan will not be required for the total parking lot or the total 
AMFS property; that the drainage plan for the improvements can be submitted prior to Detail 
Review; and that the improvements can be constructed at any time prior to a Certificate of 
Occupancy being issued for the Boettcher and Bayer  buildings.  This is supported by staff. 

 
8. That the existing open space on Lot 1-B where the Boettcher and Bayer buildings are 
located; that the enhanced sculpture lawn at the entrance to the buildings; and that the 
expanded north lawn area of the Boettcher Building be approved as fulfilling the Pedestrian 
Amenity requirements of the application.  This is supported by staff. 

 
9. That the shared parking and construction parking plan as outlined in the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Aspen Institute and AMFS in Exhibit  8 be approved as 
fulfilling the parking requirements of the  application.  This is supported by staff. 

 
10. That an underground 3 phase power line and fiber optic line can be installed generally 
from the southwest comer of the Paepcke parking lot along the eastern boundary of the 250



property to the Boettcher site between April I-June 15, 2020. The lines will generally be 
outside the Wildlife Preservation zoning area and the Amy's Meadow Conservation 
Easement area as shown in the drawings in the application. The Conservation Easement 
allows for underground  utilities with the approval of the Aspen Valley Land Trust, the holder 
of the easement. The Aspen Institute will provide approval from AVLT prior to 
commencement of the work. The 3 phase power line will allow for more energy efficient and 
smaller HVAC mechanical equipment for Boettcher and Bayer, and the fiber optic line will 
allow for a redundant fiber loop to the Boettcher and Bayer buildings.  This is supported by 
staff. 

 
11. That the Aspen Institute be able to fulfil its Employee Mitigation requirement in full 
compliance with the City Code with a cash-in-lieu  payment.  This is supported by staff. 

 
12. That the Aspen Institute be able to fulfill its trash and recycle requirements of the City 
Code by collecting and disposing of the project's trash and recycle in the central trash and 
recycle collection area behind the Walter Isaacson Center. The Institute/Meadows presently  
uses this one central collection area for all its trash  and recycle collection for the total 
campus, and it works well. The Institute/Meadows has found that by having one central 
facility it can be better supervised, maintained and monitored its trash and recycling better 
than having multiple dumpster locations throughout the campus.  This is not supported by 
Environmental Health, who is working with the applicant to develop an acceptable plan to 
be included in the Council ordinance at Second Reading. 

 

13. That the Park Development Impact Fee and the Transportation Demand 
Management /Air Quality Impact Fee do not apply to the Boettcher Building as a 
voluntary designated historic structure and do not apply to the Bayer Center and Storage 
Shed as these structures do not contain net leasable commercial space as that term is 
defined in the City Code.   These impact fees are automatically waived for landmark 
structures, so Boettcher will be exempt.  Regarding the new Bayer Center, he 
applicant is correct that the project does not involve the development of net leasable 
space, however Section 26.610.100 of the Municipal Code infers that Council must 
specifically take action to provide an exemption for a non-designated structure, and 
may do say when it wishes to exempt an essential public facility as a means of 
subsidizing construction or providing an economic development incentive.  Staff 
defers to Council and will include the direction in the Council ordinance at Second 
Reading.  Fees were not assessed for the Paepcke Auditorium renovation, which is 
also an undesignated building. 

 
14. That only the Boettcher Building be designated to the Landmark Inventory  and 
that the Bayer Center and surrounding grounds around the two buildings not be 
designated to the Landmark Inventory. This flexibility is requested as the grounds are 
likely to change periodically for sculpture exhibits, art gardens, summer lectures, event 
tents, etc. and it is felt HPC review for every potential change would be cumbersome.  251



Staff understands that the boundary for the designation must be reasonable, but 
proposes that it include the Boettcher Building, the new Center for Bayer Studies, 
and their immediately surrounding landscape.  It is important for HPC to have clear 
review over the context surrounding a landmarked building.  This is typical practice.  
Language that exempts temporary tents, artwork and similar elements from HPC 
review can be developed for the Council ordinance at Second Reading.
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1)  Simple geometric forms, both in plan and  
elevation

X

Character Defining Features of the Bauhaus/International Style

X

5)  Windows are treated as slots in the wall 
surface, either vertically or horizontally, or 
glazing appears as a curtain wall

7)  Materials are generally manufactured and 
standardized, surfaces are smooth, with minimal or 
no detail at window jambs, grade, and roof edge

X

X

Total Points, 0 - 10 9

X

2)  Flat roofs, usually single story

4)  Asymmetrical arrangement of elements

6) Detailing is reduced to the composition of 
elements rather than decorative effects X

Check box if 
statement is true. 
1 point per box.

1

2

3 4

5

6

7

8)  Entry is usually marked by a void in the wall, 
a cantilevered screen element, or other 
architectural clue that directs one into the 
composition

X

9)Buildings are connected to nature through 
the use of courtyards, wall elements that 
extend into the landscape, and areas of glazing 
that allow a visual connection to the natural 
environment

10)  Schemes are monochromatic, using 
neutral colors.  Primary colors are used for 
accents.  

X

X

8

9

3) Proportions are long and low, horizontal lines 
are emphasized

A building must have 6 of the 10 
character defining features, either 
present or clearly documented 
through photographic of physical 
evidence to qualify as 
Bauhaus/International Style. 
Restoration may be required as part 
of the award of incentives.

If the property earned 6 or more 
points, continue to the next page.

If the property earned less than 6 
points, scoring ends. 

10
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INTEGRITY SCORING 
If a statement is true, circle the number of points associated with that true statement.  

Integrity Score (this page) maximum of 10 points:

HISTORIC ASSESSMENT SCORE:  

Best:      15  up to 20 points
Better:   12 up to 15 points
Good:    10 up to 12 points
Not Eligible:0 up to 10 points

Character Defining Features Score (first page) maxi-
mum of 10 points:

LOCATION OF BUILDING ON THE LOT:
The building is in its original location. 2 points
The building has been shifted on the original parcel, but maintains its original 
alignment and/or proximity to the street.

1 point

SETTING:
The property is located within the geographical area surrounded by Castle 
Creek, the Roaring Fork River and Aspen Mountain.

1 point

The property is outside of the geographical area surround by Castle Creek, the 
Raoring Fork River and Aspen Mountain.

1/2 point

DESIGN:
The form of the building (footprint, roof and wall planes) are unaltered from 
the original design.

3 points

a.) The form of the building has been altered but less than 25% of the original 
walls have been removed, OR        
b.) The alterations to the form all occur at the rear of the subject building,  OR    
c.)  The form of the building has been altered but the addition is less than 50% 
of the size of the original building, OR        
d.) There is a roof top addition that is less than 50% of the footprint of the roof.

2 points

MATERIALS
Exterior materials
The original exterior materials of the building are still in place, with the 
exception of normal maintenance and repairs.

2 points

50% of the exterior materials have been replaced, but the replacements 
match the original condition.

1 point

Windows and doors
The original windows and doors of the building are still in place, with the 
exception of normal maintenance and repairs.

2 points

50% of the original windows and doors have been replaced, but the 
 replacements match the original condition.

1 point

9

9

18
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Exhibit B
Growth Management Employee Generation Review

Staff Findings

Essential public facilities, which are often government or non-profit agencies, typically have 
unique functions and operational characteristics that do not lend themselves to a standard 
number of FTEs generated per square foot of building space.  Essential public facilities are 
therefore permitted to propose the employee generation which they believe to be accurate.

The criteria for employee generation review are in Section 26.470.050.C. 

In establishing employee generation, the HPC makes a recommendation to Council 
considering the following:

1) The expected employee generation of the use considering the employment 
generation pattern of the use or of a similar use within the City or a similar 
resort.

2) Any unique employment characteristics of the operation.

3) The extent to which employees of various uses within a mixed-use building or 
of a related off-site operation will overlap or serve multiple functions.

4) A proposed restriction requiring full employee generation mitigation upon 
vacation of the type of business acceptable to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission.

5) Any proposed follow-up analyses of the project (e.g., an audit) to confirm 
actual employee generation.  The requirements of any proposed follow-up 
analysis shall be outlined in a Development Agreement, pursuant to Chapter 
26.490

6) For lodge projects only:  An efficiency or reduction in the number of 
employees required for the lodging component of the project may, at the 
discretion of the Commission as a means of incentivizing a lodge project, be 
applied as a credit towards the mitigation requirement of the free-market 
residential component of the project.  Any approved reduction shall require 
an audit to determine actual employee generation after two (2) complete 
years of operation of the lodge.
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Staff Findings:  The 1991 SPA approval for the Meadows allowed all of the master 
planned development at the Institute, the Music Associates and the Center for Physics 
to proceed without any affordable housing mitigation.  Now that those allotments, at 
least for the Institute, have been consumed, evaluation of appropriate mitigation is 
needed.

The applicant has estimated that the renovation of the Boettcher Building will not 
generate any new FTEs, and that the new Center for Bayer Studies will require 1.5 new 
FTEs, which are to be mitigated at 65%, as required in Growth Management, through a 
cash-in-lieu fee.  The applicant’s cash-in-lieu calculation is not exactly as described in 
the code.  Their proposed figure is $220,732.  In their referral comment, APCHA employs 
the standard methodology to determine that the required mitigation at a Category 4 rate
is $238,687 (Category 4 cash-in-lieu fee) X .975 65% of 1.5 FTEs) = $232,720.  This is just slightly 
more that the Institute’s proposal.  Staff and APCHA recommend the cash-in-lieu fee be correctly 
calculated using the fee in effect at the time of building permit approval. 

APCHA also recommends future audits to ensure that if more FTEs are needed for the 
development, mitigation can be required.  This is standard for Essential Public 
Facilities.  A baseline of current employees – full- and part-time – must be provided to APCHA 
prior to building permit issuance. The number of employees will be based on full-time work 
(2,080 hours per year).

At 2 years and 5 years after Certificate of Occupancy is received on the development, employee 
audits will be conducted. The audit shall include all employees – full- and part-time. The hours 
will be added up and then divided by 2,080 to get the FTE count. If the audits show additional 
employees above the baseline, mitigation shall be required. APCHA recommends that any 
additional mitigation be required to be through the Affordable Housing Credit program if over 
0.10 FTE or by the Category 4 cash-in-lieu rate in effect at the time of the audit if under 0.10. 

APCHA finds that mitigation via cash-in-lieu is the last resort for anything over 0.10 FTEs, a 
position which is supported by the Municipal Code. Section 26.470.110.C requires that the 
applicant demonstrate that cash-in-lieu is the appropriate option. APCHA does not recommend 
anything greater than 0.10 FTE’s to be mitigated by cash-in-lieu. APCHA’s preferences are as 
follows:

1. On-site mitigation;
2. Off-site mitigation;
3. Purchase of credits through the Affordable Housing Credit program;
4. Cash-in-lieu 
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APCHA’s recommendations are included in the proposed conditions of approval.
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Exhibit C
Planned Development Project Review

Staff Findings

The Institute, once deemed a Specially Planned Area, is now considered to be a Planned 
Development.  The proposal to renovate Boettcher and construct the Center for Bayer 
Studies and a storage shed must first be found to meet the Project Review Standards 
at Section 26.445.050 of the Municipal Code.

Project Review shall focus on the general concept for the development and shall outline 
any dimensional requirements that vary from those allowed in the underlying zone 
district.  The burden shall rest upon an applicant to show the reasonableness of the 
development application and its conformity to the standards and procedures of this 
Chapter and this Title.  The underlying zone district designation shall be used as a 
guide, but not an absolute limitation, to the dimensions which may be considered during 
the development review process. Any dimensional variations allowed shall be specified 
in the ordinance granting Project Approval.  In the review of a development application 
for a Project Review, the Planning and Zoning Commission or the Historic Preservation 
Commission, as applicable, and City Council shall consider the following:

A. Compliance with Adopted Regulatory Plans.  The proposed development 
complies with applicable adopted regulatory plans.

B. Development Suitability.  The proposed Planned Development prohibits 
development on land unsuitable for development because of natural or man-made 
hazards affecting the property, including flooding, mudflow, debris flow, fault 
ruptures, landslides, rock or soil creep, rock falls, rock slides, mining activity including 
mine waste deposit, avalanche or snow slide areas, slopes in excess of 30%, and any 
other natural or man-made hazard or condition that could harm the health, safety, or 
welfare of the community. Affected areas may be accepted as suitable for development 
if adequate mitigation techniques acceptable to the City Engineer are proposed in 
compliance with Title 29 – Engineering Design Standards.  Conceptual plans for 
mitigation techniques may be accepted for this standard.  The City Engineer may 
require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be 
defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a Development 
Agreement.

C. Site Planning. The site plan is compatible with the context and visual character 
of the area.  In meeting this standard, the following criteria shall be used:
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1. The site plan responds to the site’s natural characteristics and physical 
constraints such as steep slopes, vegetation, waterways, and any natural or man-
made hazards and allows development to blend in with or enhance said features.

2. The project preserves important geologic features, mature vegetation, and 
structures or features of the site that have historic, cultural, visual, or ecological 
importance or contribute to the identity of the town.

3. Buildings are oriented to public streets and are sited to reflect the neighborhood 
context.  Buildings and access ways are arranged to allow effective emergency, 
maintenance, and service vehicle access.

D. Dimensions. All dimensions, including density, mass, and height shall be 
established during the Project Review.  A development application may request 
variations to any dimensional requirement of this Title.  In meeting this standard, 
consideration shall be given to the following criteria:

1. There exists a significant community goal to be achieved through such variations.

2. The proposed dimensions represent a character suitable for and indicative of the 
primary uses of the project.

3. The project is compatible with or enhances the cohesiveness or distinctive 
identity of the neighborhood and surrounding development patterns, including 
the scale and massing of nearby historical or cultural resources.

4. The number of off-street parking spaces shall be established based on the 
probable number of cars to be operated by those using the proposed 
development and the nature of the proposed uses.  The availability of public 
transit and other transportation facilities, including those for pedestrian access 
and/or the commitment to utilize automobile disincentive techniques in the 
proposed development, and the potential for joint use of common parking may 
be considered when establishing a parking requirement.

5. The Project Review approval, at City Council’s discretion, may include specific 
allowances for dimensional flexibility between Project Review and Detailed 
Review.  Changes shall be subject to the amendment procedures of Section 
26.445.110 – Amendments.

E. Design Standards. The design of the proposed development is compatible with 
the context and visual character of the area.  In meeting this standard, the following 
criteria shall be used:
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1. The design complies with applicable design standards, including those outlined 
in Chapter 26.410, Residential Design Standards, Chapter 26.412, Commercial 
Design Standards, and Chapter 26.415, Historic Preservation.

2. The proposed materials are compatible with those called for in any applicable 
design standards, as well as those typically seen in the immediate vicinity.  
Exterior materials are finalized during Detailed Review, but review boards may 
set forth certain expectations or conditions related to architectural character 
and exterior materials during Project Review.

F. Pedestrian, bicycle & transit facilities. The development improves pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities.  These facilities and improvements shall be prioritized 
over vehicular facilities and improvements.  Any vehicular access points, or curb cuts, 
minimize impacts on existing or proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.   
The City may require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation 
timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a 
Development Agreement.

G. Engineering Design Standards. There has been accurate identification of 
engineering design and mitigation techniques necessary for development of the project 
to comply with the applicable requirements of Municipal Code Title 29 – Engineering 
Design Standards and the City of Aspen Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  The 
City Engineer may require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation 
timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a 
Development Agreement.

H. Public Infrastructure and Facilities. The proposed Planned Development shall 
upgrade public infrastructure and facilities necessary to serve the project.  
Improvements shall be at the sole costs of the developer. The City Engineer may require 
specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be defined as 
part of the Detailed Review and documented within a Development Agreement.

I. Access and Circulation. The proposed development shall have perpetual 
unobstructed legal vehicular access to a public way.  A proposed Planned Development 
shall not eliminate or obstruct legal access from a public way to an adjacent property. 
All streets in a Planned Development retained under private ownership shall be 
dedicated to public use to ensure adequate public and emergency access.  
Security/privacy gates across access points and driveways are prohibited.

Staff Findings: The proposal is all sited on relatively flat land which has previously been 
disturbed and does not include any natural hazards.  The existing and proposed 
buildings are adjacent to other development and have been designed with sensitivity 
to architectural relationships, and neighborhood characteristics.  The scale of the 
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development is reasonable for the use and the project will provide significant amenity
to the public.

Infrastructure to serve the property is adequate and easily accessible and the applicant 
plans upgrades to electrical and fiber optic service on their own property.  

The Boettcher Building and the new Bayer building cannot accommodate on-site 
parking.  The Institute proposes a shared parking arrangement, using spaces on the MAA 
lot when demand by music patrons is more limited.  In exchange, the Institute plans to 
improve pedestrian access at the southern entrance of the lot and to pave the bus lane, 
reducing problematic PM-10 levels resulting from dust.  This proposal has been reviewed 
and supported by Engineering, Transportation and Environmental Health, subject to 
conditions of approval.

Staff finds that the criteria for Planned Development- Project Review are met.
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Exhibit F
Transportation and Parking Management Special Review

Staff Findings

This application is required to mitigate for its projected transportation impacts through 
the completion of a Transportation Impact Analysis.  The applicant has provided the 
appropriate analysis and is discussing responses with the Engineering, Transportation 
and Environmental Health Departments.  A completed plan must submitted as part of 
the final land use review, per Section 26.515.060.B of the Municipal Code.  This is listed 
as a condition of approval.

In addition, the applicant must address parking requirements.  For all Essential Public 
Facilities, the parking requirement is established according the Special Review criteria 
listed below.

26.515.080. Special Review Standards.

Whenever the transportation, mobility, and parking impacts of a proposed development 
are subject to special review, an application shall be processed as a special review in 
accordance with the common development review procedures set forth in Chapter 
26.304 and be evaluated according to the following standards.  Review is by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission.

If the project requires review by the Historic Preservation Commission and the 
Community Development Director has authorized consolidation pursuant to Subsection 
26.304.060.B, the Historic Preservation Commission shall approve, approve with 
conditions or disapprove the special review application.

A special review for establishing, varying or waiving transportation, mobility, or off-
street parking requirements may be approved, approved with conditions or denied 
based on its conformance with all of the following criteria:

1. The transportation, mobility, and off-street parking needs of the residents, 
customers, guests and employees of the project have been met, taking into 
account potential uses of the parcel, the projected traffic generation of the 
project, any shared parking opportunities, expected schedule of parking 
demands, the projected impacts on the on-street parking of the neighborhood, 
the proximity to mass transit routes and the downtown area and any special 
services, such as vans, provided for residents, guests and employees.

2. An on-site mitigation solution meeting the requirements and guidelines is 
practically difficult or results in an undesirable development scenario. 
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3. Existing or planned on-site or off-site facilities adequately serve the needs of the 
development, including the availability of street parking.

Staff Findings:  The applicant has submitted a preliminary TIA calculation, indicating 
that 13.81 new vehicle trips per day will be generated by the project.  A series of 
mitigation actions are proposed, off-setting up to 24 trips per day, according to the 
applicant.  Continued dialogue with Engineering is required and an acceptable plan 
must be identified as part of the Final Review application.  It appears that the applicant 
has not yet identified Transportation Demand Management responses, which will also 
be due at Final.

No on-site parking is proposed in the application.  A shared parking plan has been 
developed and appears to be an efficient and appropriate solution, however the 
agreement between the Institute and MAA must be renewed every five years and could 
unwind.  The organizations have a past history of cooperating on any number of 
property management issues like this.  Especially given the limited parking included in 
this project, it is important to ensure that vehicle trips to the site are not increased 
beyond current expectations through unlimited event use for the Boettcher and Bayer 
facilities.  This is also a concern related to other review processes, such as affordable 
housing mitigation and trash generation. A condition of approval disallowing private 
events located on this area of the campus is proposed.
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1.0 Project Information 

1.1 Description of Existing Site and Proposed Project 

1.1.1 Description of Existing Sites 

The existing Boettcher Seminar Building (Boettcher), proposed Resnick Center for Herbert 
Bayer Studies (Bayer), and the proposed Service Yard Shed (Shed) are located within the 
Aspen Meadows Campus owned by the Aspen Institute.  The project sites are zoned 
academic with a planned development overlay.   
 
The Shed site is located within Lot 1A of the Aspen Meadows Subdivision, which is located in 
section 12, township 10 south, range 85 west of the 6th principle meridian.  The parcel number 
is 273512129008, and the address is 800 Meadows Road.  The topography of the Shed site 
is relatively flat, sloping slightly to the northeast.  Lot 1A encompasses approximately 26.540 
acres with existing ground cover consisting of:  hardscape in the form of concrete and asphalt 
paving; several existing buildings; existing access roads and parking areas; tennis courts; 
well-maintained grass lawns and landscaping; and mixed native herbaceous vegetation, and 
Gambel Oak. There are many trees on site, including species such as cottonwood, pine, and 
aspen.  The Shed will be located on the east side of the existing clay tennis court, on the east 
side of Meadows Road.  The soils in this area are typically cobbly loam derived from 
metamorphic rock.  SGM is not aware of any previous drainage studies for this portion of Lot 
1A.  SGM has prepared previous drainage reports for other portions of Lot 1A. 

 
The Boettcher and Bayer sites are located within Lot 1B of the Aspen Meadows Subdivision, 
which is located in section 12; township 10 south; range 85 west of the 6th principle meridian.  
The parcel number is 273512129809 and the address of the site for both buildings is 620 
Gillespie Street.  The topography of the Boettcher and Bayer site is relatively flat, sloping 
slightly to the northeast.  Lot 1B encompasses approximately 13.160 acres with existing 
ground cover consisting of:  hardscape in the form of concrete paving; several existing 
buildings including Boettcher; well-maintained grass lawns and landscaping; and mixed native 
herbaceous vegetation and sagebrush.  There are many trees on site, including species such 
as cottonwood, pine, and aspen.  Bayer will be located towards the south property boundary 
of Lot 1B, just north of Gillespie Avenue.  The soils in this area are typically cobbly loam 
derived from metamorphic rock.   SGM is not aware of any previous drainage studies for this 
portion of Lot 1B, beyond the drainage improvements specified on the original plans for 
Boettcher.   

1.1.2 Description of Proposed Project 

The proposed project is the addition of the Bayer building on the south side of the existing 
Boettcher building.  Utilities will be re-routed as necessary, including the existing sewer main 
which is presently located in the lawn on the south side of Boettcher.  Several branches of the 
Si Johnson Ditch cross the property and will be re-routed further north around the Boettcher 
building.  The topography of the site will remain relatively flat, sloping toward the northeast. 
The proposed project will not alter the soil type; however, the project will increase the 
imperviousness of the site with the addition of Bayer.  Terraces and paved walkways are 
proposed throughout the site, with other trails surfaced with crusher fines.  The proposed 
project will not alter the drainage pattern of the site.  Improvements in the parking lot to the 
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east are being contemplated, and if the applicant desires to proceed with those improvements 
they will be addressed at the time of detailed submission. 
 
A new Shed will be added as well, on the east side of the existing clay tennis courts.  Because 
the Shed is large enough to trigger requirements for major drainage review, the Shed has 
been included in this submittal.  The Shed will enhance the existing use of the service yard.  
The soil type may be altered somewhat due to the removal of residual clay leftover from the 
site’s previous use as a clay tennis court.  Imperviousness of the site will be increased 
however due to the Shed itself.  The service yard surrounding the Shed will likely be surfaced 
with recycled asphalt in a loose and pervious state, with porous gravel beneath.  The Shed 
and other improvements to the service yard will not alter the drainage pattern of the site. 

1.2 Discussion of Drainage Impact of Site Constraints 

The Shed site constraints with respect to drainage include the existing clay court on the west 
side of the site, and a branch of the Si Johnson Ditch on the east side.  The site slopes toward 
the northeast, so stormwater cannot be discharged to the south.  The Shed site is bordered 
by an existing parking lot on the north side, which discharges stormwater runoff to the east 
into the former racetrack area.  The shed site presently discharges to the parking lot, or into 
the Si Johnson Ditch.  From the racetrack area, stormwater runoff will pass through the 
developed areas of the campus before ultimately reaching the Roaring Fork River.  The Si 
Johnson ditch passes through the campus and discharges into the Roaring Fork River.  No 
formal stormwater system exists to SGM’s knowledge to convey any runoff leaving the 
racetrack area.  SGM has not identified any floodplains, wetlands, environmentally sensitive 
areas, or geologic hazard areas within the Shed site.  The Shed site is located on the west 
side of a conservation easement (Reception #630707). 
 
The constraints on Boettcher and Bayer with respect to drainage include the relatively flat 
topography of the site and the position of the Boettcher building.  Branches of the Si Johnson 
ditch are located on the north and south sides of the Boettcher building.  The southern branch 
of the ditch also runs along the east side of the lot before merging with the northern branch of 
the ditch.  An existing sewer main is located within the south lawn of the Boettcher building, 
which will need to be relocated.  The site slopes to the northeast, so stormwater cannot be 
discharged to the City’s stormwater system, the nearest inlet of which is located near the 
southeast corner of the lot.  The lot presently discharges to the branches of the Si Johnson 
Ditch.  The Si Johnson ditch passes through the campus and discharges into the Roaring Fork 
River.  SGM is not aware of any downstream stormwater infrastructure in the ditch.  SGM has 
not identified any floodplains, wetlands, environmentally sensitive areas, or geologic hazard 
areas within the Bayer and Boettcher site.  The site is located south of a conservation 
easement (Reception #630707). 

1.3 Description of Downstream Stormwater System 

The project site is located in sub watershed number 3 of the “Surface Drainage Master Plan 
for the City of Aspen, Colorado” (SDMP) prepared by WRC Engineering, Inc. dated November 
2001.  According to this report there are three drainage systems that collect runoff and convey 
it through the City of Aspen to the Roaring Fork River.  The Project falls in the northern portion 
of system 3, which is shown on Figure ES-2 of the report.  In this portion of system 3 the 
closest drainage facilities are the storm inlet and 18”x11” arched pipe in Gillespie Avenue, 
near the southeast corner of lot 1B.  The drainage plan for this Site does not affect the City’s 
Master Drainage Plan, or vice versa. 
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1.4 Identification of Irrigation Facilities and Waterways 

The SI Johnson ditch runs through both project sites and will need to be re-aligned to 
accommodate the Bayer building and re-located sewer main.  The branches of the Si Johnson 
Ditch flow north through the Campus before discharging into the Roaring Fork River.  The re-
aligned Si Johnson Ditch will be designed to maintain or improve the capacity of the ditch.  A 
proposed rain garden would discharge into the re-aligned ditch near the northeast corner of 
the project site, at the historic rate. 

2.0 Drainage Basins and Sub-Basins 

2.1 Description of Existing/Undeveloped and Proposed Sub-Basins 

According to figure 3.1 of the URMP, the hydrologic soil classification for the project site, under 
both existing and post-development conditions, is Type B. 

2.1.1 Existing/Undeveloped Sub-Basins 

Under existing or undeveloped conditions, three areas have been defined as generating and 
contributing stormwater runoff from this project site, Sub-Basins U1, U2, U3 and U4.   
 
Sub-Basin U1:  This sub-basin consists of the lawns, landscaping, and walkways surrounding 
Boettcher.  Stormwater runoff generated in this sub-basin sheet flows into the Si Johnson 
Ditch, which discharges into the Roaring Fork River after passing through the campus.  The 
sub-basin has an area of approximately 0.962 acres.  This sub-basin is tributary to design 
point 1.  The existing impervious area that will be undisturbed by the proposed project is 
2,283.36 square feet.  The imperviousness used to determine the undeveloped runoff 
coefficient for this basin was 5.45 percent.  Per URMP Table 1.1, for this project the existing 
impervious area does not require WQCV or detention to the undeveloped rate.  Please see 
Section 4 of this report for further discussion on this subject. 
 
Sub-Basin U2:  This sub-basin consists of the roof of Boettcher.  Stormwater runoff generated 
in this sub-basin is collected in roof drains and discharges to a drywell on the northeast side 
of Boettcher.  The sub-basin has an area of approximately 0.149 acres.  The existing 
imperviousness of the basin is 100 percent.  Per URMP Table 1.1, for this project the existing 
impervious area does not require WQCV or detention to the undeveloped rate.  Please see 
Section 4 of this report for further discussion on this subject. 
 
Sub-Basin U3:  This sub-basin consists of the undeveloped project area north of the Si 
Johnson ditch on Lot 1B.  Existing ground cover consists of herbaceous vegetation and 
sagebrush.  The basin has an area of 0.342 acres.  The imperviousness used to determine 
the undeveloped runoff coefficient for this basin was 2 percent.  This sub-basin is tributary to 
design point 1. 
 
Sub-Basin U4:  This sub-basin consists of the existing service yard, on the east side of the 
clay tennis court on Lot 1A.  Existing ground cover consists of gravels, native soils, and 
remaining clay from previous use of the area as a clay tennis court. The basin has an area of 
0.161 acres.  The imperviousness used to determine the undeveloped runoff coefficient for 
this basin was 2 percent.  This sub-basin is tributary to design point 2. 
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2.1.2 Proposed Sub-Basins 

Under post-development conditions, there will be five sub-basins: 
 
Sub-basin P1: This sub-basin will include the new Bayer building, as well as the surrounding 
paved walkways, paved terraces, crusher fines pathways, other hardscape, and the pervious 
landscaping surrounding Bayer and Boettcher.  Stormwater runoff generated in this sub-basin 
sheet flows into the propose rain garden.  The proposed rain garden will discharge runoff at 
the historic rate into the re-aligned north branch of the Si Johnson Ditch which discharges into 
the Roaring Fork River after passing through the campus.  The sub-basin has an area of 
approximately 1.004 acres.  This sub-basin is tributary to design point 1.  The existing 
impervious area that will be undisturbed by the proposed project is 2,283.36 square feet.  The 
imperviousness used to determine the undeveloped runoff coefficient for this basin was 28.72 
percent.  Per URMP Table 1.1, for this project the existing impervious area does not require 
WQCV or detention to the undeveloped rate.  Please see Section 4 of this report for further 
discussion on this subject. 

 
Sub-Basin P2: This sub-basin consists of the roof of Boettcher.  Stormwater runoff generated 
in this sub-basin is collected in roof drains and discharges to a drywell on the northeast side 
of Boettcher.  The sub-basin has an area of approximately 0.149 acres.  The existing 
imperviousness of the basin is 100 percent.  Per URMP Table 1.1, for this project the existing 
impervious area does not require WQCV or detention to the undeveloped rate.  Please see 
Section 4 of this report for further discussion on this subject. 

 
Sub-Basin P3: This sub-basin consists of the undeveloped project area north of the Si 
Johnson ditch on Lot 1B, on the south side of the proposed berm.  Proposed ground cover 
consists of pervious landscaping and a crusher fines pathway.  The basin has an area of 0.160 
acres.  The imperviousness used to determine the undeveloped runoff coefficient for this basin 
was 2 percent.  This sub-basin is tributary to design point 1. 
 
Sub-Basin P4:  This sub-basin consists of the undeveloped project area north of the Si 
Johnson ditch on Lot 1B, on the north side of the proposed berm.  Proposed ground cover 
consists of pervious landscaping and a crusher fines pathway.  The basin has an area of 0.140 
acres.  The imperviousness used to determine the undeveloped runoff coefficient for this basin 
was 2 percent.  This sub-basin is tributary to design point 1. 

 
Sub-Basin P5:  This sub-basin consists of the existing service yard, on the east side of the 
clay tennis court on Lot 1A.  Proposed ground cover will consist of recycled asphalt over 
porous gravel, and the Shed. The basin has an area of 0.161 acres.  The imperviousness 
used to determine the undeveloped runoff coefficient for this basin was 35.26 percent.  This 
sub-basin is tributary to design point 2. 

2.2 Delineate and Reference Sub-Basins on a Map with Contours 

Drainage sub-basins associated with existing conditions are depicted on drawing C1.1.  
Drainage sub-basins associated with post-development conditions are depicted on drawing 
C1.2.  Contours are shown on both drawings which were developed from SGM’s survey data 
for the sites.  
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2.3 Discussion of Offsite Drainage Patterns and Their Impact to the Site 

Offsite drainage does not impact the site under existing or proposed conditions. 

3.0 Low Impact Site Design 

3.1 Overview 

The drainage approach was developed to satisfy low impact development guidelines as 
presented in the URMP and per current industry runoff treatment standards.  The site has 
soils which provide the ability to percolate stormwater runoff.   
 
In general, landscape areas will be pervious to allow infiltration into the native soil or be 
collected in sub-surface drain systems.  The site grading will convey runoff from landscaped 
areas adjacent to the building away from it.  Runoff from the buildings and roof downspouts 
will discharge to pervious areas or rain gardens. 
 
Proposed improvements for this project follow the 9 steps outlined in sub-section 8.2 of the 
URMP as follows.   

3.1.1 Step 1 – Consider Stormwater Quality Needs Early in the Design Process. 

The design for stormwater quality and detention needs was incorporated as part of the design 
from the beginning stage of the design process. Construction materials that are considered 
porous are used in every area that does not absolutely require an imperious material.  
Detention/water quality structures have been considered for aesthetics where they will be 
visible.  Detention structures that will not be visible have been designed for ease of 
maintenance and the safety of maintenance personnel to the degree possible. 

3.1.2 Step 2 – Use the Entire Site when Planning for Stormwater Quality Treatment. 

The entire site has been used to treat drainage for water quality or detention, either directly 
with structural best management practices (BMP’s) or in routing the runoff to pervious areas.  
Water quality treatment BMP’s are anticipated to consist of rain gardens and sub-surface 
detention beneath the pervious porous gravel. 

3.1.3 Step 3 – Avoid Unnecessary Impervious Areas. 

Unnecessary impervious areas have been avoided.  Pervious areas have been included for 
the majority of the project. 

3.1.4 Step 4 - Reduce Runoff Rates and Volumes to More Closely Match Natural 
Conditions 

Runoff rates and volumes leaving this site will be reduced through the use of BMPs.  
Stormwater generated on impervious areas discharge to pervious areas or rain gardens.  
Runoff discharging to pervious areas will be collected in mild surface swales and routed to the 
rain gardens for treatment.  From the detention facility drainage is discharged at the historic 
discharge rate calculated for the contributing area. 
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3.1.5 Step 5 – Integrate Stormwater Quality Management and Flood Control 

This project has integrated stormwater quality management and flood control through the use 
of pervious areas and detention systems such as rain gardens and porous gravel.  These 
have been designed to incorporate both water quality treatment as well as detention. 

3.1.6 Step 6 – Develop Stormwater Quality Facilities that Enhance the Site, the 
Community and the Environment 

Stormwater BMP’s for this site blend in with the surrounding natural area, they will not stand 
out or look out-of-place. 

3.1.7 Step 7 – Use a Treatment Train Approach 

A treatment train approach has been used for the design of the water quality and detention 
BMP’s.  Impervious areas discharge drainage to either pervious areas or into rain gardens.  
Drainage discharged to pervious areas is collected in swales or landscaping that conveys the 
drainage to the rain garden. 

3.1.8 Step 8 – Design Sustainable Facilities that can be Safely Maintained 

The stormwater quality facilities have been designed to be sustainable facilities that can be 
safely maintained.  These facilities have also been placed in areas easily accessible to provide 
for more efficient maintenance activities.   

3.1.9 Step 9 – Design and maintain Facilities with Public Safety in Mind 

The stormwater quality facilities have been designed with the public safety in mind.  The rain 
gardens have been designed to be a minimal depth to reduce the likelihood of someone falling 
into them. 

4.0 Hydrologic Criteria 
According to Table 1.1 of the URMP, the exterior project work would be classified as a major 
project with area added and/or disturbing more than 1,000 square feet, but less that 25 percent 
of either entire lot.  This conceptual design report and analysis is based upon the URMP 
specification that in this case WQCV and detention are required only for the disturbed or 
added impervious areas. 
 
The general requirements for this project type would be subject to the following. 

• CMP 
• WQCV for the new impervious area. 
• Conveyance of major flows. 
• Detention to the historic undeveloped rate or pay a fee-in-lieu of detention for the 

disturbed or added area, unless discharging directly to the City’s stormwater system 
depicted in Figure 1.1 of the URMP. 

• Requires a professional engineer registered in the State of Colorado. 
 
According to sub-section 5.1.2 of the URMP, the minor and major storm events for sub-urban 
areas not served by the City’s stormwater system should be the 5- and 100-year events, 
respectively.  Therefore, this report used the hydrologic variables found in chapter 2 of the 
URMP associated with these frequencies to determine maximum flow rates and size storm 
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water detention structures, the variables are shown in the following table (Taken from Table 
2.2 in the URMP).   
 

2-Year 5-Year 100-Year 
0.47 0.64 1.23 

 
Historic conditions are defined in the URMP as “the conditions on site prior to any 
development activities (i.e. before construction of any existing or proposed buildings or 
infrastructure)”.  The Urban Drainage and Flood Control District’s “Drainage Criteria Manual” 
recommends that for historic flow analysis an impervious percentage of 2 should be used.  
Figure 3.1 was used to determine that the soils are classified as Type B.  Figure 3.3 of the 
URMP was used to determine runoff coefficients associated with the recommended 2 percent 
imperviousness for the 2-, 5- and 100-year storm events.  These values were used in 
determining peak flow discharge rates for historic conditions and are shown in the following 
table (Taken from Figure 3.3 in the URMP). 
 

Percent Impervious (%) C2 C5 C100 
2 0.03 0.09 0.36 

 

4.1 Runoff Calculation Method and Hydrologic Variables 

The runoff prediction method used to determine hydrologic values associated with each sub-
basin was the Rational Method.  The criterion outlined in Section 3.4 of the URMP was 
followed in determining the maximum peak flow rate, runoff volume and rainfall depth for each 
sub-basin. 
 
QP = CiA; VR = (C/12)PA; P = Td/60(i) 
 
 Where: 

QP = peak flow in cubic feet per second; 
      i = rainfall intensity; 
     A = drainage area in acres; 
     C = runoff coefficient; 
    VR = runoff volume in acre-ft; 
      P = rainfall depth in inches; 
    Td = rainfall duration (time of concentration) in minutes. 
 
Calculation spreadsheets can be found in the appendices. 
 
The following table identifies the area, time of concentration, runoff coefficients and runoff flow 
rates for each existing sub-basin, calculated under historic conditions (See the Appendix for 
calculations). 
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Peak Flow Calculations - Undeveloped/Existing Conditions 

ID TC 
(min) Imp. 

(%) 

5-Year 100-Year Area 
(acres) 

Q5 
(cfs) 

Q100 
(cfs) C5 I5 

(in/hr) C100 I100 
(in/hr) 

U1 12.41 5.45 0.11 2.16 0.38 4.15 0.962 0.23 1.53 
U2 5.00 100.00 0.88 3.29 0.97 6.33 0.149 0.43 0.91 
U3 11.13 2.00 0.09 2.30 0.36 4.41 0.342 0.07 0.55 
U4 10.71 2.00 0.09 2.34 0.36 4.50 0.161 0.03 0.26 

 
The peak 100-year event discharge at design point 1 for undeveloped/existing conditions is 
2.04 cfs.  The peak 100-year event discharge at design point 2 for undeveloped/existing 
conditions is 0.26 cfs.   
 
The following table identifies the area, time of concentration, runoff coefficients and runoff flow 
rates for each post-development sub-basin (See the Appendix for calculations). 
 

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions 

ID TC 
(min) Imp. 

(%) 

5-Year 100-Year Area 
(acres) 

Q5 
(cfs) 

Q100 
(cfs) C5 I5 (in/hr) C100 I100 

(in/hr) 
P1 11.44 28.72 0.24 2.26 0.47 4.34 1.004 0.56 2.05 
P2 5.00 100.00 0.88 3.29 0.97 6.33 0.149 0.43 0.91 
P3 5.00 2.00 0.09 3.29 0.36 6.33 0.160 0.05 0.37 
P4 11.11 2.00 0.09 2.30 0.36 4.42 0.140 0.03 0.22 
P5 10.76 32.56 0.26 2.34 0.48 4.49 0.161 0.10 0.35 

 
The peak 100-year event discharge at design point 1 for proposed conditions is 2.53 cfs.  The 
peak 100-year event discharge at design point 2 for undeveloped/existing conditions is 0.35 
cfs.   

4.2 Rate of Discharge and Detention Calculation Method 

The Rational Method, as outlined in section 3 of the URMP, was used to determine discharge 
flow rates.  The following table shows the comparison of flow rates between historic conditions 
and post developed conditions (See the Appendix for calculations). 
 

Table of Flow Rate Comparisons 
Design 
Point 

Undeveloped 
Q5 

Undeveloped 
Q100 

Developed 
Q5 

Developed 
Q100 

DP1 0.30 2.04 0.62 2.53 
DP2 0.03 0.26 0.10 0.35 

 
As shown in the above table, flow rates generated in sub-basins P1, P3, P4, and P5 under 
post-developed conditions is greater than the flow rates generated under 
undeveloped/existing conditions for the 5- and 100-year design storms, respectively.  
Detention associated with the increased discharge from these sub-basins will be required.   
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Detention volume capacity requirements were determined using the rational volume method 
outlined in section 5.6 of the URMP.  The following table shows the parameters used to 
determine detention volumes and the resulting volumes associated for each post development 
sub-basin (See the Appendix for calculations). 
 

Detention Volume Summary Table 

Design 
Point 

Area 
(ac) 

5 Yr 
Discharge 
Release 

Rate (cfs) 

100 Yr 
Discharge 
Release 

Rate (cfs) 

Time of 
Concentration 

(min) 

5-Yr 
Detention 
Volume 

(ft3) 
100-Yr Detention 

Volume (ft3) 
DP1 1.30 0.30 2.04 11.44 242.73 349.88 
DP2 0.16 0.03 0.26 10.76 51.40 58.19 

 

4.3 WQCV (Water Quality Capture Volume) 

The methodology outlined in sub-section 8.4 of the URMP was used to determine WQCV 
requirements for each sub-basin.  The following table summarizes the WQCV parameters and 
calculated volumes for each sub-basin (See the Appendix for calculations). 

 
WQCV Summary Table 

Design 
Point 

Percent 
Impervious 

(%) 
Watershed 
Inches (in) 

WQCV 
(ft3) BMP Type 

DP1 30.08 0.063 332.13 Rain Garden 
DP2 32.56 0.066 38.49 Porous Gravel 
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5.0 Hydraulic Criteria 

5.1 Volume Capacity and Discharge Release Rates of Detention Facilities 

5.1.1 Design Point 1 

Stormwater runoff discharged from the proposed site at design point 1 will pass through one 
or more rain gardens.  The rain gardens will provide detention to the undeveloped discharge 
rate, as well as water quality treatment.  The discharge from the rain gardens can be controlled 
by a weir or riser pipe, for instance.  A relatively large area has been reserved in the northeast 
corner of the Boettcher/Bayer site for a rain garden, adequately sized to treat and detain the 
runoff.  The footprint of the rain garden can be expanded or reduced as necessary to meet 
the needs of the site.  Based on the current site plan, a single, one-foot deep rain garden 
would need to have a footprint of 350 square feet to treat the runoff from the site, per the 
URMP. 

5.1.2 Design Point 2 

Stormwater runoff discharged from the proposed site at design point 2 will pass through 
porous gravel before infiltrating into the site soils.  The porous gravel will provide detention to 
the undeveloped discharge rate, as well as water quality treatment.  The discharge from the 
porous gravel can be controlled by orifices on an underdrain pipe, if necessary.  The service 
yard is relatively large, and the porous gravel can be adequately sized and positioned to treat 
and detain the runoff.  With a depth of 8 inches, the porous gravel would need to occupy an 
minimum area of 343 square feet. 
 

5.1.3 Boettcher Building Drywell 

The applicant is proposing to continue the use of the drywell which the Boettcher roof drains 
currently route to.  Historically, the drywell has performed adequately.  SGM is no aware of 
any issues in the past with the drywell.  However, SGM recommends that the drywell be 
located, serviced, and evaluated before relying upon it for further long-term use. 
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Appendix 
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City of Aspen             Urban Runoff Management Plan 

Chapter 1 – Policy and Permit Requirements 1-15                     Rev 11/2014 

 

Figure 1.2 City of Aspen Drainage Basins 
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City of Aspen             Urban Runoff Management Plan 
 

Chapter 3 - Runoff 3-2                                                                Rev 2/2010 

 
 

 
Figure 3.1 Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Map for Aspen 
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City of Aspen             Urban Runoff Management Plan 

Chapter 1 – Policy and Permit Requirements 1-5                     Rev 11/2014 

 

Figure 1.1 – City of Aspen Stormwater System Carrying the 10-year Flow 
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City of Aspen                  Urban Runoff Management Plan 
 

Chapter 7 – Mudflow Analysis  7-8                                                                Rev 11/2014 

  
Figure 7.1 c – Castle Creek/Red Butte Mudflow Zones 
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U1 0.962 5.45 B 0.11 0.38
U2 0.149 100.00 B 0.88 0.97
U3 0.342 2.00 B 0.09 0.36
U4 0.161 2.00 B 0.09 0.36

TOTAL 1.613

General Sub-basin Information - Undeveloped/Existing Conditions

HSG
(Fig. 3.1)

C5 C100
Imp.
(%)ID Area

(acres)
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The design rainfall duration used in the Rational Method is set to be the flow time required for runoff to flow
through the longest waterway (starting at the most hydraulically distant point) within the watershed.  This 
flow time is termed the time of concentration of the watershed.  The longest waterway starts from the most
upstream boundary of the watershed to the outlet or design point.  A waterway can be divided into reaches:
the overland flow reach, and any number of channel flow reaches.  The time of concentration of the 
watershed is the cumulative flow times through the reaches.

Computed Time of Concentration
TC = TO + TF, Where:

Overland Flow Time  (Airport Formula)
TO = [0.395(1.1-C5)LO

0.5]/SO
0.33, Where: TO = Overland flow time in minutes;

C5 = 5 year runoff coefficient; 
LO = Overland flow length in feet (Max = 300 ft);
SO = Overland slope in ft/ft.

Channel Flow Time (SCS Upland Method)
TF = LF/(60KSF

0.5, Where: TF = Consolidated flow time in minutes;
LF = Flow length in feet;
K = conveyance coefficient;
SF = Reach slope in ft/ft.

Regional Time of Concentration
The computed time of concentration is sensitive to overland flow length.  To be conservative, the 
time of concentration to be used in the City of Aspen is set to be the smaller between the computed
and regional times of concentration, which is:

TR=10+L/180, Where: TR=Regional time of concentration in minutes
L=Total waterway length in feet

In no case should TC be less than 5 minutes in the City of Aspen .  If the computed or regional time of
concentration calculations indicate a lesser time, use 5 minutes instead.

Time of Concentration Calculations - Undeveloped/Existing Conditons
(Per the URMP)
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C5 LO (ft) SO (ft/ft) LF (ft) K SF (ft/ft)
U1 0.11 221.79 0.042 213 15 0.014 16.53 12.41
U2 0.88 44.83 0.020 0 0 0.000 2.11 10.25
U3 0.09 203.22 0.049 0 0 0.000 15.46 11.13
U4 0.09 128.40 0.002 0 0 0 36.56 10.71

Time of Concentration Calculations - Undeveloped/Existing Conditons

ID
TO (min) TF (min) TC

(min)
TR

(min)

(Per the URMP)
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The Rational Method is a simplified hydrologic method developed for peak flow prediction in basins <90 acres
only.  It is applicable to street inlet sizing, sewer drain design, and single lot developments in the Aspen area.

Rational Method
QP=CIA, Where: QP = Peak flow in cubic feet per second (cfs)

C = Runoff coefficient
I = Rainfall intensity in inches/hour 
A = Drainage area in acres

The following equation can be used to determine intensities not shown on the URMP IDF table or curve:

I=(88.8P1)/(10+TC)1.052 ,Where: P1 = 1-hour rainfall depth in inches (URMP Table 2.2)
TC = Time of concentration in minutes

P1, 5-year return period 0.64 in/hr
P1, 100-year return period 1.23 in/hr

Peak Flow Calculations - Undeveloped/Existing Conditions
(Per the URMP)
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C5 I5 (in/hr) C100 I100 (in/hr)
U1 12.41 5.45 0.11 2.16 0.38 4.15 0.962 0.23 1.53
U2 5.00 100.00 0.88 3.29 0.97 6.33 0.149 0.43 0.91
U3 11.13 2.00 0.09 2.30 0.36 4.41 0.342 0.07 0.55
U4 10.71 2.00 0.09 2.34 0.36 4.50 0.161 0.03 0.26

Q100

(cfs)

Peak Flow Calculations - Undeveloped/Existing Conditions
(Per the URMP)

5-YearTC

(min)
Imp.
(%)

100-Year
ID Area

(acres)
Q5

(cfs)

374



Hydrologic homogeneity is one of the basic assumptions for small watershed hydrology. If the land uses or soil types
in a watershed vary from one area to another, then it is necessary to divide the watershed into sub-areas.  Each 
sub-area should have its own outlet that is termed “node” or “design point”. All nodes shall then be connected
together by swales, street gutters, sewers, or roadside ditches that are often referred to as "links".  A node-link
schematic represents the flow connectivity through the watershed.

The flow process through multiple subareas starts from the most upstream subarea to accumulate the flow time
through the drainage network.  The accumulated travel time through the drainage network is:

(Tc)n = (Tc)n-1+Ln/(60*Vn), Where: Tc = accumulated time of concentration in minutes through the system
L = waterway length in feet
V = flow velocity in feet/sec
n = n-th node at the design point

Vn=KS1/2, Where: K = Conveyance coefficient (Table 3.3)
S = Reach slope, ft/ft

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)

Undeveloped/Existing Conditions
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U1 0.962 0.11 0.38 12.41 0.00 0 0 12.41
U2 0.149 0.88 0.97 5.00 0.00 0 0 5.00
U3 0.342 0.09 0.36 11.13 0.00 0 0 11.13
U4 0.161 0.09 0.36 10.71 0.00 0 0 10.71

DP1 12.41 0.00 0 0 12.41
DP2 5.00 0.00 0 0 5.00

ID
Area

(acres)
C5 C100

TC

(min)
Ln

(ft)
Sn

(ft/ft)
Kn

(Table 3.3)
TC,n

(min)

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)

Undeveloped/Existing Conditions
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When several links come to a node, the design rainfall duration or time of concentration at the node is the longest
flow time among all incoming links. Knowing the contributing area and flow time, the peak discharge can discharge
can be predicted by the Rational Method.

Design rainfall duration: 12.41 min

Rainfall intensity, 5-year: 2.16 in/hr
Rainfall intensity, 100-year: 4.15 in/hr

Effective area, 5-year: 0.138 acres
Effective area, 100-year: 0.492 acres

Peak design flow, 5-year 0.297 cfs
Peak design flow, 100-year 2.039 cfs

Peak Flow Calculations for Design Point 1 - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)

Undeveloped/Existing Conditions
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P1 1.004 28.72 B 0.24 0.47
P2 0.149 100.00 B 0.88 0.97
P3 0.160 2.00 B 0.09 0.36
P4 0.140 2.00 B 0.09 0.36
P5 0.161 32.56 B 0.26 0.48

TOTAL 1.613

43560

General Sub-basin Information - Proposed Conditions

ID Area
(acres)

Imp.
(%)

HSG
(Fig. 3.1)

C5 C100
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The design rainfall duration used in the Rational Method is set to be the flow time required for runoff to flow
through the longest waterway (starting at the most hydraulically distant point) within the watershed.  This 
flow time is termed the time of concentration of the watershed.  The longest waterway starts from the most
upstream boundary of the watershed to the outlet or design point.  A waterway can be divided into reaches:
the overland flow reach, and any number of channel flow reaches.  The time of concentration of the 
watershed is the cumulative flow times through the reaches.

Computed Time of Concentration
TC = TO + TF, Where:

Overland Flow Time  (Airport Formula)
TO = [0.395(1.1-C5)LO

0.5]/SO
0.33, Where: TO = Overland flow time in minutes;

C5 = 5 year runoff coefficient; 
LO = Overland flow length in feet (Max = 300 ft);
SO = Overland slope in ft/ft.

Channel Flow Time (SCS Upland Method)
TF = LF/(60KSF

0.5, Where: TF = Consolidated flow time in minutes;
LF = Flow length in feet;
K = conveyance coefficient;
SF = Reach slope in ft/ft.

Regional Time of Concentration
The computed time of concentration is sensitive to overland flow length.  To be conservative, the 
time of concentration to be used in the City of Aspen is set to be the smaller between the computed
and regional times of concentration, which is:

TR=10+L/180, Where: TR=Regional time of concentration in minutes
L=Total waterway length in feet

In no case should TC be less than 5 minutes in the City of Aspen .  If the computed or regional time of
concentration calculations indicate a lesser time, use 5 minutes instead.

Time of Concentration Calculations - Proposed Conditons
(Per the URMP)

379



C5 LO (ft) SO (ft/ft) LF (ft) K SF (ft/ft)
P1 0.24 131.21 0.037 329 20 0.013 11.44 12.56
P2 0.88 44.83 0.020 0 0 0.000 2.11 10.25
P3 0.09 25.82 0.232 246 15 0.016 3.29 11.51
P4 0.09 199.41 0.048 0 0 0.000 15.40 11.11
P5 0.26 135.96 0.002 0 0 0.000 31.66 10.76

Time of Concentration Calculations - Proposed Conditons
(Per the URMP)

ID
TO (min) TF (min) TC

(min)
TR

(min)
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The Rational Method is a simplified hydrologic method developed for peak flow prediction in basins <90 acres
only.  It is applicable to street inlet sizing, sewer drain design, and single lot developments in the Aspen area.

Rational Method
QP=CIA, Where: QP = Peak flow in cubic feet per second (cfs)

C = Runoff coefficient
I = Rainfall intensity in inches/hour 
A = Drainage area in acres

The following equation can be used to determine intensities not shown on the URMP IDF table or curve:

I=(88.8P1)/(10+TC)1.052 ,Where: P1 = 1-hour rainfall depth in inches (URMP Table 2.2)
TC = Time of concentration in minutes

P1, 5-year return period 0.64 in/hr
P1, 100-year return period 1.23 in/hr

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)
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C5 I5 (in/hr) C100 I100 (in/hr)
P1 11.44 28.72 0.24 2.26 0.47 4.34 1.004 0.56 2.05
P2 5.00 100.00 0.88 3.29 0.97 6.33 0.149 0.43 0.91
P3 5.00 2.00 0.09 3.29 0.36 6.33 0.160 0.05 0.37
P4 11.11 2.00 0.09 2.30 0.36 4.42 0.140 0.03 0.22
P5 10.76 32.56 0.26 2.34 0.48 4.49 0.161 0.10 0.35

Q5

(cfs)

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)

ID
TC

(min)
Imp.
(%)

5-Year 100-Year Area
(acres)

Q100

(cfs)
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Hydrologic homogeneity is one of the basic assumptions for small watershed hydrology. If the land uses or soil types
in a watershed vary from one area to another, then it is necessary to divide the watershed into sub-areas.  Each 
sub-area should have its own outlet that is termed “node” or “design point”. All nodes shall then be connected
together by swales, street gutters, sewers, or roadside ditches that are often referred to as "links".  A node-link
schematic represents the flow connectivity through the watershed.

The flow process through multiple subareas starts from the most upstream subarea to accumulate the flow time
through the drainage network.  The accumulated travel time through the drainage network is:

(Tc)n = (Tc)n-1+Ln/(60*Vn), Where: Tc = accumulated time of concentration in minutes through the system
L = waterway length in feet
V = flow velocity in feet/sec
n = n-th node at the design point

Vn=KS1/2, Where: K = Conveyance coefficient (Table 3.3)
S = Reach slope, ft/ft

(Per the URMP)
Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
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P1 1.004 0.24 0.47 11.44 0.00 0.005 20 11.44
P2 0.149 0.88 0.97 5.00 0.00 0.005 20 5.00
P3 0.160 0.09 0.36 5.00 0.00 0.005 20 5.00
P4 0.140 0.09 0.36 11.11 0.00 0.005 20 11.11
P5 0.161 0.26 0.48 10.76 0.00 0.005 20 10.76

DP1 11.44 0.00 0 0 11.44
DP2 10.76 0.00 0 0 10.76

Peak Flow Calculations - Proposed Conditions
(Per the URMP)

Ln

(ft)
Sn

(ft/ft)
Kn

(Table 3.3)
TC,n

(min)
ID

Area
(acres)

C5 C100
TC

(min)
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When several links come to a node, the design rainfall duration or time of concentration at the node is the longest
flow time among all incoming links. Knowing the contributing area and flow time, the peak discharge can discharge
can be predicted by the Rational Method.

Design rainfall duration: 11.44 min

Rainfall intensity, 5-year: 2.26 in/hr
Rainfall intensity, 100-year: 4.34 in/hr

Effective area, 5-year: 0.272 acres
Effective area, 100-year: 0.581 acres

Peak design flow, 5-year 0.615 cfs
Peak design flow, 100-year 2.525 cfs

(Per the URMP)
Peak Flow Calculations for Design Point 1 - Proposed Conditions
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Rainfall intensity
I = (88P1)/(10+Td)1.052, Where: I = Rainfall intensity, in/hr

P1 = 1-hour rainfall depth, in
Td = Rainfall duration, min

Inflow Volume
Vi  = (1/720)CITdA, Where: Vi  = Inflow volume, ft3

C = Runoff coefficient
A = Tributary area, ft2

Outflow Volume
VO = 30(1+TC/Td)QaTd, Where: VO = Outflow volume, ft3

TC = Time of concentration, min
Td = Rainfall duration, min
Qa = Allowable release rate, cfs

Detention Volume
Vd = Vi -VO, Where: Vd = Volume difference, ft3

Detention Volume Calculations
(Per the URMP)

The FAA procedure was modified to provide a reasonable estimate of the required storage volume for 
small on-site detention facilities (FAA 1996, Guo 1999a).  This method is a rational-formula based 
approach that is only applicable to small urban watersheds less than 90 acres.  In this approach, the 
design rainfall duration is unknown.  The engineer shall investigate the required detention volumes for 
a range of rainfall durations, starting from the time of concentration, TC, until the volume is maximized.
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Effective Area = 0.272 acres Effective Area = 0.581 acres
P1, 5-Year = 0.64 in P1, 100-Year = 1.23 in

Qa = 0.297 cfs Qa = 2.039 cfs
TC = 11.44 min TC = 11.44 min

Vd, 5-Yr, max = 242.73 ft3 Vd, 100-Yr, max = 349.88 ft3

Td

(min)
I

(in/hr)
Vi

(ft3)
VO

(ft3)
Vd

(ft3)
Td

(min)
I

(in/hr)
Vi

(ft3)
VO

(ft3)
Vd

(ft3)
11.44 2.26 425.35 204.14 221.22 11.44 4.34 1747.65 1399.99 347.66
12.00 2.20 434.22 209.13 225.10 12.00 4.23 1784.10 1434.21 349.88
13.00 2.10 448.92 218.05 230.87 13.00 4.03 1844.47 1495.40 349.07
14.00 2.01 462.28 226.97 235.31 14.00 3.86 1899.38 1556.58 342.80
15.00 1.92 474.48 235.89 238.59 15.00 3.70 1949.50 1617.77 331.74
16.00 1.85 485.65 244.81 240.84 16.00 3.55 1995.42 1678.95 316.47
17.00 1.77 495.92 253.73 242.19 17.00 3.41 2037.60 1740.14 297.47
18.00 1.71 505.38 262.65 242.73 18.00 3.28 2076.48 1801.32 275.16
19.00 1.64 514.13 271.58 242.55 19.00 3.16 2112.40 1862.51 249.90
20.00 1.59 522.23 280.50 241.73 20.00 3.05 2145.68 1923.69 221.98
21.00 1.53 529.74 289.42 240.33 21.00 2.95 2176.57 1984.88 191.69
22.00 1.48 536.74 298.34 238.40 22.00 2.85 2205.31 2046.06 159.25
23.00 1.44 543.26 307.26 236.00 23.00 2.76 2232.12 2107.25 124.87
24.00 1.39 549.36 316.18 233.17 24.00 2.67 2257.15 2168.43 88.72
25.00 1.35 555.06 325.10 229.96 25.00 2.59 2280.58 2229.62 50.97
26.00 1.31 560.41 334.03 226.38 26.00 2.52 2302.55 2290.80 11.75
27.00 1.27 565.42 342.95 222.48 27.00 2.45 2323.17 2351.98 -28.81
28.00 1.24 570.14 351.87 218.28 28.00 2.38 2342.56 2413.17 -70.61
29.00 1.20 574.59 360.79 213.80 29.00 2.31 2360.82 2474.35 -113.53
30.00 1.17 578.78 369.71 209.07 30.00 2.25 2378.04 2535.54 -157.50
31.00 1.14 582.74 378.63 204.10 31.00 2.20 2394.30 2596.72 -202.42
32.00 1.11 586.48 387.56 198.92 32.00 2.14 2409.67 2657.91 -248.24
33.00 1.09 590.02 396.48 193.54 33.00 2.09 2424.21 2719.09 -294.88
34.00 1.06 593.37 405.40 187.97 34.00 2.04 2437.99 2780.28 -342.29
35.00 1.04 596.55 414.32 182.23 35.00 1.99 2451.06 2841.46 -390.40
36.00 1.01 599.57 423.24 176.33 36.00 1.95 2463.47 2902.65 -439.18
37.00 0.99 602.44 432.16 170.28 37.00 1.90 2475.26 2963.83 -488.58
38.00 0.97 605.17 441.08 164.09 38.00 1.86 2486.47 3025.02 -538.55
39.00 0.95 607.77 450.01 157.76 39.00 1.82 2497.15 3086.20 -589.06
40.00 0.93 610.24 458.93 151.32 40.00 1.78 2507.32 3147.39 -640.07
41.00 0.91 612.60 467.85 144.75 41.00 1.75 2517.01 3208.57 -691.56
42.00 0.89 614.86 476.77 138.09 42.00 1.71 2526.27 3269.76 -743.49
43.00 0.87 617.01 485.69 131.31 43.00 1.68 2535.10 3330.94 -795.84
44.00 0.86 619.06 494.61 124.45 44.00 1.64 2543.55 3392.13 -848.58

5-Year Rainfall Runoff Event 100-Year Rainfall Runoff Event

Design Point 1 Detention Volume Calculations
(Per the URMP)
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Rainfall intensity
I = (88P1)/(10+Td)1.052, Where: I = Rainfall intensity, in/hr

P1 = 1-hour rainfall depth, in
Td = Rainfall duration, min

Inflow Volume
Vi  = (1/720)CITdA, Where: Vi  = Inflow volume, ft3

C = Runoff coefficient
A = Tributary area, ft2

Outflow Volume
VO = 30(1+TC/Td)QaTd, Where: VO = Outflow volume, ft3

TC = Time of concentration, min
Td = Rainfall duration, min
Qa = Allowable release rate, cfs

Detention Volume
Vd = Vi -VO, Where: Vd = Volume difference, ft3

Detention Volume Calculations
(Per the URMP)

The FAA procedure was modified to provide a reasonable estimate of the required storage volume for 
small on-site detention facilities (FAA 1996, Guo 1999a).  This method is a rational-formula based 
approach that is only applicable to small urban watersheds less than 90 acres.  In this approach, the 
design rainfall duration is unknown.  The engineer shall investigate the required detention volumes for 
a range of rainfall durations, starting from the time of concentration, TC, until the volume is maximized.
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Effective Area = 0.042 acres Effective Area = 0.077 acres
P1, 5-Year = 0.64 in P1, 100-Year = 1.23 in

Qa = 0.033 cfs Qa = 0.263 cfs
TC = 10.76 min TC = 10.76 min

Vd, 5-Yr, max = 51.40 ft3 Vd, 100-Yr, max = 58.19 ft3

Td

(min)
I

(in/hr)
Vi

(ft3)
VO

(ft3)
Vd

(ft3)
Td

(min)
I

(in/hr)
Vi

(ft3)
VO

(ft3)
Vd

(ft3)
10.76 2.34 64.39 21.12 43.27 10.76 4.49 226.35 169.68 56.68
11.00 2.31 65.05 21.36 43.69 11.00 4.44 228.67 171.61 57.06
12.00 2.20 67.57 22.34 45.23 12.00 4.23 237.54 179.49 58.04
13.00 2.10 69.86 23.32 46.54 13.00 4.03 245.58 187.38 58.19
14.00 2.01 71.94 24.31 47.64 14.00 3.86 252.89 195.27 57.62
15.00 1.92 73.84 25.29 48.55 15.00 3.70 259.56 203.16 56.40
16.00 1.85 75.58 26.27 49.31 16.00 3.55 265.67 211.05 54.63
17.00 1.77 77.18 27.25 49.93 17.00 3.41 271.29 218.93 52.36
18.00 1.71 78.65 28.23 50.42 18.00 3.28 276.47 226.82 49.65
19.00 1.64 80.01 29.21 50.80 19.00 3.16 281.25 234.71 46.54
20.00 1.59 81.27 30.20 51.07 20.00 3.05 285.68 242.60 43.08
21.00 1.53 82.44 31.18 51.26 21.00 2.95 289.79 250.49 39.31
22.00 1.48 83.53 32.16 51.37 22.00 2.85 293.62 258.37 35.25
23.00 1.44 84.54 33.14 51.40 23.00 2.76 297.19 266.26 30.93
24.00 1.39 85.49 34.12 51.37 24.00 2.67 300.52 274.15 26.37
25.00 1.35 86.38 35.10 51.27 25.00 2.59 303.64 282.04 21.60
26.00 1.31 87.21 36.09 51.12 26.00 2.52 306.57 289.93 16.64
27.00 1.27 87.99 37.07 50.92 27.00 2.45 309.31 297.81 11.50
28.00 1.24 88.73 38.05 50.68 28.00 2.38 311.89 305.70 6.19
29.00 1.20 89.42 39.03 50.39 29.00 2.31 314.33 313.59 0.74
30.00 1.17 90.07 40.01 50.06 30.00 2.25 316.62 321.48 -4.86
31.00 1.14 90.69 41.00 49.69 31.00 2.20 318.78 329.37 -10.58
32.00 1.11 91.27 41.98 49.29 32.00 2.14 320.83 337.25 -16.43
33.00 1.09 91.82 42.96 48.86 33.00 2.09 322.77 345.14 -22.38
34.00 1.06 92.34 43.94 48.40 34.00 2.04 324.60 353.03 -28.43
35.00 1.04 92.84 44.92 47.91 35.00 1.99 326.34 360.92 -34.58
36.00 1.01 93.31 45.90 47.40 36.00 1.95 327.99 368.81 -40.81
37.00 0.99 93.75 46.89 46.87 37.00 1.90 329.56 376.70 -47.13
38.00 0.97 94.18 47.87 46.31 38.00 1.86 331.05 384.58 -53.53
39.00 0.95 94.58 48.85 45.73 39.00 1.82 332.48 392.47 -59.99
40.00 0.93 94.97 49.83 45.14 40.00 1.78 333.83 400.36 -66.53
41.00 0.91 95.33 50.81 44.52 41.00 1.75 335.12 408.25 -73.13
42.00 0.89 95.68 51.80 43.89 42.00 1.71 336.35 416.14 -79.78
43.00 0.87 96.02 52.78 43.24 43.00 1.68 337.53 424.02 -86.49

5-Year Rainfall Runoff Event 100-Year Rainfall Runoff Event

Design Point 2 Detention Volume Calculations
(Per the URMP)
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Water Quality Capture Volume (WQCV) Calculations
(Per the URMP)

The design event for Water Quality Capture Volume (WQCV) is the 80th percentile runoff event which 
corresponds to roughly a 6-month to 1-year storm event.  The design brim-full emptying time for WQCV 
shall be an minimum of twelve hours.  Eighty percent of all runoff events, on a volumetric basis, are 
expected to be less than or equal to this design event and will be fully treated by BMPs that provide the 
WQCV.  Based on calculations for fine sand-sized particles (60 microns) using settling velocities for low 
temperatures, a drain time of 12 hours for the WQCV should provide a very high level of removal 
(greater than 90%) for this szie of particles (USEPA 1986).

The following guidelines apply:

•  The imperviousness used on the x-axis in Figure 8.13 is the imperviousness of the area tributary to a 
stormwater BMP.  This imperviousness is determined from a site plan by determining the preliminary 
location of a BMP and then delineating the area that will contribute runoff to the BMP.  Impervious areas 
within the tributary area (watershed) including roofs, walks, drives, roads, etc. can be identified and 
added to determine the total impervious area within the tributary area.  The total imperviousness, as a 
percent is calculated as:  Impervious Area in Tributary Watershed/ Total Area in Tributary Watershed x 
100.  If a BMP is sized to provide only on-site water quality treatment, the WQCV may be calculated 
based on only on-site impervious area; however, the BMP must be sized to pass off-site flows from 
impervious and pervious areas without causing downstream problems. It is preferable to size a BMP for 
all tributary impervious area (onsite and off-site) as this will provide the greatest water quality benefit for 
the community.

•  For sites that employ runoff reduction measures such as swales, buffers, trees and other BMPs that 
minimize directly connected impervious area or the effect of the impervious area, the total 
imperviousness should be adjusted to effective imperviousness before using Figure 8.13 to determine 
the WQCV. Adjustment procedures for converting total imperviousness to effective imperviousness are 
described in Section 8.4.1.
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Pervious Imp. Total
DP1 44233.02 19030.53 63263.55 30.08 0 0
DP2 4719.98 2279.03 6999.01 32.56
P1 31161.97 12555.61 43717.58 28.72 5 0.0225
P2 0.00 6474.92 6474.92 100.00 10 0.03
P3 6971.89 0.00 6971.89 2.00 15 0.04
P4 6099.16 0.00 6099.16 2.00 20 0.0475
P5 4719.98 2279.03 6999.01 32.56 25 0.055

30 0.0625
35 0.07
40 0.08
45 0.0875
50 0.0975
55 0.1075
60 0.1175
65 0.1275
70 0.14
75 0.155
80 0.17
85 0.1875
90 0.209
95 0.23
100 0.26

30.08 0
30.08 0.0630

0 0.0630
0.0630

Sub-Basin Areas (ft)
Imp

Water Quality Capture Volume Calculations
(Per the URMP)

ID

395



Percent Imperviousness = Impervious Area/Total Area = 30.08 %

WQCV watershed inches = 0.063 in

Volume (ft2) = WQCV in Watershed inches x 1 ft/12 in x Area (ft2) = 332.13 ft3

Water Quality Capture Volume Calculations, DP-1
(Per the URMP)

The WQCV in Figure 8.13 has units of watershed-inches. To determine a volume in ft3,
the following conversion applies:

Volume (ft2) = WQCV in Watershed inches x 1 ft/12 in x Area (ft2)

For a site that is 100 percent impervious the WQCV corresponds to 0.26 watershed-inches (i.e.
the storage volume required for a BMP is equivalent to 0.26 inches of runoff distributed over the
area tributary to the BMP). 0.26 watershed inches is equivalent to approximately 950 ft3/acre.
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Percent Imperviousness = Impervious Area/Total Area = 32.56 %

WQCV watershed inches = 0.066 in

Volume (ft2) = WQCV in Watershed inches x 1 ft/12 in x Area (ft2) = 38.49 ft3

Water Quality Capture Volume Calculations, DP-2
(Per the URMP)

The WQCV in Figure 8.13 has units of watershed-inches. To determine a volume in ft3,
the following conversion applies:

Volume (ft2) = WQCV in Watershed inches x 1 ft/12 in x Area (ft2)

For a site that is 100 percent impervious the WQCV corresponds to 0.26 watershed-inches (i.e.
the storage volume required for a BMP is equivalent to 0.26 inches of runoff distributed over the
area tributary to the BMP). 0.26 watershed inches is equivalent to approximately 950 ft3/acre.
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Section A

414

clawrence
Snapshot

clawrence
Snapshot



0 1 / 2 2 / 2 0 2 0

B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | 

1 / 1 6 ” = 1 ’ - 0 ”

Pa r t i a l  S i t e  S e c t i o n  L o o k i n g  We s t

LEVEL ONE
T.O. EXST

BOND BEAM
T.O. EXST

ROOF PLY
T.O. EXST

PARAPET
T.O. EXST
PARAPET
T.O. EXST

T.O. PARAPET
EXST

PARAPET
T.O. EXST

13
'-1

 1
/2

"18
'-0

"

11
'-0

"

17
'-4

"

BAYER CENTER
MAIN LEVEL

7885' - 6"

BOETTCHER
SEMINAR
MAIN LEVEL

7885' - 0"

BA
YE

R
 H

IG
H

ES
T 

PO
IN

T

BO
ET

TC
H

ER

BAYER CENTER BOETTCHER SEMINAR BUILDING

BAYER CENTER
UPPER ROOF

7900' - 6"

4'
-0

"

PARAPET
7903' - 0"

BOETTCHER
T.O. EXST

15
'-0

"

2'
-4

"

STORAGE

12
'-6

"

BAYER CENTER
LOWER LEVEL

7873' - 0"

CREATIVE
LAB LOBBY ENCLOSED

COURTYARD
HUDSON

ROOM

7885' - 0"

7894' - 9 1/2"

7895' - 11"

7898' - 1 1/2"

7903' - 0"7902' - 10"

BAYER CENTER
HIGHEST POINT

2"

BAYER CENTER
MAIN LEVEL

7885' - 6"

6"

415
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B o e t t c h e r  S e m i n a r  B u i l d i n g  |  E x i s t i n g  B u i l d i n g  a n d  P r o p o s e d  S c o p e

P R O P O S E D  S C O P E  N O T E S

E X I S T I N G  R O O F T O P  M E C H A N I C A L 
U N I T S  T O  B E  R E M O V E D ,  R O O F S  AT 
T H E S E  L O C AT I O N S  T O  B E  I N F I L L E D 
W I T H  L O W - S L O P E  R O O F  ( 2 ” R I S E )

B U I L D I N G  M A S S I N G ,  E N T R Y 
L O C AT I O N S ,  E T C .  T O  R E M A I N .  A L L 
R O O F  F O R M S  T O  R E M A I N .   FA S C I A 
A N D  S T R U C T U R E  T O  B E  R E PA I R E D /
R E P L A C E D  A S  R E Q U I R E D

E X I S T I N G  C O N C R E T E  P L I N T H ,  C M U 
B L O C K ,  A N D  C O N C R E T E  B O N D -
B E A M  T O  R E M A I N

A L L  E X I S T I N G  W I N D O W S  T O  B E 
R E P L A C E D  W I T H  N E W  A L U M I N U M 
C L A D  W O O D  W I N D O W S  I N 
C O N F I G U R AT I O N S ,  P R O F I L E S ,  A N D 
T R I M  D E TA I L S  S I M .  T O  E X I S T I N G

N E W  D O O R S  T O  M AT C H  E X I S T I N G

E X P O S E D  C O N D U I T,  W I R I N G , 
B O X E S ,  E T C .  T O  B E  R E M O V E D 
A N D  R E L O C AT E D  T O  I N T E R I O R  O F 
B U I L D I N G

P R O P O S E D  G R A D E  T O  E M P H A S I Z E 
C O N C R E T E  P L I N T H  AT  E N T R Y 
A N D  M E E T  B U I L D I N G  I N  S I M I L A R 
M A N N E R  A S  E X I S T I N G  F O R 
R E M A I N I N G  B U I L D I N G

W O O D  F L O O R  F I N I S H  O N  “ B R I D G E ” 
E L E M E N T  T O  B E  R E P L A C E D  W I T H 
D R I P -T H R O U G H  G R AT E .   W O O D 
FA S C I A  T O  R E M A I N ,  R E PA I R /
R E P L A C E  A S  R E Q U I R E D

S TA I N E D  W O O D  D E C K  T O  B E 
R E P L A C E D  W I T H  S I M I L A R - S I Z E D 
D E C K ,  B E N C H  T O  B E  R E M O V E D

N E W  V E S T I B U L E  L I N K I N G  P O D 
E N T R I E S  AT  B R I D G E  T O  B E  A D D E D 
F O R  G R E AT E R  E N E R G Y  E F F I C I E N C Y 
A N D  A C C E S S I B L E  A C C E S S

N E W  O V E R F R A M E D  R O O F S  T O 
H O U S E  M E C H A N I C A L  B E Y O N D .  
N E W  S L O P E D  I N S U L AT I O N  T O  B E 
A D D E D  T O  F L AT  R O O F  B E Y O N D 
PA R A P E T.   A L L  N E W  R O O F  R I D G E S 
S H A L L  B E  L O W E R  T H A N  E X I S T I N G 
PA R A P E T  H E I G H T S .   N E W  S K Y L I G H T 
T O  B E  A D D E D ,  P E A K  I S  M I N I M A L LY 
V I S I B L E  ( A P P R O X .  1 0 0 ’ T O  N O R T H 
A N D  2 0 0 ’ T O  S O U T H ) . 
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B o e t t c h e r  S e m i n a r  B u i l d i n g  |  E x i s t i n g  P l a n  +  R o o f  P l a n  -  6 , 0 9 0  S . F.  ( M a i n  B l d g ,  i n c l .  C o u r t y a r d )
 -  1 , 4 7 8  S . F.  ( [ 2 ]  P o d s )

E X I S T I N G  G R O U N D  F L O O R  P L A N E X I S T I N G  R O O F  P L A N
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s c a l e :  3 / 6 4 ” =  1 ’ - 0 ” s c a l e :  3 / 6 4 ” =  1 ’ - 0 ”
n o r t h n o r t h
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B o e t t c h e r  S e m i n a r  B u i l d i n g  |  P r o p o s e d  P l a n  +  R o o f  P l a n

P R O P O S E D  G R O U N D  F L O O R  P L A N P R O P O S E D  R O O F  P L A N

E N T R Y

E N T R Y

L O B B Y

C R E AT I V E 
L A B

R R
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C O U R T YA R D
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N E W 
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E X T E R I O R 
T R A S H  & 
M E C H A N I C A L

S T O R A G E

S T O .

D E C K

P R E P  / 
S T O R A G E

E X I S T I N G 
S K Y L I G H T S

L O W  S L O P E  I N S U L AT I O N

L O W - S L O P E  I N F I L L 
R O O F  T O  C O N C E A L  N E W 
M E C H A N I C A L  E Q U I P M E N T 
( 2 ” T O TA L  R I S E )

N E W  S K Y L I G H T,  R I S E 
I S  A P P R O X .  3 ’ A B O V E 
PA R A P E T  WA L L S  ( M I N I M A L 
V I S I B I L I T Y )

O V E R F R A M E D  R O O F, 
R I D G E  I S  L O W E R  T H A N 
PA R A P E T  WA L L S

H U D D L E

s c a l e :  3 / 6 4 ” =  1 ’ - 0 ” s c a l e :  3 / 6 4 ” =  1 ’ - 0 ”
n o r t h n o r t h

 -  6 , 0 9 0  S . F.  ( M a i n  B l d g ,  i n c l .  C o u r t y a r d )
 -  1 , 5 1 9  S . F.  ( [ 2 ]  P o d s  +  N e w  V e s t i b u l e )418
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B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | E n t r y  R e n d e r i n g 
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B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | E x t e r i o r  S c h e m a t i c  V i e w s
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S o u t h w e s t  V i e wN o r t h w e s t  V i e w
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B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | E n t r y  G a l l e r y  -  V i e w  1
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B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | E n t r y  G a l l e r y  -  V i e w  2
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B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | E n t r y  L e v e l  F l o o r  P l a n  -  3 , 1 2 1  S . F. 

1 / 8 ” = 1 ’ - 0 ”

TERRACE

ELEVATORSTAIR 1

MEN'S
RESTROOM

GALLERY 3 GALLERY 2 /
HISTORY

GALLERY 1

ENTRY
VESTIBULE

GALLERY 4

BRIDGE

GALLERY 5 /
LOUNGE WOMEN'S

RESTROOM

R
ET

AI
L 

SH
EL

VI
N

G

MECHANICAL 
ENCLOSURE 

WITH LOUVERED 
DOORS

VI
TR

IN
E

DN

DN

STAIR 2

BE
N

C
H

BE
N

C
H

MECHANICAL
ENCLOSURE

WITH LOUVERED 
DOORS

425



0 1 / 2 2 / 2 0 2 0

B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  | 

1 / 8 ” = 1 ’ - 0 ”

L o w e r  L e v e l  F l o o r  P l a n  -  4 , 4 1 5  S . F. 

UP

UP

GALLERY 10

STORAGE

ARCHIVE

GALLERY  6ELEVATOR

GALLERY 8

GALLERY 7

STAIR 1

PASSAGE

GALLERY 9

ELECTRICAL

WATER ENTRY /
MECHANICAL

GALLERY 11

STAIR 2

VEST.

VEST.

ELEV. EQ.

8'
-0

" H
IG

H
 S

TO
R

AG
E

8'
-0

" H
IG

H
 S

TO
R

AG
E

DESK WITH OPEN SHELVES ABOVE

UNISEX
ACCESSIBLE
RESTROOM

JANITOR
CLOSET

426



0 1 / 2 2 / 2 0 2 0

B o e t t c h e r  &  B a y e r  |  S i t e  P l a n
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S e r v i c e  Ya r d  S h e d  S t r u c t u r e  |  S i t e  P l a n

P R O P O S E D  S E R V I C E  YA R D  S H E D

E X I S T I N G  S E R V I C E  YA R D

E X I S T I N G  T E N N I S  C O U R T

E X I S T I N G  T E N N I S  C O U R T SE X I S T I N G  T E N N I S  C O U R T S

n o r t h
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429

clawrence
Snapshot

clawrence
Snapshot



1 1 / 1 1 / 2 0 1 9

S e r v i c e  Ya r d  S h e d  S t r u c t u r e  |  P r o p o s e d  P e r s p e c t i v e  V i e w s

P R O P O S E D  P E R S P E C T I V E  V I E W  L O O K I N G  S O U T H W E S T

P R O P O S E D  P E R S P E C T I V E  V I E W  L O O K I N G  N O R T H
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S e r v i c e  Ya r d  S h e d  S t r u c t u r e  |  P r o p o s e d  P l a n

P R O P O S E D  A X O N O M E T R I C  L O O K I N G  N O R T H E A S TP R O P O S E D  A X O N O M E T R I C  L O O K I N G  N O R T H W E S T
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From: rfelder5606@cox.net
To: Amy Simon
Cc: falender@comcast.net
Subject: Aspen Institute Center for Bayer Studies
Date: Friday, January 10, 2020 4:38:13 PM

Amy,

My wife Debbie and I live at 615 West Gillespie Street which is directly across the street from
the proposed Bayer Center. We are the next door neighbors of the Falenders who have raised a
number of important issues about construction of the Bayer Center, which we agree with and
support. We write these comments to emphasize the need for conditions and mitigations that
we believe must be attached to any approval granted by the HPC and the City Council for
construction of the Bayer Center.

The Institute has chosen to place the Bayer Center right on Gillespie Street. There is no
setback of the Bayer Center as there is for all other Institute buildings and Music Festival
facilities. Given this location, it is imperative that HPC and City Council approvals be
conditioned on adequate safeguards to protect the residential neighborhood . The Bayer Center
must be restricted to serving as a museum and research property. It must be restricted against
serving as a social gathering place or conference center. Under no circumstances should any
activities at the Bayer Center be conducted outside of the building. The Institute already has
buildings that serve these purposes that do not infringe on the quiet enjoyment of the
neighborhood. The improvements to the entrance to the Music Festival parking lot and bus
lane must be extensive enough to address the longstanding health and safety issues caused by
traffic induced dust.

Consideration should be given to ending  truck parking on the north side of Gillespie street
and to confining all loading and unloading to the parking lot. Restricting parking will also help
guarantee that Gillespie Street does not become a safety hazard to residents and visitors to the
Institute. Every effort should be made to protect Gillespie Street and the neighborhood from
the additional burdens that the Bayer Center will place on this quiet corner of the West End.

We would appreciate it if you would forward our comments to the HPC and the City Council.

Thank you,

Debbie and Richard Felder
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From: Falender
To: Amy Simon; Jim Curtis; richard.stettner@aspeninstitute.org; Jannette Whitcomb; Sara Ott
Cc: Steve Falender; Debbi
Subject: Center for Bayer Studies
Date: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 5:04:26 PM

Amy,
We received the formal notice today for the upcoming Aspen Institute public hearing including the
proposed Center for Herbert Bayer Studies.
Debbi and I live at 603 W. Gillespie, which is directly across Gillespie from the proposed Bayer
building.  Jim Curtis, on behalf of the applicant, met with us on site and has kept us updated on the
proposal, and we have discussed our concerns with him.
 
1. The extent of paving of the bus lane and entrance/exit to the parking lot has not been resolved.  It
is imperative to us that the bus lane be paved from Gillespie to the existing music tent bus shelter
and that the entrance/exit to the parking lot onto Gillespie be paved a significant distance into the
parking lot.  We have been experiencing dust from the traffic lane and parking lot for years that
exceeds city codes.  Notices have been sent by the city to the Music Festival notifying them of the
violation of environmental health standards, but evidently city drainage codes are resulting in costs
to pave that are unacceptable to the Music Festival.  It’s way past time for the Festival, Institute, and
city departments and management/ Council to reach a solution that results in paving as an absolute
condition of any new building.  We support the activity at the Festival and Institute, but the
increased amount of events has resulted in increased truck set up traffic, big busses, and many cars
and trucks using the lot.  Paving is a necessity for the health of neighboring residents! 
2. Exterior lighting should be similar to the low lights that now exist on Institute walks and consistent
with residential lighting codes.
3. The approval should limit the use to a museum and activities directly related to the museum
exhibits.  Because the parking is limited, the approval shall specifically prohibit the building to be
used as a general conference or event center.  The parking agreement between the Festival and
Institute has a short term end date which is a concern.
4. All construction parking and staging should be within the parking lot and construction vehicles
should be prohibited from using the residential street parking.  Significant mitigation should be
required for dust, mud etc. to protect the neighboring residential properties during construction.
 
Thank you for your attention to these concerns.
Steve and Debbi Falender
603 W. Gillespie St
970-618-6660
 
 

441

mailto:falender@comcast.net
mailto:amy.simon@cityofaspen.com
mailto:jcurtis@sopris.net
mailto:richard.stettner@aspeninstitute.org
mailto:jannette.whitcomb@cityofaspen.com
mailto:sara.ott@cityofaspen.com
mailto:falender@comcast.net
mailto:smfdf71@yahoo.com


 

 
Page 1 of 5 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council 
 
FROM:   Mike Kraemer, Senior Planner 
     
THRU:   Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 
   
MEMO DATE: January 24th, 2020 
 
MEETING DATE: January 28th, 2020 
 
RE:  Extension of Vested Rights Request – Molly Gibson Lodge, 101 W. 

Main St., Resolution No. 006, Series of 2020 
 
APPLICANT: Haymax Lodging, LLC  
  
REPRESENTATIVE:  Stan Clauson  
Associates 
 
LOCATION: 101 W. Main Street.  
Southwest corner of Main Street and 
Garmisch Street.  
 
CURRENT ZONING: Mixed Use (MU) and 
Residential R-6 with a Lodge 
Preservation and Planned 
Development Overlay  
 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST:  The Applicant 
seeks an extension of vested property 
rights for the redevelopment of the 
Molly Gibson Lodge and development 
of two single-family residences. The 
applicant is requesting a twenty-four 
(24) month extension that would extend 
vesting until June 24th, 2022. This 
application represents the 2nd 
extension of vested rights request by 
the Applicant. A Minor Amendment to 
Project Review to remove the onsite 
affordable house unit is also requested. 
Minor design changes on the alley side 
of the development are also proposed 
and will be reviewed administratively.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that 
City Council deny Resolution No. 006, Series 2020 
thereby denying the request for an extension of 
vested rights and denying the request to remove 
the approved onsite affordable house unit.  
 
 

 
Image of the Molly Gibson Lodge   
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REQUEST OF CITY COUNCIL: The Applicant is requesting a twenty-four (24) month 
extensions of vested rights that approved redevelopment pursuant to Ordinance 3, Series 
of 2015 and as extended pursuant to Resolution No. 008, Series 2018.  The Applicant 
also requests an amendment to remove the onsite affordable housing unit. This request 
will be reviewed in accordance with Chapter 26.308.010.C, Extension or Reinstatement 
of Vested Property Rights and Chapter 26.445.050: Project Review Criteria, of the Land 
Use Code. City Council is the final review authority. 
 
LOCATION/BACKGROUND:  
The Molly Gibson Lodge Planned Development is a two-lot subdivision that was approved 
for redevelopment in 2015. Lot 1 fronts Main Street and is approved to be redeveloped 
with a sixty-eight (68) unit lodge and one onsite affordable housing unit. Lot 2 fronts along 
West Hopkins and is approved for development of two free market single-family 
residences. 
 
The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) reviewed and approved Resolution No. 35, 
Series of 2014 granting Major Development Conceptual Approval, Growth Management, 
Conceptual Commercial Design Approval and provided a recommendation to City Council 
to grant Project Review and Subdivision approval. City Council approved the project via 
Ordinance No. 3 (Series of 2015). The HPC also approved Resolution No. 18, Series of 
2015 which granted Major Development Final Approval, Final Commercial Design 
Approval and Planned Development, Detailed Review Approval for a site-specific 
development plan for the Molly Gibson Lodge. The Final Plat of the Molly Gibson Lodge 
Planned Development and Subdivision was recorded at Book 115, Page 1.  Collectively, 
these approvals granted PD variations for floor area and setbacks for the new project.  
Most recently, Resolution No. 008, Series 2018, extended vesting for the Molly Gibson 
redevelopment until June 24th, 2020.  At this time, the project is currently vested.  
 
The Applicant and ownership group also owns the Hotel Aspen, located across Main 
Street from the Molly Gibson Lodge.  The Hotel Aspen is currently in building permit 
review for approved redevelopment and, of the two projects, is stated to be priority. The 
Applicant states that construction at the Hotel Aspen will commence in April 2020 and is 
anticipated to conclude in November/December of 2021.  
 
REQUEST: 

The Applicant requests a 24-month extension of vested rights.  Approval of the request 
would provide the Applicant the ability to continue to rely on the existing approvals in 
place for the project and to submit for a building permit within the extended vesting period.  
If a 24-month extension is granted, vesting would extend until June 24th, 2022.  If the 
extension request is not granted and the Applicant does not submit for a building permit 
within the established vesting period, the existing approvals would expire on June 24th, 
2020 and further City review under new Land Use Code standards would be required.  An 
extension of vested rights is a discretionary review by the City Council. Staff responses 
to the required Code criterion for an extension can be viewed in Exhibit A. 
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The Applicant has stated that it is undesirable to have two concurrent lodge 
redevelopments occurring in close proximity due to potential impacts along Main Street 
and the temporary reduction of a portion of the City’s bed base, among other reasons.  
The Applicant states that an extension of vested rights would eliminate overlapping 
construction impacts of the two lodges and help to minimize these impacts. 
 
The Applicant also requests a Minor Amendment to a Project Review for removal of the 
onsite one-bedroom affordable housing unit with the ability to provide the mitigation either 
at an offsite location or through the provision of Housing Credits. The Applicant states 
that with the removal of the affordable housing unit, two (2) approved basement lodge 
units could be relocated to an above grade position which would then allow for additional 
hotel conference room space.  The Applicant further states that the Hotel Aspen 
redevelopment exceeds the affordable housing mitigation requirements. While this 
statement is technically correct, the Hotel Aspen and the Molly Gibson affordable housing 
mitigation requirements are in no way relatable and were approved as separate and 
distinct lodge redevelopment projects.  Staff responses to the required Code criterion for 
an amendment can be viewed in Exhibit B. 

 
Current Land Use Code Analysis for the Approved Project: 
Since the 2015 Molly Gibson approval, a moratorium was enacted resulting in several 
Land Use Code amendments that changed parking requirements, commercial design 
standards, affordable housing mitigation requirements, and dimensional standards in 
certain zone districts, including changes to the MU zone district.  The following provides 
an outline of Land Use Code amendments that have been enacted since the Molly Gibson 
approvals and their possible effect on the project when vesting expires: 
 
Dimensions and Uses: 

• The MU zone districts dimensional standards changed at the conclusion of the 
moratorium. The current MU zone district has an established height requirement 
of 28’.  The Molly Gibson Lodge redevelopment was approved with a 32’ height 
limit which exceeds the current Code limitation by 4’. 

• Current MU zoning establishes an overall floor area limitation of 1.25:1.  The 2015 
Molly Gibson approval granted a 1.5:1 overall floor area limitation which exceeds 
current Code standards.    

 
Parking:  

• The 2015 lodge approvals permitted the Molly Gibson redevelopment to maintain 
an existing offstreet parking deficit for the project.  12 parking spaces are currently 
approved for the lodge.  The current Land Use Code would require 34 parking 
spaces with the ability to offset this requirement through cash in lieu and mobility 
commitments.  If reviewed under today’s Code, off street parking is deficient.   

 
Affordable Housing:   

• The 2015 Molly Gibson approvals granted the ability for the existing one-bedroom 
affordable housing unit to be replaced onsite. This unit represents a 1.75 Full Time 
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Equivalent (FTE) Credit.  The current Land Use Code states that a residential unit 
within a commercial building, by definition, is considered a multi-family dwelling.  
As such, the current Land Use Code multi-family replacement standards require 
that should an existing unit be redeveloped, that unit must be replaced on the 
subject property.  The Applicant’s proposal to provide an offsite unit or housing 
credit does not meet this current Code requirement. 

 
Staff notes that Housing Credits are created and issued to a developer when 
affordable housing units are delivered in final form. At this time, the supply of 
Affordable Housing Credits available to use as mitigation for future projects is 
unknown and, as such, the commitment for a project to use Affordable Housing 
Credits is predicated on their availability. 
 

• The 2015 lodge portion of the Molly Gibson redevelopment is required to mitigate 
for 0.45 FTEs. This mitigation amount represents an existing lodge unit credit and 
factors in the Land Use Code incentive for reduced mitigation for small lodge unit 
size (Molly Gibson = 300sq. ft./lodge unit). The current Land Use Code affordable 
housing mitigation standards represent no change in required AH lodge unit 
mitigation. 

 
• The free market portion of the Molly Gibson redevelopment is required to mitigate 

for 2.78 FTE’s.  The current Land Use Code affordable housing mitigation 
standards represent no change in required AH free market mitigation for the 
approved project. 

 
STAFF FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION: Staff has reviewed the Applicant’s request against the 
relevant review criteria and finds the following: 
 
Since approval was granted, the Applicant has recorded the Final Plat documents and 
has stated that construction quality documents are being pursued. The Applicant has 
indicated that they have pursued financing for the project and continue to work with 
consultants. The Hotel Aspen is stated to be the priority project for the ownership group, 
which received redevelopment approval prior to the Molly Gibson Lodge approvals. 
 
With vesting for the Molly Gibson expiring in June, building permit submittal is imminent 
if an extension is not granted.  Given that Hotel Aspen construction is stated to begin in 
April 2020 and continue for 18 months, and that a June Molly Gibson building permit 
submittal will require multiple months of City Building Department review, overlapping 
construction of the two projects could be minimal.   
 
If both the Molly Gibson and Hotel Aspen lodges were concurrently under construction, it 
can reasonably be anticipated that there may be some disruption to Main Street. Staff 
also acknowledges that there would be a reduction in a portion of the City’s bed base for 
a period of time.  Staff notes that while disruption to traffic may occur, the City of Aspen 
requires construction management plans for projects, including construction access 
plans, to help minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible.  Given that both the Molly 
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Gibson and Hotel Aspen have dedicated alley access, it can reasonably be anticipated 
that alley construction access would aid in alleviating disruptions to Main Street.   
 
The previous two year extension for the Molly Gibson was granted based on unwanted 
concurrent redevelopment impacts and bed base reduction from two construction projects 
in close proximity to each other. Today’s request for an extension is identical to the 
previous 2018 request.  Staff notes that City Council is not required to grant today’s 
extension request based on the previous extension approval.  At this time, Staff does not 
believe that an extension of vested rights serves the needs of the City.  Staff will be 
available to speak to alternative approaches to a potential extension should City Council 
desire this discussion.   
 
With regard to the request to eliminate the one bedroom onsite affordable housing unit 
within the Molly Gibson Lodge (1.75 FTEs) and provide that mitigation in the form of an 
offsite unit or housing credits, Staff finds that the request is inconsistent with the Land 
Use Code which requires compliance with APCHA Guidelines.  Current APCHA 
Guidelines place priority on construction of onsite affordable housing mitigation.  The 
referral comments from APCHA (Exhibit C) do not support the amendment as proposed 
and the future redeveloped affordable housing unit should remain onsite as approved in 
2015. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends denial of the request for an Extension of 
Vested Rights, finding that the application does not comply with the applicable review 
criteria. Staff further recommends denial of the Minor Amendment to a Project Review to 
provide an alternative form of mitigation for the onsite affordable housing unit previously 
approved in 2015. 
 
PROPOSED MOTION (WORDED IN THE AFFIRMATIVE): “I move to deny Resolution No. 6, Series 
of 2020 granting a twenty-four (24) month extension of vested property rights for the Molly 
Gibson Lodge Redevelopment and a Minor Amendment to Project Approval to provide 
an alternative form of mitigation for the onsite affordable housing unit.” 
 
Attachments: 
Exhibit A – Staff Findings – Extension of Vested Rights 
Exhibit B – Staff Findings – Project Review Criteria 
Exhibit C – APCHA referral 
Exhibit D -  Ordinance No. 3, Series of 2015 
Exhibit E – Application  
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RESOLUTION NO. 006
(SERIES OF 2020)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF ASPEN CITY COUNCIL APPROVING A 24 
MONTH EXTENSION OF VESTED RIGHTS AND A MINOR AMENDMENT TO A 
PROJECT REVIEW APPROVAL TO REMOVE THE ON-SITE AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING UNIT AT 101 W. MAIN STREET, LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS LOTS 1 AND 
2, MOLLY GIBSON LODGE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND SUBDIVISION 
ACCORDING TO THE FINAL PLAT THEREOF RECORDED JULY 21, 2016 IN PLAT 
BOOK 115 AT PAGE 1 AS RECEPTION NO. 630849, PITKIN COUNTY, COLORADO. 

Parcel ID: 273512455067, 273512455005

WHEREAS, the Community Development Department received an application from
Stan Clauson Associates, Inc., on behalf of Haymax Lodging LLC, a Delaware limited 
liability company, requesting a twenty-four (24) month extension of vested rights associated
with Ordinance No. 3, Series 2015 and as extended by Resolution No. 8, Series 2018 that are set 
to expire June 24, 2020 and a Minor Amendment to Project Approval to eliminate an onsite one
bedroom affordable housing unit (1.75 FTEs) and mitigate this onsite unit with an offsite unit or 
through the provision of affordable Housing Credits; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.308.010 of the Land Use Code, City Council may 
approve an extension of vested rights and pursuant to Chapter 26.445.110.D of the Land Use 
Code, City Council may approval a Minor Amendment to a Project Review approval; and

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed the application and considered the Extension of 
Vested Rights and Minor Amendment proposal under the applicable provisions of the
Municipal Code as identified herein, has reviewed and considered the recommendation of the
Community Development Director, and has taken and considered public comment at a duly 
noticed public hearing; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council approves the request, by a vote of ________ to __________
( ____ : _______ ), for a twenty-four (24) month extension of vested rights associated with 
Ordinance No. 3, series 2015; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that this resolution furthers and is necessary for the 
promotion of public health, safety and welfare.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO, THAT:

Section 1:
Pursuant to the procedures and standards set forth in Title 26 of the Aspen Municipal
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Code, the City Council hereby approves a twenty-four (24) month Extension of Vested Rights 
associated with Ordinance No. 3, Series of 2015, through June 24, 2022 with the following 
conditions:  

a) That the establishment herein of a vested property right shall not preclude the 
applications of regulations which are general in nature and are applicable to all property 
subject to land use regulation by the City of Aspen including, but not limited to, building, 
fire, plumbing, electrical and mechanical codes, and all adopted impact fees.  The 
developer shall abide by any and all such building, fire, plumbing, electrical and 
mechanical codes, and impact fees that are in effect at the time of building permit, unless 
an exemption therefrom is granted in writing.

b) To mitigate the removal of the one bedroom onsite affordable housing unit, an offsite 
affordable housing unit totaling 1.75 FTEs shall be delivered in final form to the 
satisfaction of the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) prior to the 
issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy for the Molly Gibson redevelopment.  

c) Should an offsite housing unit not be provided, and the provision of Affordable Housing 
Credits instead be pursued, 1.75 Affordable Housing Credits shall be extinguished prior
to the first building permit issuance of the Molly Gibson redevelopment.

d) The Applicant shall comply with all other conditions and requirements of Ordinance No. 
3, Series 2015.

Section 2:

All material representations and commitments made by the Applicant pursuant to the vested 
rights extension as herein granted, whether in public hearing or documentation presented before
the City Council, are hereby incorporated in such plan development approvals and the same
shall be complied with as if fully set forth herein, unless amended by an authorized entity.

Section 3:
This resolution shall not affect any existing litigation and shall not operate as an abatement
of any action or proceeding now pending under or by virtue of the ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior
ordinances.

Section 4:
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this resolution is for any
reason held invalid or unconstitutional in a court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be
deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision and shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions thereof.
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APPROVED BY the City Council of the City of Aspen on this 28th day of January 2020.

Torre, Mayor

Attest:

Nicole Henning, City Clerk

Approved as to form:

James R. True, City Attorney
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Exhibit A Staff 
Findings 

 

Section 26.308.010. Extension or reinstatement of vested rights.  

The City Council may, by resolution at a public hearing noticed by publication, mailing 
and posting (See Subparagraphs 26.304.060[E][3][a][b] and [c]) approve an extension 
or reinstatement of expired vested rights or a revoked development order in accordance 
with this Section.  

1. In reviewing a request for the extension or reinstatement of vested rights the City 
Council shall consider, but not be limited to, the following criteria:  
 

a.  The applicant's compliance with any conditions requiring performance 
prior to the date of application for extension or reinstatement;   

Staff Response: The Subdivision Planned Development Agreement, including the 
final plat, for the Molly Gibson Lodge Planned Development and Subdivision was 
recorded at Book 115, Page 1, dated July 21, 2016 – reception number 630851. 
There are no other conditions to be met prior to the application for an extension. 
Staff finds this criterion to be met.  

b. The progress made in pursuing the project to date including the effort to 
obtain any other permits, including a building permit and the expenditures 
made by the applicant in pursuing the project; 

Staff Response: A building permit application has not been submitted, however, 
the Applicant has indicated progress has been made in pursuing financing for the 
project, including the pursuit of construction quality documents. Staff finds this 
criterion to be met.  

c.  The nature and extent of any benefits already received by the City as a 
result of the project approval such as impact fees or land dedications;   

Staff Response:  Since no building permit has been submitted or reviewed at this 
time, no impact fees have been collected.  The City has not received any other 
benefits at this point. Staff finds this criterion to be met.  

d. The needs of the City and the applicant that would be served by the 
approval of the extension or reinstatement request. 

Staff Response: The desire to extend vesting would serve the Applicant’s need 
for additional time to prepare for building permit submission and reduce the 
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complexities of developing two hotels projects at the same time.   

With regard to the City’s needs, given that a new Land Use Code has been 
adopted that changed certain dimensional standards in the MU zone district, 
extending the vesting for a project that does not comply with current standards is 
problematic.  Furthermore, Staff believes that while an extension of vested rights 
would potentially allow for consecutive construction sequencing of the two 
lodges, given the process and timeframe for the Molly Gibson building permit 
review and the stated construction start date for Hotel Aspen, the Applicant may 
have the ability to time the projects such that overlapping construction is 
minimal.   

At this time, Staff does not believe that an extension of vested rights serves the 
needs of the City.  Staff will be available to speak to alternative approaches to a 
potential extension should City Council desire this discussion.  Staff finds this 
criterion to not be met.     

2. An extension or reinstatement may be in the form of a written agreement duly 
authorized and executed by the applicant and the City. Reasonable conditions 
may be imposed by the City Council including, but not limited to, compliance with 
any amendments to this Title adopted subsequent to the effective date of the 
development order and associated vested rights. 

Staff Response: If approval is granted, draft conditions have been provided in the 
ordinance.  Staff finds this criterion to be met.  

3. If the request is for reinstatement of a revoked development order, the City 
Council shall determine the financial impacts of the investigation and may require 
the applicant to pay the reasonable costs of investigation, enforcement and 
reporting by City staff. 

Staff Response: The request is for an extension, not a reinstatement. Staff finds 
this criterion to be not applicable.   
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Exhibit B – Minor Amendment to Project Review 
 

PROJECT REVIEW CRITERIA & STAFF FINDINGS 
Section 26.445.050: The Project Review shall focus on the general concept for the 
development and shall outline any dimensional requirements that vary from those allowed 
in the underlying zone district.  The burden shall rest upon an applicant to show the 
reasonableness of the development application and its conformity to the standards and 
procedures of this Chapter and this Title.  The underlying zone district designation shall 
be used as a guide, but not an absolute limitation, to the dimensions which may be 
considered during the development review process. Any dimensional variations allowed 
shall be specified in the ordinance granting Project Approval.  In the review of a 
development application for a Project Review, the Planning and Zoning Commission or 
the Historic Preservation Commission, as applicable, and City Council shall consider the 
following: 

A. Compliance with Adopted Regulatory Plans.  The proposed development 
complies with applicable adopted regulatory plans. 

Staff Finding: 
Current APCHA Guidelines place priority on construction of onsite 
affordable housing mitigation.  The referral comments from APCHA (Exhibit 
C) do not support the amendment as proposed and the future redeveloped 
affordable housing unit should remain onsite as approved in 2015.  Staff 
finds that this criterion is not met.  

 

B. Development Suitability.  The proposed Planned Development prohibits 
development on land unsuitable for development because of natural or man-made 
hazards affecting the property, including flooding, mudflow, debris flow, fault ruptures, 
landslides, rock or soil creep, rock falls, rock slides, mining activity including mine waste 
deposit, avalanche or snow slide areas, slopes in excess of 30%, and any other natural 
or man-made hazard or condition that could harm the health, safety, or welfare of the 
community. Affected areas may be accepted as suitable for development if adequate 
mitigation techniques acceptable to the City Engineer are proposed in compliance with 
Title 29 – Engineering Design Standards.  Conceptual plans for mitigation techniques 
may be accepted for this standard.  The City Engineer may require specific designs, 
mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be defined as part of the Detailed 
Review and documented within a Development Agreement. 
 

Staff Finding: 
The proposed amendment does not implicate any known manmade or 
natural hazard area.  Staff finds that this criterion is not applicable. 

 
C. Site Planning.  The site plan is compatible with the context and visual character 
of the area.  In meeting this standard, the following criteria shall be used: 
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1. The site plan responds to the site’s natural characteristics and physical constraints 
such as steep slopes, vegetation, waterways, and any natural or man-made 
hazards and allows development to blend in with or enhance said features. 

2. The project preserves important geologic features, mature vegetation, and 
structures or features of the site that have historic, cultural, visual, or ecological 
importance or contribute to the identity of the town. 

3. Buildings are oriented to public streets and are sited to reflect the neighborhood 
context.  Buildings and access ways are arranged to allow effective emergency, 
maintenance, and service vehicle access. 

Staff Finding: 
The proposed amendment does not change any of the project site planning 
characteristics and only reconfigures interior floor plans.  Removal of the 
onsite affordable housing unit will not change the building orientation or 
alter the approved site plan.  Staff finds that this criterion is met. 

 

D. Dimensions.  All dimensions, including density, mass, and height shall be 
established during the Project Review.  A development application may request variations 
to any dimensional requirement of this Title.  In meeting this standard, consideration shall 
be given to the following criteria: 

1. There exists a significant community goal to be achieved through such variations. 

2. The proposed dimensions represent a character suitable for and indicative of the 
primary uses of the project. 

3. The project is compatible with or enhances the cohesiveness or distinctive identity 
of the neighborhood and surrounding development patterns, including the scale 
and massing of nearby historical or cultural resources. 

4. The number of off-street parking spaces shall be established based on the 
probable number of cars to be operated by those using the proposed development 
and the nature of the proposed uses.  The availability of public transit and other 
transportation facilities, including those for pedestrian access and/or the 
commitment to utilize automobile disincentive techniques in the proposed 
development, and the potential for joint use of common parking may be considered 
when establishing a parking requirement. 

5. The Project Review approval, at City Council’s discretion, may include specific 
allowances for dimensional flexibility between Project Review and Detailed 
Review.  Changes shall be subject to the amendment procedures of Section 
26.445.110 – Amendments. 

Staff Finding: 
Given that final approval has been granted for the Molly Gibson, this criterion 
is not applicable. 
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E. Design Standards.  The design of the proposed development is compatible with 
the context and visual character of the area.  In meeting this standard, the following 
criteria shall be used: 

1. The design complies with applicable design standards, including those outlined in 
Chapter 26.410, Residential Design Standards, Chapter 26.412, Commercial 
Design Standards, and Chapter 26.415, Historic Preservation. 

2. The proposed materials are compatible with those called for in any applicable 
design standards, as well as those typically seen in the immediate vicinity.  Exterior 
materials are finalized during Detailed Review, but review boards may set forth 
certain expectations or conditions related to architectural character and exterior 
materials during Project Review. 

 
Staff Finding: 
The subject application does not propose any changes to the exterior 
finishes or design characteristics of the approved Molly Gibson Lodge.  This 
criterion is not applicable.   
 

F. Pedestrian, bicycle & transit facilities.  The development improves pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities.  These facilities and improvements shall be prioritized over 
vehicular facilities and improvements.  Any vehicular access points, or curb cuts, minimize 
impacts on existing or proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.   The City may 
require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be defined 
as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a Development Agreement. 

Staff Finding: 
At the time, the original Molly Gibson approvals satisfied this Land Use Code 
standard.  The proposed amendment does not implicate any previous 
pedestrian, bicycle, or transit commitments.  Staff finds this criterion to be 
not applicable.   
 

G. Engineering Design Standards. There has been accurate identification of 
engineering design and mitigation techniques necessary for development of the project 
to comply with the applicable requirements of Municipal Code Title 29 – Engineering 
Design Standards and the City of Aspen Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  The 
City Engineer may require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation 
timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a 
Development Agreement. 

 
Staff Finding: 
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The approved Molly Gibson engineering design standards and requirements 
will continue to be required of the project with no proposed changes at this 
time.  Staff finds this criterion to be not applicable.   

 
H. Public Infrastructure and Facilities.  The proposed Planned Development shall 
upgrade public infrastructure and facilities necessary to serve the project.  
Improvements shall be at the sole costs of the developer. The City Engineer may 
require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be defined 
as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a Development Agreement. 
 

Staff Finding: 
All previous requirements to provide public infrastructure upgrades and 
facilities will continue to be satisfied as outlined in the original Molly Gibson 
approvals, with no proposed changes at this time.  Staff finds this criterion 
to be not applicable.   

 
I. Access and Circulation.  The proposed development shall have perpetual 
unobstructed legal vehicular access to a public way.  A proposed Planned Development 
shall not eliminate or obstruct legal access from a public way to an adjacent property. 
All streets in a Planned Development retained under private ownership shall be 
dedicated to public use to ensure adequate public and emergency access.  
Security/privacy gates across access points and driveways are prohibited. 
 

Staff Finding: 
All previous access requirements remain unchanged.  Staff finds this 
criterion to be met.   
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Strengthening Community Through Workforce Housing 

 

Extension of Vested Rights & Amendments of the Molly Gibson Lodge Page 1 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Mike Kraemer, Senior Planner 
 
FROM: Cindy Christensen, Deputy Director 
 
DATE: October 29, 2019 
 
RE:  Extension of Vested Property Rights and Minor Amendment to Project Review 
                                                                                                                                                                 
 
ISSUE:  The applicant is requesting an extension of vested rights and minor amendments to the 
previous approval.  
 
BACKGROUND:  The existing lodge contains 53 rooms and is located off Main and Garmisch 
Streets, as well as off Hopkins Street. The portions located off Main Street are zoned Mixed-Use 
while the portions located off Hopkins are zoned R-6. Although the property is within the Main 
Street Historic District, the property is not considered historic. 
 
APCHA will be addressing the request to provide the previously approved on-site affordable 
housing unit at an off-site location or provided through Affordable Housing Credits.  
 
DISCUSSION:  The Molly Gibson Lodge has an existing employee housing. Based on the 
nature of the business, APCHA stands by the original approval for the unit to remain on site.  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  The APCHA staff recommends the existing unit, as proposed and approved, 
remain on site. 
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Land Use Application  
 
Molly Gibson Lodge 
 
A lodge preservation project, featuring small room lodging and associated free-
market residential units. 
 
 
27 September 2019 
 
Location:   101 West Main Street, Aspen, CO (PID# 273512455800) 
 

 
 
An application for Extension of Vested Property Rights and Minor Amendment to 
Project Review. 
 
Represented By:   
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 
Haymax Lodging LLC (the “Applicant”) submits this application for Extension of Vested Property Rights 
and Minor Amendment to Project Review for the Molly Gibson Lodge, a small lodge preservation 
project with associated residential development.  The subject site is a 27,000 SF parcel spanning from 
Main Street (Parcel 1) to Hopkins Avenue (Parcel 2), and bordering Garmisch Street on the east (the 
“Property”).  The Property lies partially within the Mixed-Use (MU) Main Street Historic District and 
Medium-Density Residential (R-6) zone districts and has a Lodge Preservation Overlay (LP) impacting 
the entire parcel.  The LP Overlay District has been used to determine the permitted uses and the 
allowable floor area for the approved free-market multi-family residential component.  The Planned 
Development (PD) overlay determined other parameters, which generally consider the MU and R-6 
zone districts.   
 
Previous Approvals 
Previous approvals granted the project include: 

• Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) granted Demolition and Major Development 
Approvals for properties located within the Main Street Historic District, Commercial Design 
Standard – Conceptual Approval, Growth Management allotments, and Residential Design 
Standard Variances by Resolution 35, Series of 2014.   

• City Council granted Growth Management, Planned Development – Project Review, and 
Subdivision for a Site-Specific Development Plan approval by Ordinance 3, Series 2015.   

• HPC granted Major Development Final Approval, Final Commercial Design Approval, and 
Planned Development – Detailed Review Approval for a site-specific development plan by 
Resolution No. 18, Series of 2015.   

• City Council granted a twenty-four (24) month Extension of Vested Rights which will expire on 
24 June 2020.   

 
Extension of Vested Rights and Proposed Minor Amendment 
An extension of vested property rights is requested to allow for the redevelopment of the Molly 
Gibson Lodge to follow the redevelopment of the Hotel Aspen, which is located across Main 
Street from the Property.  The extension of vested property rights will ensure that a critical 
location on Main Street will not be impacted by two concurrent construction projects.  
Moreover, the staggering of projects will allow for one lodge to remain operational during the 
construction of the other lodge, thereby ensuring the bed base of Aspen does not incur a 
drastic reduction for multiple seasons.  This will also allow employees of both the Hotel Aspen 
and Molly Gibson Lodge to maintain their employment, which would not be possible with both 
lodges under construction.  Finally, the extension of vesting will allow the recently redeveloped 
Hotel Aspen to “settle in” operationally without impacts of redevelopment at the Molly Gibson 
Lodge.   
 
The Hotel Aspen, which is also owned by an affiliate of the Applicant, submitted for a building 
permit in May 2019.  It is anticipated that construction on the Hotel Aspen redevelopment will 
commence in April 2020.  Construction at the Hotel Aspen will last approximately eighteen (18) 
months with an anticipated reopening of the Hotel Aspen in November/December 2021.  Based 
on this schedule, the Applicant anticipates submitting for building permit for the Molly Gibson 
Lodge in April 2022 with construction to commence in April 2023.  An extension of vested 
property rights of two (2) years is requested, or 24 June 2022.   
 
The Applicant has assembled a full team of consultants that are currently working towards the 
85% Construction Document Permit Plan submission for the Molly Gibson Lodge.  The process of 
assembling a complete building permit application prior to expiration of vested rights is a 
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complicated and expensive matter.  Allowing for an additional two (2) years of vesting will 
ensure that the building permit process for the Molly Gibson is not rushed, which is ultimately a 
benefit to both the Applicant and the City of Aspen.   
 
The Applicant also is requesting minor amendments to the design of the lodge.  These include a 
minor modification to the footprint of the southeastern corner of the lodge and reconfiguration 
of the parking off of the alley to relocate the trash enclosure.  The exterior patio spaces on the 
ground level adjacent to the parking will be eliminated and replaced with landscaping.  
Portions of the public amenity space may be modified to accommodate refined grading and 
required stormwater management enhancements.   
 
Finally, the Applicant is requesting to provide the previously approved on-site affordable housing 
unit as an off-site location or provided through Affordable Housing Credits.  This will allow for two 
lodge rooms which are currently located in a subgrade condition, the basement, to be located 
above grade and for additional conference space to be provided.  The off-site affordable 
housing mitigation will be fully compliant with Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines.  
It should be noted that the redeveloped Hotel Aspen, located across Main Street will be 
providing more than the required affordable housing. This housing will be used for both Hotel 
Aspen and Molly Gibson Lodge staff.  All approved dimensional requirements will remain 
unchanged and these minor amendments are consistent with the allowances and limitations of 
previous project reviews.   
 
Approved Development 
The approved development will replace the existing aging lodge with an entirely new building 
that will feature units averaging 303 SF in size.  The addition of small lodge units to the inventory 
of lodging units for the City of Aspen is a stated goal of the Aspen Area Community Plan as well 
as a priority of the City Council, and this development will address an important gap in the 
lodging inventory for the City. 
 
Unchanged from previous representations and approvals granted, the project includes an 
increase in the number of lodge units provided, from 53 existing units to 68 units.  Two (2) single-
family residential units have been approved on Hopkins.  No modifications to the residential units 
are proposed with this application. Twelve (12) at-grade parking spaces have been approved 
for lodge use on Parcel 1.   
 
Additional site improvements include the provision of a new detached sidewalk along Main 
Street, replacing the narrow attached sidewalk, as well as public amenities and the installation 
of appropriate deciduous street trees along Main Street.  These will replace existing spruce trees, 
which are not preferred to be located along streets.  Also proposed is the enhancement of the 
area between the edge of pavement along Garmisch and the entrance to the lodge.  The 
Applicant looks forward to working with the Parks Department in specifying the appropriate 
street trees and landscape improvements.   
 
The approved dimensional requirements for the development, which remain unchanged, are as 
follows: 
 

Parcel 1 
• 3.5’ Western side yard setback; 
• 2.5’ Front yard setback (Main Street); 
• 0’ Eastern (Garmisch) side yard setback; 
• Maximum height of 32’; 
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• Public amenity space of 10% or 1,869 SF; 
• Twelve (12) parking spaces; 
• Cumulative floor area ratio of 1.5:1 (26,959 SF); 
• Lodge floor area ratio of 1.46:1 (26,315 SF); 
• Lodge net livable area of 20,575 SF 

 
 

Parcel 2 
• Minimum lot size of 9,002 SF; 
• Front yard setback (Hopkins) of 10’; 
• Side yard setbacks (East and West) of 7’; 
• Rear yard setback (alley) of 10’; 
• Maximum height of 25’; 
• Allowable floor area of 8,000 SF or 4,000 SF per residence 
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Land USE CODE RESPONSE  
 
Sec. 26.308.010.C. Extension or reinstatement of vested rights. 
 

The City Council may, by resolution at a public hearing noticed by publication, mailing and posting approve an 
extension or reinstatement of expired vested rights or a revoked development order in accordance with this Section. 

1. In reviewing a request for the extension or reinstatement of vested rights the City Council shall 
consider, but not be limited to, the following criteria: 

a) The applicant's compliance with any conditions requiring performance prior to the date of 
application for extension or reinstatement; 

The Applicant has complied with all conditions requiring performance prior to the 
date of application for extension.  The Applicant has prepared and recorded the 
Final Plat (recorded at Book 115, Page1) and prepared and recorded the 
Subdivision/Planned Development Agreement (recorded at Reception # 630851).  
Preparing these materials was a lengthy process that required a substantial 
investment in time and consultant work.   

b) The progress made in pursuing the project to date including the effort to obtain any other 
permits, including a building permit and the expenditures made by the applicant in pursuing 
the project; 

The Applicant has made significant progress in pursuing the project, including pursuing 
financing for the project, and assembling a consultant team that is currently working 
towards an 85% CD building permit submittal.  To date, the Applicant has spent over 
$1,000,000.00 on the project.    

c) The nature and extent of any benefits already received by the City as a result of the project approval 
such as impact fees or land dedications; 

An affiliate of the Applicant owns the Hotel Aspen and has submitted a building permit 
application for the redevelopment of the Hotel Aspen.  The Applicants have provided 
$15.000.00 for an additional We-Cycle station, and are providing engineering design for 
much-needed pedestrian improvements along Main Street.   

d) The needs of the City and the applicant that would be served by the approval of the extension or 
reinstatement request. 

The extension of vested property rights will allow pacing the Hotel Aspen and Molly 
Gibson Lodge so that construction does not occur simultaneously on these Main Street 
properties.  Additionally, the staggering of the projects will ensure that the bed base, 
particularly in the affordable lodging category, will not be substantially impacted by 
both lodges being taken offline at the same time.  Moreover, additional vesting will 
allow the Hotel Aspen to “settle-in” operationally following redevelopment. Finally, the 
extension of vesting will be very meaningful to the employees of both the Molly Gibson 
Lodge and the Hotel Aspen by allowing the Applicant to avoid laying off employees 
that would be necessary if both hotels are under construction.   

Sec. 26.445.110.D. Minor Amendment to a Project Review Approval 
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An amendment found by the Community Development Director to be generally consistent with the 
allowances and limitations of a Project Review approval or which otherwise represents an insubstantial 
change but which does not meet the established thresholds for an insubstantial amendment, may be 
approved, approved with conditions or denied by the City Council, pursuant to 26.445.040.B.2 – Step Two.  
An applicant may not apply for Detailed Review if an amendment is pending. 
 

The Applicant requests that Minor Amendments be made to the design of the lodge.  These 
minor modifications include adjustments to the interior layout of the lodge to slightly modify the 
footprint of the southeastern corner of the lodge and shift the alley parking based on a 
relocation of the trash facility. The exterior patio spaces on the ground level adjacent to the 
parking will be eliminated and replaced with landscaping.  Portions of the public amenity space 
may be modified to accommodate refined grading and required stormwater management 
enhancements. The Applicant is requesting to provide the previously approved onsite 
affordable housing unit to be located off-site or mitigated with affordable housing credits. This 
will allow two lodge rooms that are currently shown subgrade to be located above grade and 
provide for additional conference space in the lodge, we understand this is something that is 
lacking in the community.   The off-site affordable housing mitigation will be fully compliant with 
Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines.  
 
The Applicant is not applying for Detailed Review. 

 
Responses to Sec. 26.445.050, Project Review Standards, as directed by Sec 26.445.040.B.2, are 
provided below. 
 
26.445.050. Project Review Standards.  
The Project Review shall focus on the general concept for the development and shall outline any dimensional 
requirements that vary from those allowed in the underlying zone district.  The burden shall rest upon an 
applicant to show the reasonableness of the development application and its conformity to the standards and 
procedures of this Chapter and this Title.  The underlying zone district designation shall be used as a guide, 
but not an absolute limitation, to the dimensions which may be considered during the development review 
process. Any dimensional variations allowed shall be specified in the ordinance granting Project Approval.  
In the review of a development application for a Project Review, the Planning and Zoning Commission or 
the Historic Preservation Commission, as applicable, and City Council shall consider the following:  
 
The general concept for the development and its dimensional requirements are unchanged 
from previous approvals.  These proposed minor amendments are generated by interior layout 
modification that necessitate slight modifications to the footprint of the lodge and relocation of 
the onsite affordable housing unit.   During the extensive review of the development, all review 
boards found that the development is consistent with the character of the Main Street Historic 
District and with the provisions of the City of Aspen Land Use Code.  The Planned Development 
overlay has generally utilized the underlying zoning as a basis of the dimensional limitations.  No 
variations are requested with this application.   

  
A. Compliance with Adopted Regulatory Plans.  The proposed development complies with applicable 
adopted regulatory plans.  
 
The addition of small lodge units to the inventory of lodging units for the City of Aspen is a 
stated goal of the Aspen Area Community Plan as well as a stated priority of previous 
City Councils.  This development will address an important gap in the lodging inventory 
for the City. 

 

463



Molly Gibson Lodge / Extension of Vested Rights and Minor Amendment to Project Review 
(PID# 273512455800) 
27 September 2019          6 

B. Development Suitability.  The proposed Planned Development prohibits development on land 
unsuitable for development because of natural or man-made hazards affecting the property, 
including flooding, mudflow, debris flow, fault ruptures, landslides, rock or soil creep, rock falls, 
rock slides, mining activity including mine waste deposit, avalanche or snow slide areas, slopes in 
excess of 30%, and any other natural or man-made hazard or condition that could harm the health, 
safety, or welfare of the community. Affected areas may be accepted as suitable for development if 
adequate mitigation techniques acceptable to the City Engineer are proposed in compliance with 
Title 29 – Engineering Design Standards.  Conceptual plans for mitigation techniques may be 
accepted for this standard.  The City Engineer may require specific designs, mitigation techniques, 
and implementation timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a 
Development Agreement.  
 
The previously approved Planned Development ensures that the Property is suitable for 
development.  The site does not contain any hazards, is generally flat, and is in an ideal 
spot for lodging and residential use.  A lodge has been located on the Property for many 
years.   

 
C. Site Planning.  The site plan is compatible with the context and visual character of the area.  In 
meeting this standard, the following criteria shall be used:  
 
The approved site plan has been shown to be compatible with the context and visual 
character of the area.  Only very minor modifications are proposed to be made to the 
site plan and these changes will provide for a better lodge project.  Modifications 
include adjustment to the interior layout of the lodge that will slightly alter the footprint of 
the southeastern corner of the lodge and an adjustment to the alley parking for the 
relocation of the trash facility.  The exterior patio spaces on the ground level adjacent to 
the parking will be eliminated and replaced with landscaping.  Portions of the public 
amenity space may be modified to accommodate refined grading and required 
stormwater management enhancements.   
 
  

1. The site plan responds to the site’s natural characteristics and physical constraints such as 
steep slopes, vegetation, waterways, and any natural or man-made hazards and allows 
development to blend in with or enhance said features.  
 
The approved site plan responds to the site’s natural characteristics.  No physical 
constraints exist on the site.  The development blends in and works with the site 
and adjacent conditions and uses.   
 
2. The project preserves important geologic features, mature vegetation, and structures or 
features of the site that have historic, cultural, visual, or ecological importance or contribute 
to the identity of the town.  
 
No important geologic features are present on the site and there are no structures 
or features that have historic, cultural, visual, or ecological importance or 
contribute to the identity of the town.  The existing mature vegetation will be 
removed to provide for more appropriate and attractive landscaping.  In 
particular, the conifers located along Main Street will be replaced with more 
appropriate deciduous trees.  The application will work with the Parks Department 
to select appropriate tree species to be located along Main Street and ensure 
appropriate mitigation for removed vegetation is provided. 
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3. Buildings are oriented to public streets and are sited to reflect the neighborhood context.  
Buildings and access ways are arranged to allow effective emergency, maintenance, and 
service vehicle access.  
 
The approved site plan will largely remain unchanged and only minor 
modifications are proposed to be made to the approved lodge building.  All 
buildings will remain oriented to public streets and the siting of the buildings have 
been recognized to reflect the neighborhood context.  Buildings have been sited 
to allow effective emergency, maintenance, and service vehicle access. 
 

D. Dimensions.  All dimensions, including density, mass, and height shall be established during the 
Project Review.  A development application may request variations to any dimensional requirement 
of this Title.  In meeting this standard, consideration shall be given to the following criteria:  
 
The dimensional requirements established in prior reviews will not be changed.  No 
variations are requested with this application.   
 

1. There exists a significant community goal to be achieved through such variations.  
 
No variations are requested.   
 
2. The proposed dimensions represent a character suitable for and indicative of the primary 
uses of the project.  
 
The dimensional requirements established in prior reviews will not be changed.  
These dimensions were shown to represent a character suitable for and indicative 
of the lodge and residential use of the project.   
 
3. The project is compatible with or enhances the cohesiveness or distinctive identity of the 
neighborhood and surrounding development patterns, including the scale and massing of 
nearby historical or cultural resources.  
 
The approved development has been shown to be compatible with or an 
enhancement to the cohesiveness or distinctive identity of the neighborhood and 
surrounding development patterns, including the scale and massing of nearby 
historical or cultural resources. 
 
4. The number of off-street parking spaces shall be established based on the probable number 
of cars to be operated by those using the proposed development and the nature of the 
proposed uses.  The availability of public transit and other transportation facilities, including 
those for pedestrian access and/or the commitment to utilize automobile disincentive 
techniques in the proposed development, and the potential for joint use of common parking 
may be considered when establishing a parking requirement.  
 
Twelve (12) at-grade parking spaces have been approved for lodge use on Parcel 
1.  The lodge is located immediately adjacent to public transit and We-Cycle 
stations and the development will include enhancement to the pedestrian 
amenities and sidewalks.  The location of the lodge will ensure that many guests 
will walk or ride public transit rather than taking personal vehicles.  Moreover, the 
Applicant operates an airport shuttle service for lodge guests.  This service is 
provided so that guests will not need a private vehicle during their stay. 
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5. The Project Review approval, at City Council’s discretion, may include specific allowances 
for dimensional flexibility between Project Review and Detailed Review.  Changes shall be 
subject to the amendment procedures of Section 26.445.110 – Amendments.  
 
Not applicable.   
 

E. Design Standards.  The design of the proposed development is compatible with the context and 
visual character of the area.  In meeting this standard, the following criteria shall be used:  

 
1. The design complies with applicable design standards, including those outlined in Chapter 
26.410, Residential Design Standards, Chapter 26.412, Commercial Design Standards, and 
Chapter 26.415, Historic Preservation.  
 
The design of the project will remain essentially unchanged with only minor 
modifications being made to limited elements of the development to 
accommodate interior modifications.  The design has been found to fully comply 
with applicable residential and commercial design standards and historic 
preservation guidelines.   
 
2. The proposed materials are compatible with those called for in any applicable design 
standards, as well as those typically seen in the immediate vicinity.  Exterior materials are 
finalized during Detailed Review, but review boards may set forth certain expectations or 
conditions related to architectural character and exterior materials during Project Review.  
 
Some changes to exterior materials will be proposed for review by Historic 
Preservation staff and the assigned monitor.  Preliminary meetings with HPC staff 
have already occurred.  The proposed materials will be compatible with those 
called for in the applicable design standards, as well as those typically seen in the 
immediate vicinity.   
 

F. Pedestrian, bicycle & transit facilities.  The development improves pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
facilities.  These facilities and improvements shall be prioritized over vehicular facilities and 
improvements.  Any vehicular access points, or curb cuts, minimize impacts on existing or proposed 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.   The City may require specific designs, mitigation 
techniques, and implementation timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented 
within a Development Agreement.  

 
No elements of the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are proposed to be modified 
from the previously approved plan.  The approved pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
facilities have been prioritized over vehicular facilities and improvements.  The Applicant 
has long provided bicycles to guests and are committed to promoting and supporting 
We-Cycle, including with the early purchase of an additional base station to the We-Cyle 
network.  Vehicle access points are unchanged from existing conditions and will minimize 
impacts, to greatest extent possible, on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.  The 
Applicant has offered to work with RFTA on the upvalley bus stop condition that is 
immediately adjacent to the lodge on Garmisch Street.  While this offer was not 
responded to, the Applicant is willing to discuss future improvements and/or relocation of 
the bus stop that may be mutually beneficial to both RFTA and the Applicant.   
 
G. Engineering Design Standards. There has been accurate identification of engineering design and 
mitigation techniques necessary for development of the project to comply with the applicable 
requirements of Municipal Code Title 29 – Engineering Design Standards and the City of Aspen 
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Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  The City Engineer may require specific designs, 
mitigation techniques, and implementation timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and 
documented within a Development Agreement.  
 
Engineering Design Standards have been accurately identified in compliance with 
engineering design and mitigation techniques necessary for the development of the 
project. These comply with the applicable requirements of Municipal Code Title 29 – 
Engineering Design Standards and the City of Aspen Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP).  Minor modifications may be made to address stormwater mitigation and 
respond to any constructability related issues.  These modifications will be reviewed with 
the Engineering Department. 
 
H. Public Infrastructure and Facilities.  The proposed Planned Development shall upgrade public 
infrastructure and facilities necessary to serve the project.  Improvements shall be at the sole costs of 
the developer. The City Engineer may require specific designs, mitigation techniques, and 
implementation timelines be defined as part of the Detailed Review and documented within a 
Development Agreement.  
 
The approved and recorded Subdivision/Planned Development Agreement for Molly 
Gibson Lodge Planned Development and Subdivision is recorded at reception number 
630851. A copy of the Development Agreement is included with this application and 
details the agreed upon upgrades to public infrastructure and facilities.    

 
I. Access and Circulation.  The proposed development shall have perpetual unobstructed legal 
vehicular access to a public way.  A proposed Planned Development shall not eliminate or obstruct 
legal access from a public way to an adjacent property. All streets in a Planned Development 
retained under private ownership shall be dedicated to public use to ensure adequate public and 
emergency access.  Security/privacy gates across access points and driveways are prohibited. 
 
The proposed development will have perpetual unobstructed legal vehicular access to 
Garmisch street via the public alley.  No legal access from a public way to an adjacent 
property has or will be eliminated or obstructed.  No internal streets are necessary for the 
Planned Development and no security or privacy gates are proposed.   
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Pitkin County Assessor
Parcel Detail Information

Assessor Property Search    |   Assessor Subset Query    |   Assessor Sales Search
Clerk & Recorder Reception Search    |   Treasurer Tax Search Search

GIS Map    |   GIS Help

Basic Building Characteristics   |   Value Summary

Parcel Detail   |   Value Detail   |   Sales Detail   |   Residential/Commercial Improvement Detail
Owner Detail   |   Land Detail   |   Photographs

Tax 
Area

Account 
Number

Parcel 
Number

Property 
Type

2018 Mill 
Levy

001 R022274 273512455067 LODGE 36.047 

Primary Owner Name and Address

HAYMAX LODGING LLC 
605 W MAIN ST #2 
ASPEN, CO 81611 

Additional Owner Detail

Legal Description

Subdivision: MOLLY GIBSON LODGE PUD Lot: 1 

Location

Physical Address:  101 W MAIN ST ASPEN 
Subdivision:  MOLLY GIBSON LODGE PUD 
Land Acres:  0.000 
Land Sq Ft:  9,000 

2019 Property Value Summary

Actual Value Assessed Value 471



Land:  6,300,000 1,827,000 
Improvements:  3,363,900 975,530 

Total:  9,663,900 2,802,530 

Sale Date:  
Sale Price:  

Additional Sales Detail

Basic Building Characteristics

Number of Residential 
Buildings:  0 

Number of Comm/Ind 
Buildings:  1 

Commercial/Industrial Building Occurrence 0 Characteristics 

LODGE SECOND FLOOR:  6,159 
LODGE FIRST FLOOR:  6,159 

LODGE BSMT:  1,200 
Total Area:  13,518 

Property Class:  LODGING-IMPROVEMENTS 
Actual Year Built:  1967 

Effective Year Built:  1985 
Quality of Construction:  AVERAGE 

Exterior Wall:  AVERAGE 
Interior Wall:  AVERAGE 

Neighborhood:  ASPEN ECONOMY LODGE 

Top of Page
Assessor Database Search Options

Assessor Home Page
Pitkin County Home Page
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View your transaction progress 24/7 via Stewart Online
Ask us about your login today!

Date: September 06, 2019
File Number: 01330-105329
Property: 101 W. Main Street, Aspen, CO 81611

SELLER:
Haymax Lodging LLC
Delivery Method:  Emailed

Stan Clauson Associates Inc
412 N Mill St
Aspen, CO 81611
Contact: Patrick S Rawley
Phone: (970) 925-2323
Fax: (970) 920-1628
Email: Patrick@scaplanning.com

Delivery Method:  Emailed

WIRED FUNDS ARE REQUIRED ON ALL CASH PURCHASE TRANSACTIONS. FEEL FREE TO CONTACT THE 
ESCROW OFFICE AS NOTED ON THIS PAGE TO OBTAIN WIRING INSTRUCTIONS.

We Appreciate Your Business and Look Forward to Serving You in the Future.
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ALTA COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE 

ISSUED BY
STEWART TITLE GUARANTY COMPANY

STEWART TITLE GUARANTY COMPANY, a Texas Corporation (“Company”), for a valuable consideration, commits to issue its policy 
or policies of title insurance, as identified in Schedule A, in favor of the Proposed Insured named in Schedule A, as owner or mortgagee 
of the estate or interest in the land described or referred to in Schedule A, upon payment of the premiums and charges and compliance 
with the Requirements; all subject to the provisions of Schedules A and B and to the Conditions of this Commitment.

This Commitment shall be effective only when the identity of the Proposed Insured and the amount of the policy or policies committed 
for have been inserted in Schedule A by the Company.

All liability and obligation under this Commitment shall cease and terminate six months after the Effective Date or when the policy or 
policies committed for shall issue, whichever first occurs, provided that the failure to issue the policy or policies is not the fault of the 
Company.

The Company will provide a sample of the policy form upon request.

This Commitment shall not be valid or binding until countersigned by a validating officer or authorized signatory.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Stewart Title Guaranty Company has caused its corporate name and seal to be affixed by its duly authorized 
officers on the date shown in Schedule A.

Countersigned by:

Stewart Title
97 Main Street, Suite W201
Edwards, CO 81632

For purposes of this form the “Stewart Title” logo featured above is the represented logo for the underwriter, Stewart Title Guaranty Company. 

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land Title Association.  All rights reserved.
The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use.
All other uses are prohibited.   Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association.
File No. 01330-105329
004-UN ALTA Commitment 6-17-06
Page 1 of 2

475



CONDITIONS

1. The term mortgage, when used herein, shall include deed of trust, trust deed, or other security instrument.

2. If the proposed Insured has or acquired actual knowledge of any defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim or other matter 
affecting the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by this Commitment other than those shown in Schedule B hereof, 
and shall fail to disclose such knowledge to the Company in writing, the Company shall be relieved from liability for any loss or 
damage resulting from any act of reliance hereon to the extent the Company is prejudiced by failure to so disclose such 
knowledge. If the proposed Insured shall disclose such knowledge to the Company, or if the Company otherwise acquires actual 
knowledge of any such defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim or other matter, the Company at its option may amend 
Schedule B of this Commitment accordingly, but such amendment shall not relieve the Company from liability previously 
incurred pursuant to paragraph 3 of these Conditions.

3. Liability of the Company under this Commitment shall be only to the named proposed Insured and such parties included under 
the definition of Insured in the form of policy or policies committed for and only for actual loss incurred in reliance hereon in 
undertaking in good faith (a) to comply with the requirements hereof, or (b) to eliminate exceptions shown in Schedule B, or (c) 
to acquire or create the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by this Commitment. In no event shall such liability 
exceed the amount stated in Schedule A for the policy or policies committed for and such liability is subject to the insuring
provisions and Conditions and the Exclusions from Coverage of the form of policy or policies committed for in favor of the 
proposed Insured which are hereby incorporated by reference and are made a part of this Commitment except as expressly 
modified herein.

4. This Commitment is a contract to issue one or more title insurance policies and is not an abstract of title or a report of the 
condition of title. Any action or actions or rights of action that the proposed Insured may have or may bring against the 
Company arising out of the status of the title to the estate or interest or the status of the mortgage thereon covered by this 
Commitment must be based on and are subject to the provisions of this Commitment.

5. The policy to be issued contains an arbitration clause.   All arbitrable matters when the Amount of Insurance is 
$2,000,000 or less shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the Insured as the exclusive remedy of the 
parties. You may review a copy of the arbitration rules at< http://www.alta.org/>.

All notices required to be given the Company and any statement in writing required to be furnished the Company shall be addressed to 
it at P.O. Box 2029, Houston, Texas 77252.

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land Title Association.  All rights reserved.
The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use.
All other uses are prohibited.   Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association.
File No. 01330-105329
004-UN ALTA Commitment 6-17-06
Page 2 of 2
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COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE A

File No.:  01330-105329

1.  Effective Date:  September 04, 2019, at 8:00 A.M.

2.  Policy or Policies to be issued: Amount of Insurance

(a) ALTA Owner's Policy 2006 (Standard)

Proposed Insured:

(b) ALTA Loan Policy 2006 (Standard)

Proposed Insured:

3.  The estate or interest in the land described or referred to in this Commitment and covered herein is:

Fee Simple

4.  Title to the said estate or interest in said land is at the effective date hereof vested in:

Haymax Lodging LLC, a Delaware limited liability company

5.  The land referred to in this Commitment is described as follows:

Lots 1 and 2,
Molly Gibson Lodge Planned Development and Subdivision,
according to the Final Plat thereof recorded July 21, 2016 in Plat Book 115 at Page 1 as Reception No. 630849.

County of Pitkin, State of Colorado

Purported Address:
101 W. Main Street
Aspen, CO 81611

STATEMENT OF CHARGES
These charges are due and payable 
before a policy can be issued
Title Report $0.00

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land Title Association.  All rights reserved.
The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use.
All other uses are prohibited.   Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association.

File No. 01330-105329
CO STG ALTA Commitment Sch A STO
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GUARANTY COMPANY
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File No.:  01330-105329

The following are the requirements to be complied with:

1.

2.

Payment to or for the account of the grantor(s) or mortgagor(s) of the full consideration for the estate or 
interest to be insured.

Proper instrument(s) creating the estate or interest to be insured must be executed and duly filed for 
record.

3. None

NOTE: The vesting deed is shown as follows: Warranty Deed recorded April 03, 2007 as Reception No. 536152
and recorded July 21, 2016 as Reception No. 630848.

NOTE: This product is for informational purposes only. It is not a title insurance product and does not provide any 
form of coverage. This product is not a guarantee or assurance and does not warrant, or otherwise insure any 
condition, fact or circumstance. This product does not obligate this Company to issue any policies of title insurance 
for any subsequent transaction based on the information provided or involving the property described herein. This 
Company’s sole liability for any error(s) relating to this product is limited to the amount that was paid for this 
product.

COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE B

PART I

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land Title Association.  All rights reserved.
The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use.
All other uses are prohibited.   Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association.
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File No.:  01330-105329

Schedule B of the policy or policies to be issued will contain exceptions to the following matters unless the same 
are disposed of to the satisfaction of the Company:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Rights or claims of parties in possession, not shown by the public records.

Easements, or claims of easements, not shown by the public records.

Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title that would be 
disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the Land and not shown by the public records.

Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor or material heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not 
shown by the public records.

Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters, if any, created, first appearing in the public records 
or attaching subsequent to the Effective Date but prior to the date the proposed Insured acquires for value of 
record the estate or interest or mortgage thereon covered by this Commitment.

(a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof;
(c) minerals of whatsoever kind, subsurface and surface substances, in, on, under and that may be produced from
the Land, together with all rights, privileges, and immunities relating thereto, whether or not the matters excepted
under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the Public Records or listed in Schedule B.

Water rights, claims or title to water.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Any and all unpaid taxes and assessments and any unredeemed tax sales.

The effect of inclusions in any general or specific  water conservancy, fire protection, soil conservation or other 
district  or inclusion in any water service or street improvement area.

Deed of Trust from Haymax Lodging LLC for the use of US Bank NA to secure  recorded July 21, 
2016 as Reception No. 630852.

Reservations and Exceptions as set forth in the Deed from the City of Aspen recorded December 5, 1887 in Book 
59 at Page 122 providing as follows: "That no title shall be hereby acquired to any  mine of gold, silver , cinnabar 
or copper or to any valid mining claim  or possession held under existing laws.

Reservations and Exceptions as set forth in the Deed from the City of Aspen recorded January 4, 1888 in Book 59 
at Page 248 and January 14, 1888 in Book 59 at Page 283 providing as follows: "That no title shall be hereby 
acquired to any mine of gold, silver , cinnabar or copper or to any valid mining claim or possession held under 
existing laws. 

Reservations and Exceptions as set forth in the Deed from the City of Aspen recorded October 12, 1887 in Book 
59 at Page 30 providing as follows: "That no title shall be hereby acquired to any mine of gold, silver , cinnabar or 
copper or to any valid mining claim or possession held under existing laws 

Terms, conditions, obligations and provisions of Ordinance No. 60 (Series of 1976), An Ordinance Designating an 
Historic District as set forth in instrument recorded December 9, 1976 in Book 321 at Page 51 as Reception No. 
189906. 

Terms, conditions, obligations and provisions of Statement of Exception from Subdivision Regulation for the 

COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE B

PART II
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Purpose of Condominiumization as set forth in instrument recorded December 30, 1980 in Book 402 at Page 259
as Reception No. 229823. 

Terms, conditions, obligations, provisions and easements of Condominium Declaration for the Aspen Ski Lodge 
Condominiums as set forth in instrument recorded December 30, 1980 in Book 402 at Page 236 as Reception No. 
229821. 

Easements, rights of way and other matters as shown and contained on Condominium Map for the Aspen Ski 
Lodge Condominiums recorded December 30, 1980 in Plat Book 10 at Page 92 as Reception No. 229822. 

Terms, conditions, obligations and provisions of Agreement by and between the City of Aspen and The Aspen Ski 
Lodge Condominiums as set forth in instrument recorded December 30, 1980 in Book 402 at Page 262 as 
Reception No. 229824. 

Terms, conditions, obligations and provisions of An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Aspen, Colorado, 
to Rezone Specific Properties from Lodge Preservation to Underlying Zoning with a Lodge Preservation Overlay, 
Ordinance No. 2, Series of 1997 as set forth in instrument recorded September 3, 1997 as Reception No. 407979.

Resolution recorded December 11, 2014 as Reception No. 615952.

Ordinance No. 3-2015 recorded February 10, 2015 as Reception No. 617290.

Resolution No. 18 Series of 2015 recorded June 12, 2015 as Reception No. 620666 and re-recorded June 22, 
2015 as Reception No. 620919. 

Subdivision/Planned Development Agreement for Molly Gibson Lodge Planned Development and Subdivision 
recorded July 21, 2016 as Reception No. 630851.

Final Plat of Molly Gibson Lodge Planned Development and Subdivision recorded July 21, 2016 in 
Plat Book 115 at Page 1 as Reception No. 630849.

Development Plans recorded July 21, 2016 in Plat Book 115 at Page 3 as Reception No. 630850.

Resolution No. 008, Series of 2018 recorded January 11, 2018 as Reception No. 644363.

Any rights, easements, interests or claims that may exist by reason of or reflected by the following facts shown on 
the survey dated June 28, 2016 by High Country Engineering, Inc.:

Parcel B1:
Window Well encroaches into Alley Block 59
Multi-Story Frame Building encroaches into Garmish Street ROW at Southeast corner of property 
Wood Retaining Wall encroaches into Main Street ROW
Multi Story Frame Building encroaches in to Main Street ROW
Customer Parking located along Eastern boundary line

Parcel B2:
Landscaping, Brick Pavers, Stone Retaining Walls encroach onto Hopkins Street ROW
Water Lines, Gas Lines and Underground Utilities located on subject property
Roof Overhang, Concrete Pad and Concrete Sidewalk encroach into Alley Block 59
Fenceline along Western boundary does not correspond to property line.

COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
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28. Any and All Lodging Rentals, Leases and Tenancies.
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DISCLOSURES

File No.:  01330-105329

Pursuant to C.R.S. 10-11-122, notice is hereby given that:

A.
B.

C.

THE SUBJECT REAL PROPERTY MAY BE LOCATED IN A SPECIAL TAXING DISTRICT;
A CERTIFICATE OF TAXES DUE LISTING EACH TAXING JURISDICTION SHALL BE OBTAINED FROM THE 
COUNTY TREASURER OR THE COUNTY TREASURER’S AUTHORIZED AGENT;
INFORMATION REGARDING SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND THE BOUNDARIES OF SUCH DISTRICTS MAY BE 
OBTAINED FROM THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, THE COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER, OR 
THE COUNTY ASSESSOR

Note: Colorado Division of Insurance Regulations 8-2-2, Section 5, Paragraph G requires that “Every title entity shall be 
responsible for all matters which appear of record prior to the time of recording whenever the title entity conducts the 
closing and is responsible for recording or filing of legal documents resulting from the transaction which was closed.” 
Provided that Stewart Title conducts the closing of the insured transaction and is responsible for recording the legal 
documents from the transaction, exception number 5 will not appear on the Owner’s Title Policy and the Lender’s Title 
Policy when issued.

Note: Affirmative Mechanic’s Lien Protection for the Owner may be available (typically by deletion of Exception No. 4 of 
Schedule B, Section 2 of the Commitment from the Owner’s Policy to be issued) upon compliance with the following 
conditions:

A.

B.

C.

D.
E.

The land described in Schedule A of this commitment must be a single-family residence, which includes a 
condominium or townhouse unit.
No labor or materials have been furnished by mechanics or materialmen for purposes of construction on the land 
described in Schedule A of this Commitment within the past 6 months.
The Company must receive an appropriate affidavit indemnifying the Company against unfiled Mechanic’s and 
Materialmen’s Liens.
The Company must receive payment of the appropriate premium.
If there has been construction, improvements or major repairs undertaken on the property to be purchased, within 
six months prior to the Date of the Commitment, the requirements to obtain coverage for unrecorded liens will 
include: disclosure of certain construction information; financial information as to the seller, the builder and/or the 
contractor; payment of the appropriate premium; fully executed Indemnity agreements satisfactory to the 
company; and, any additional requirements as may be necessary after an examination of the aforesaid information 
by the Company.

No coverage will be given under any circumstances for labor or material for which the insured has contracted for or 
agreed to pay.

To comply with the provisions of C.R.S. 10-11-123, the Company makes the following disclosure:

a.

b.

That there is recorded evidence that a mineral estate has been severed, leased or otherwise conveyed from the 
surface estate and that there is a substantial likelihood that a third party holds some or all interest in oil, gas, other 
minerals, or geothermal energy in the property; and
That such mineral estate may include the right to enter and use the property without the surface owner’s 
permission.

NOTE:  THIS DISCLOSURE APPLIES ONLY IF SCHEDULE B, SECTION 2 OF THE TITLE COMMITMENT HEREIN 
INCLUDES AN EXCEPTION FOR SEVERED MINERALS.

Notice of Availability of a Closing Protection Letter: Pursuant to Colorado Division of Insurance Regulation 8-1-3, 
Section 5, Paragraph C (11)(f), a closing protection letter is available to the consumer.
x

NOTHING HEREIN CONTAINED WILL BE DEEMED TO OBLIGATE THE COMPANY TO PROVIDE ANY OF THE 
COVERAGES REFERRED TO HEREIN, UNLESS THE ABOVE CONDITIONS ARE FULLY SATISFIED.

File No.: 01330-105329
CO Commitment Disclosure Revised 1/1/17
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STG Privacy Notice
Stewart Title Companies

WHAT DO THE STEWART TITLE COMPANIES DO WITH YOUR PERSONAL INFORMATION?

Federal and applicable state law and regulations give consumers the right to limit some but not all sharing. Federal and applicable 
state law regulations also require us to tell you how we collect, share, and protect your personal information. Please read this notice 
carefully to understand how we use your personal information. This privacy notice is distributed on behalf of the Stewart Title Guaranty 
Company and its title affiliates (the Stewart Title Companies), pursuant to Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA).

The types of personal information we collect and share depend on the product or service that you have sought through us. This 
information can include social security numbers and driver's license number.

All financial companies, such as the Stewart Title Companies, need to share customers' personal information to run their everyday 
business—to process transactions and maintain customer accounts. In the section below, we list the reasons that we can share 
customers' personal information; the reasons that we choose to share; and whether you can limit this sharing.

.

Reasons we can share your personal information. Do we share Can you limit this sharing?

For our everyday business purposes— to process your 
transactions and maintain your account. This may include running the 
business and managing customer accounts, such as processing 
transactions, mailing, and auditing services, and responding to court 
orders and legal investigations.

Yes No

For our marketing purposes— to offer our products and services to 
you.

Yes No

For joint marketing with other financial companies No We don't share

For our affiliates' everyday business purposes— information 
about your transactions and experiences. Affiliates are companies 
related by common ownership or control. They can be financial and 
non-financial companies. Our affiliates may include companies with a 
Stewart name; financial companies, such as Stewart Title  Company

Yes No

For our affiliates' everyday business purposes— information 
about your creditworthiness.

No We don't share

For our affiliates to market to you — For your convenience, 
Stewart has developed a means for you to opt out from its affiliates 
marketing even though such mechanism is not legally required.

Yes Yes, send your first and last name, the email 
address used in your transaction, your 
Stewart file number and the Stewart office 
location that is handling your transaction by 
email to optout@stewart.com or fax to
1-800-335-9591.

For non-affiliates to market to you. Non-affiliates are companies 
not related by common ownership or control. They can be financial 
and non-financial companies.

No We don't share

We may disclose your personal information to our affiliates or to non-affiliates as permitted by law. If you request a transaction with a 
non-affiliate, such as a third party insurance company, we will disclose your personal information to that non-affiliate.  [We do not control 
their subsequent use of information, and suggest you refer to their privacy notices.]

SHARING PRACTICES

How often do the Stewart Title Companies notify me 
about their practices?

We must notify you about our sharing practices when you request a 
transaction.

How do the Stewart Title Companies protect my 
personal information?

To protect your personal information from unauthorized access and use, we 
use security measures that comply with federal  law. These measures 
include computer, file, and building safeguards.

How do the Stewart Title Companies collect my 
personal information?

We collect your personal information, for example, when you
ß
ß

request insurance-related services
provide such information to us

We also collect your personal information from others, such as the real 
estate agent or lender involved in your transaction, credit reporting agencies, 
affiliates or other companies.

What sharing can I limit? Although federal and state law give you the right to limit sharing (e.g., opt out) 
in certain instances, we do not share your personal information in those 
instances.

Contact us:   If you have any questions about this privacy notice, please contact us at: Stewart Title Guaranty Company, 
1980 Post Oak Blvd., Privacy Officer, Houston, Texas 77056

File No.: 01330-105329 Page 1
Revised 11-19-2013
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4 September 2019 

Mr. Michael Kraemer 

Mr. Michael H. Brown, Manager 
Haymax Lodging LLC 
605 W. Main Street #2 
Aspen, CO 8161 l 
970-930-1754

City of Aspen Community Development Department 
130 S. Galena Street, 3rd Floor 
Aspen, CO 8161 l 

Re: Authorization to Submit Land Use Application 

Dear Mike: 

This letter is to certify that I, Michael H. Brown, Manager of Haymax Lodging LLC, owner of the 
property located at l 01 West Main Street, give Stan Clauson Associates, Inc., and its staff 
permission to represent us in submitting a Land Use Application to the City of Aspen for Extension 
of Vested Rights and Minor Amendment to Project Review for the Molly Gibson Lodge and 
activities related to the submission of this application. If you should have any questions 
regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Contact information for Stan Clauson Associates is as follows: 

Stan Clauson, AICP, ASLA 
Stan Clauson Associates, Inc. 
412 N. Mill Street 
Aspen, CO 8161 l 
Tel 970-925-2323 
Fax 970-920-1628 

Michael\H. Brown 
Manager 
Haymax Lodging LLC 

Attachment 6
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CITY OF ASPEN 
PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE SUMMARY 

LOCATION:  101 W. Main Street,  Molly Gibson Lodge 
PROJECT:  Extension of Vested Rights and Minor Amendment to Project Review 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Stan Clauson, stan@scaplanning.com 429-2741 
PLANNER:  Mike Kraemer, 970.429.2741 
DATE: August 16, 2019

DESCRIPTION:  The Applicant is desirous of extending the vested rights for Lots 1 and 2 of the 
Molloy Gibson Lodge approvals established pursuant to Ordinance No. 3, Series 2015, and as 
extended pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 008, Series 2018.  Currently, vested rights for the 
project expire on June 24th, 2020, unless further extended beyond this date.  After the period of 
vested rights, current land use regulations become applicable to the project, unless an extension is 
granted. 

During the pre-application conference meeting, the Applicant indicated a desire to remove the 
approved onsite affordable housing unit (1 unit) located within the lodge on Lot 1 and reprogram 
the interior floor plans for the project.  The Applicant has represented that all other exterior 
dimensions remain unchanged.  Removal of the onsite unit constitutes a change and requires an 
amendment review.  Accordingly, pursuant to Land Use Code Section 26.304.070.A.4, Staff has 
determined that the proposed removal of the onsite unit does not change the inherent nature of 
the lodge project and the request will be processed as a Minor Amendment to a Project Review 
Approval, subject to City Council Review.  In consideration of the amendment portion of this 
request, the Aspen/Pitkin Housing Authority (APCHA) will be referred on this request. 

Land Use Code Section(s) 
26.304 Common Development Review Procedures 
26.308 Vested Rights 
26.445.110.D Minor Amendment to a Project Review Approval 

Below are links to the Land Use Application form and Land Use Code for your convenience: 

Land Use Application 
Land Use Code 

Attachment 8
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Review by: Community Development Staff for complete application and 
recommendation, City Council for decision.  

   
Public Hearing:  Yes, City Council  
 
Planning Fees: $4,550: Deposit for up to 14 billable hours. Lesser/additional hours 

will be refunded or billed at a rate of $325 per hour 
 
Referrals:  $975: Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) referral:  
 
Total Deposit:  $5,525 
 
Please submit one copy of the following to the Community Development Office: 
 
 Completed Land Use Application and signed fee agreement. 

 
 Pre-application Conference Summary (this document). 

 
 Street address and legal description of the parcel on which development is proposed to 

occur, consisting of a current (no older than 6 months) certificate from a title insurance 
company, an ownership and encumbrance report, or attorney licensed to practice in the 
State of Colorado, listing the names of all owners of the property, and all mortgages, 
judgments, liens, easements, contracts and agreements affecting the parcel, and 
demonstrating the owner’s right to apply for the Development Application. 
 

 Applicant’s name, address and telephone number in a letter signed by the applicant that 
states the name, address and telephone number of the representative authorized to act 
on behalf of the applicant. 
 

 HOA Compliance form (Attached). 
 
 A written description of the proposal and an explanation in written, graphic, or model 

form of how the proposed development complies with the review standards relevant to 
the development application and relevant land use approvals associated with the 
property. 
 

 An 8 1/2” by 11” vicinity map locating the parcel within the City of Aspen. 
 

 11” by 17” plans showing removal of the AH unit and reprogrammed floor plans. 
 
If the copy is deemed complete by staff, the following items will then need to be submitted: 

 
 Total deposit for review of the application. 

 
 A digital copy of all application materials provided in pdf file format. 
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Disclaimer: 
The foregoing summary is advisory in nature only and is not binding on the City.  The summary is 
based on current zoning, which is subject to change in the future, and upon factual 
representations that may or may not be accurate.  The summary does not create a legal or vested 
right.  
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Tara Nelson, Policy fellow 

THRU: Sara Ott, City Manager 

DATE OF MEMO: January 21, 2020

MEETING DATE: January 28, 2020

RE:  City of Aspen’s 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy Agenda 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL:  This purpose of this item is to allow City Council to consider 
approving the proposed 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy agenda. 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION: Council reviewed and discussed draft Policy Agendas at 
December 3, 2019 and January 13 and 14, 2020 work sessions respectively.  Staff reviewed, 
incorporated, and revised several changes herein. These changes are summarized in the following 
table:

Changes from December 3 and January 13/14 versions For adoption

Reference / Section Draft 12/3 language Change Made Final 

Modifications, Pg. 5 Uniformity with 
current city council 
goals

Uniformity with current 
city council goals, 
community expectations 
and Aspen Area 
Community Plan
by Council Member 
Richards

Suggested change 
included 

Modifications, Pg. 5 Impact on our citizens 
general health, safety & 
welfare
by Council Member 

Suggested change 
included 
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Richards

Modifications, Pg. 5 Uniqueness of issue 
or impact to the City 
of Aspen

Uniqueness of issue or 
impact to the City of 
Aspen and/or to our 
regional partners
by Council Member 
Richards 

Suggested change 
included

Modifications, Pg. 5 Viability or likelihood 
of achieving goal

Viability or likelihood 
of achieving goal 
weighed with 
importance of beginning 
to address/highlight 
critical issues
By Council Member 
Richards 

Suggested change 
included

Modifications, Pg. 5 Opportunity for 
providing funding for 
City of Aspen

Opportunity for 
providing funding for 
City of Aspen or its 
community partners 
By Council Member 
Richards 

Suggested change 
included

Modifications, Pg. 5 Availability of metrics 
of success that would 
allow the position to 
be deleted from future 
agendas if achieved

NO CHANGE, but 
Council Member 
Richards does question 
this as a needed criteria 
overall

No change 

Modifications, Pg. 5 Departures from these 
criteria are made in 
unique circumstances 
as determined by 
council, such as when 
adoption of a city 
position is important 
to support its regional 
partners, even while 
the policy in question 
is otherwise of limited 
consequences to the 
city.

This policy agenda 
recognizes 
circumstances arise 
wherein a City Council 
member may be a lone 
representative of an 
organization and must 
address and/or vote on a 
policy position on the 
spot
Tara Nelson based off 
comments by Council 
Member Richards 

Further, departures may 
broaden our approach 
for advocacy with

Suggested changes
included

Suggested changes 
included
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policies that align with 
our values and intention 
for our state and nation 
even when they are 
benign towards Aspen 
or may disadvantage 
Aspen for a larger good 
or shared goal
by Council Member Mesirow

Environmental 
Sustainability, Pg. 6

City of Aspen 
maintains its 
commitment to 
promote 
environmental 
stewardship and lead 
climate action efforts 
throughout the 
Roaring Fork Valley

City of Aspen maintains 
its commitment to 
promote environmental 
stewardship and lead 
climate action efforts 
throughout the Roaring 
Fork Valley and beyond
by Council Member Mesirow 

Suggested change 
included

Environmental 
Sustainability. Pg. 6

City of Aspen 
maintains its 
commitment to 
promote 
environmental 
stewardship and lead 
climate action efforts 
throughout the 
Roaring Fork Valley. 
We will continue to 
advance policy that 
supports our ability to 
conserve resources 
and protect our future. 
Aspen’s Climate 
Action Plan is the 
community’s roadmap 
for reducing GHG 
emissions and 
envisioning what a 
low carbon Aspen 
looks like.  We 
commit to protecting 
the health, prosperity 
and safety of our 

City of Aspen maintains 
its commitment to 
promote environmental 
stewardship and lead 
climate action efforts 
throughout the Roaring 
Fork Valley. We will 
continue to advance 
policy that supports our 
ability to protect our 
unique local 
environment, conserve 
resources and deliver a 
sustainable future. 
Aspen’s Climate Action 
Plan is the community’s 
roadmap for reducing 
GHG emissions and 
creating a low-carbon 
Aspen.   
By Ashley Perl 

Include additional 
language relative to 

Suggested change 
included

We will investigate 
and supports efforts 
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residents by 
facilitating greater 
regional collaboration 
and acting on climate 
efforts. 

carbon offset

by Council member 
Huaenstein

and policies that 
offset and reduce 
carbon in meaningful 
and measurable ways.
by James R. True, Ashley 
Perl, Tara Nelson 

Lands & Natural 
Resources, Pg. 6

The City of Aspen has 
established a dynamic 
natural resource 
program that 
encompasses both the 
urban forest and the 
surrounding natural 
resources. With over 
1,100 acres of open 
space within and 
around us we are 
committed to 
preserving, protecting 
these vital resources 
as well as enhancing 
our natural 
surroundings.

The City of Aspen has 
established a dynamic 
natural resource 
program that 
encompasses both the 
urban forest and the 
surrounding natural 
resources. With over 
1,100 acres of open 
space being 'locally 
secured' and protected 
by taxpayer funded 
acquisitions situated 
within a county 
comprised of thousands 
of acres of Federal 
BLM and Forest Service
lands, we are committed 
to preserving and 
protecting these vital 
resources as well as 
enhancing our natural 
surroundings..
By Council Member 
Richards 

Suggested change 
included

Deliver Aspen Area 
Community Plan 
Themes, Pg. 8

Continue to align the 
vision, philosophy and 
commitment to provide 
affordable housing with 
those goals identified by 
the Aspen Pitkin 
County Housing 
Authority in 
conjunction with the 
efforts by neighboring 
communities to meet 

Suggested change 
NOT included. 

Language changed as 
follows:

Supporting programs 
and policies that 
promote affordable 
housing locally, 
regionally and at the 
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regional affordable 
housing goals 
by Council Member Mesirow

We will actively value 
and promote inclusion 
and diversity of all 
kinds in our valley by 
increasing equitable 
access, prioritizing 
social equity across 
programs, and finding 
and addressing areas of 
entrenching inequity
by Council Member Mesirow 

state level

Suggested change 
NOT included. 

Affordable Housing, 
Pg. 9

This policy area 
includes deed 
restricted and free 
market owner-
occupied and rental 
housing units which 
house Aspen and 
Pitkin County 
residents whose 
annual income is 
between 50% and 
240% of AMI

This policy area 
includes deed restricted 
and free market owner-
occupied and rental 
housing units which 
house Aspen and Pitkin 
County residents whose 
annual income is up to 
240% of AMI
by Council Member Mesirow 

Suggested change 
included 

Climate Action, 
Pgs. 9-10

Climate change is 
leaving an indelible 
mark on Colorado. 
The City of Aspen’s 
Climate Action office 
identifies our city as 
one dependent on a 
stable climate and 
natural resources for a 
thriving economy. We 
support climate 
change preparedness 
and resiliency efforts. 
We support the 
Colorado Climate 
Plan, as well as more 

Climate Action and 
Resource Conservation
by Ashley Perl 

Climate change is 
leaving an indelible 
mark on Colorado and 
threatens the quality of 
life of residents. The 
City of Aspen’s Climate 
Action office identifies 
our city as one 
dependent on a stable 
climate and natural 
resources for a thriving 
economy. Aspen is 
committed to reducing 

Suggested change 
included

Suggested change 
included
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aggressive goals of 
greenhouse gas 
reductions…..

greenhouse gas 
emissions through 
programming and 
policy in the following 
categories: low and zero 
emissions 
transportation, waste 
reduction, specifically 
composting of food 
waste, and energy 
reduction in buildings. 
We support climate 
change preparedness, 
adaptation and 
resiliency efforts. We 
support the Colorado 
Climate Plan, as well as 
more aggressive goals 
of greenhouse gas 
reductions for state and 
local governments….
by Ashley Perl 

Public Lands –
Natural Resources, 
Wildlife, Parks, 
Recreation, Pg. 10

Extremely limited 
support for transfer of 
public lands to the 
states in cases where 
public access and public 
benefit remain 
unchanged
by Council Member 
Richards 

Adequate funding for 
Colorado Avalanche 
Information Center 
by Tara Nelson

and overall adequate 
fire service and 
emergency agencies 
enacting fire fuels, load 
mitigation, campsite 
restoration and 
maintenance
by Council Member 
Richards 

Suggested change 
included

Suggested change 
included

Suggested change 
corrected to state:

and overall adequate 
funding for Forest 
Service and 
emergency agencies 
enacting and 
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1/14: The City of Aspen 
supports applying full 
NEPA reviews to major 
infrastructure projects, 
including the 
cumulative and future 
impacts of such projects 
on climate change 
by Council Member 
Richards 

removing fire fuels, 
load mitigation, 
campsite restoration 
and maintenance

Suggested change 
included 

Telecommunications, 
Pg. 11

Oppose federal or state 
preemption of 
municipal control over 
access to and regulation 
of infrastructure and 
development within 
public rights-of-way 
and the preemption of 
imposition of design 
controls over utilities 
infrastructure – add 
language that pertains 
to health concerns
By Council Member 
Hauenstein

Oppose federal or 
state preemption of 
municipal control 
over access to and 
regulation of 
infrastructure and 
development within 
public rights-of-way 
and the preemption of 
imposition of design 
controls over utilities 
infrastructure
by James R. True 

Renewable Energy, 
Pg. 13

Additional language 
requested relative to 
storage, microgrid, etc. 
By Council member 
Hauenstein 

Aspen should 
continue to develop 
and invest in energy 
resiliency. New and 
creative options such 
as storage, local 
renewable energy 
generation, and other 
emerging 
technologies should 
be explored to 
address community 
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needs, enhance 
energy choices, and 
respond to emergency 
preparedness on our 
local scale.

Regionalism, Pg. 13 Fiscal funding for K-12 
education 
by Council Member 
Richards 

Support for reform of 
government. Innovation 
and evolution must be 
supported as a primary 
goal including but not 
limited to bills that 
work on redistricting, 
ending gerrymandering, 
campaign finance 
reform, electoral 
reform, increased 
transparency, increased 
citizen involvement and 
voter participation, and 
ending the duopoly and 
party domination
by Council Member Mesirow

Suggested change 
included

Suggested  change 
NOT included

Language added: 

We will monitor and 
evaluate legislation 
that affects and 
relates to elections 
ensuring 
enfranchisement, and 
that elections remain 
fair, open, accessible 
and honestly run for 
all registered voters 

BACKGROUND:  City Council has not previously adopted a policy agenda. 

DISCUSSION: This agenda aims to become the cornerstone for City Council to make informed 
decisions for which policy matters are determined. As outlined, the purpose of the Policy Agenda 
will be used by individual City Council members and city staff to inform city positions taken on 
specific bills once the legislative session begins. 

Once approved, the Policy Agenda will inform and provide authority for the remainder of 2020. 
Further, the City will be able to utilize the Policy Agenda as a direct advocacy of government 
officials as well as build coalitions and to attempt to influence positions adopted by the 
intergovernmental organization we participate with. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Formal adoption of Resolution No. 3, Series 2020. 

ALTERNATIVES: Choose not to adopt a formal policy agenda
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CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:

ATTACHMENTS: City of Aspen 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy Agenda 
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NAME CONTACT INFORMATION
Ward Hauenstein, Mayor Pro-Tem Ward.Hauenstein@cityofaspen.com   

(970) 618-2116

Skippy Mesirow Skippy.Mesirow@cityofaspen.com   
(847) 530-0811

Ann Mullins Ann.Mullins@cityofaspen.com
(720) 308-7115

Rachael Richards Rachael.Richards@cityofaspen.com  
(970) 710-1038

Torre, Mayor Torre@cityofaspen.com  
(970) 948-2023

City Manager City Attorney Policy Fellow 
Sara Ott James. R. True Tara Nelson
Sara.Ott@cityofaspen.com Jim.True@cityofaspen.com Tara.Nelson@cityofaspen.com
(970) 920-5083 (970) 920-5108 (970) 920-5059 

Mailing & Physical Address Website
130 South Galena Street www.cityofaspen.com
Aspen, CO  81611 
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PURPOSE OF THE POLICY AGENDA

The purpose of the City of Aspen’s 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy Agenda (hereinafter 
“Policy Agenda”) is to inform city advocacy on policy decisions that have the potential to 
significantly impact 81611 and surrounding jurisdictional boundaries.  This includes legislative 
decisions that may be made by the Colorado General Assembly or the U.S. Congress.  It also 
includes various non-legislative decisions that can be opined at the federal, state and regional 
levels, including but not limited to those before Colorado agencies (i.e., Air Quality Control 
Commission, Public Utilities Commission, Department of Transportation, Department of 
Regulatory Affairs), federal agencies (i.e., Environmental Protection Agency, Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Communications Commission), regional governments (i.e., Regional 
Transportation District) and intergovernmental coalitions (i.e., Colorado Municipal League, 
Mountain Pact, Colorado Communities for Climate Action, Climate Mayors, Northwest Colorado 
Council of Governments, Colorado Association of Ski Towns, Water Quality/Quantity 
Committee, EOTC) 

The City offers the Policy Agenda as a guideline to regional, state and federal policy leaders for 
reference when considering decisions impacting the City of Aspen. This agenda was developed in 
advance of the 2020 Colorado General Assembly. With the coordination of the Policy Advisor 
Fellow and the City Manager, it will be used by individual City Council members and city staff to 
inform city positions taken on specific bills once these legislative sessions begin. At that point, 
Council may consider adopting amendments to the Policy Agenda to address specific bills that 
have been proposed. 

Council may revisit the Policy Agenda at any point. It may do so as a body or with the Policy 
Advisor fellow as no intergovernmental affairs committee exists. City Manager has created this 
Policy fellow position for the purpose of convening on an ad hoc basis and other city staff as 
necessary when one or more of the following circumstances exist: 

1. There is an immediate need for council members to participate with staff in developing a 
strategy to advance or defeat a proposed policy which is clearly addressed by the City’s 
Policy Agenda or other council-approved policy documents, or 

2. A decision is expected to be made on regional, state or federal policy that affects a matter 
which council has previously provided general direction on and that could significantly 
impact the city, but which council did not provide sufficient specific direction on (either 
through its Policy Agenda or other approved policy documents) and with timing that will 
not allow for council direction to be obtained. In these limited situations, the City Manager 
and Policy Advisor fellow may discuss such policy proposals so that the city can advocate 
accordingly.  Council is to be informed whenever such direction has been provided and 
may choose to subsequently revisit such direction. 
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Modifications to this Policy Agenda require consistency, when applicable, with the criteria listed 
below: 

1. Uniformity with current city council goals, community expectations and Aspen Area 
Community Plan;

2. Impact on our citizens general health, safety & welfare; 
3. Expected relevance in the upcoming or present state and federal legislative sessions;
4. Uniqueness of issue or impact to the City of Aspen and/or to our regional partners;
5. Viability or likelihood of achieving goal weighed with importance of beginning to 

address/highlight critical issues;
6. Opportunity for providing funding for City of Aspen or its community partners; and,
7. Availability of metrics of success that would allow the position to be deleted from future 

agendas if achieved

This policy agenda recognizes circumstances arise wherein a City Council member may be a lone 
representative of an organization and must address and/or vote on a policy position on the spot.
Departures from these criteria are made in unique circumstances as determined by council, such 
as when adoption of a city position is important to support its regional partners, even while the 
policy in question is otherwise of limited consequences to the city. Further, departures may 
broaden our approach for advocacy with policies that align with our values and intention for our 
state and nation even when they are benign towards Aspen or may disadvantage Aspen for a larger 
good or shared goal.

The City welcomes the opportunity to discuss the Policy Agenda.  Please direct any questions to 
City Council members or to the City’s Policy fellow, Tara Nelson at (970) 920-5059.

PRINCIPLES AT A GLANCE

Deliver Quality Essential Services 
The City urges Congress and the General Assembly to expand resources for those essential 
services that serve the city’s most vulnerable, including child care assistance, access to 
affordable health care, mental health and addiction services, and protect the community and the 
environment. As identified in the Aspen Area Community Plan, the City of Aspen’s intent is to 
ensure a broad visitor base over the long-term, bolstering the sustainability of our visitor-based 
industry. In addition, this plan calls for more aggressive measures to ensure that the commercial 
sector provides essential products and services, and to ensure balance between a local-serving 
and visitor-oriented commercial sector. We foster policy to facilitate the sustainability of 
essential businesses that provide basic community needs. It is apparent that gaps still exist in 
the provision of essential services including adequate housing and health care options for all 
community residents. We value a collaborative approach to finding creative, sustainable 
solutions. As a principle, we are guided by professional, legal and community standards that 
provide opportunities for people of all ages and abilities to achieve a higher quality of life 
through: self-reliance, public safety, health and well-being, education and lifelong learning.
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Environmental Sustainability 
City of Aspen maintains its commitment to promote environmental stewardship and lead climate 
action efforts throughout the Roaring Fork Valley and beyond. We will continue to advance 
policy that supports our ability to protect our unique local environment, conserve resources and 
deliver a sustainable future. We will investigate and support efforts and policies that offset and 
reduce carbon in meaningful and measurable ways. Aspen’s Climate Action Plan is the 
community’s roadmap for reducing GHG emissions and creating a low-carbon Aspen. 

Lands & Natural Resources 
The City of Aspen has established a dynamic natural resource program that encompasses both 
the urban forest and the surrounding natural resources. With over 1,100 acres of open space 
being 'locally secured' and protected by taxpayer funded acquisitions situated within a county 
comprised of thousands of acres of Federal BLM and Forest Service lands, we are committed 
to preserving and protecting these vital resources as well as enhancing our natural surroundings. 
We work to preserve open spaces for recreational use, wildlife habitat, and sustainment of our 
agricultural heritage; protect water sources and ensure a sustainable water supply; protect air 
and water quality to reduce impacts to residents   

Health, Housing & Human Services 
Aspen is dedicated to supporting and sustaining healthy communities that strengthen individuals 
and families while providing reasonable health and human services for anyone who calls the 
Aspen Area “home”. We will strengthen the quality of life and well-being for all people in our 
community by providing or promoting opportunities in housing, jobs and access to services, 
such as education, public safety and health through all phases of life. We value a collaborative 
approach to finding creative, sustainable solutions and are guided by professional, legal and 
community standards in providing opportunities for people of all ages and abilities to achieve a 
higher quality of life through: 

• Self-Reliance: We must work together to help each person in our community meet his or her 
basic needs and remain self-sufficient to the greatest extent possible. 

• Public Safety: We must continue to ensure that our safety services (police, sheriff, fire, child 
and adult protection, Mountain Rescue and emergency response, etc.) are efficient, effective, 
accessible and coordinated.

• Health and Well-Being: We must encourage the highest level of personal health for everyone 
in our community through programs that encourage healthy lifestyles, reduce risks and create 
access to quality health care regardless of age, income or ability. Local and regional public 
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health agencies, local boards of health, providers and non-profits must work together to ensure 
community-wide access to a comprehensive set of health services. 

• Education and Lifelong Learning: We must work together to ensure educational 
opportunities are available to all members of our community

Service Integration & Collaboration 
City of Aspen aims to ensure effective use of taxpayer funds and successful outcomes through 
efficient service delivery and integration of public programs and services. To increase efficiency 
and effectiveness, City of Aspen engages in and strongly supports collaborative efforts within 
city departments and with partner agencies and organizations in the local community, 
regionally, and state-wide.

Local Control 
As a home rule municipality, the City of Aspen believes the authority to address issues that 
pertain to the city must reside within. Local governments are best suited to identify solutions to 
local issues particularly regarding the services provided and land use decisions we make. Local 
authority also includes the flexibility to determine use of funding locally and precludes 
unfunded mandates from the state or federal government.

Fiscal Responsibility 
City of Aspen budgeting reflects a priority on high-quality government services through six 
strategic focus area being: 

 Community engagement
 Fiscal health & economic vitality 
 Smart customer-focused government
 Environmental protection
 Safe, lived-in community of choice
 Development of publicly-funded housing, including broader support and involvement 

in the creation of non-mitigation affordable housing, public-private partnerships
City of Aspen believes it is critical to the health of our economy to address the state revenue 
structure that restricts the state’s ability to respond to changing economic conditions, including 
the Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TABOR), Amendment 23, and the Gallagher Amendment.

505



8

Deliver Aspen Area Community Plan Themes 
We are committed to revitalizing and sustaining the underpinning of our thriving 
community, the Aspen Idea. Our vision, map and plan of action for achieving goals 
rests with our Aspen Area Community Plan (AACP). We strive to encourage 
collaboration among non-profit organizations, local government, local businesses and 
individuals while fostering greater inclusivity and participation in cultural events 
amongst the spectrum of community residents and visitors while supporting activities 
and infrastructure, both social and physical, that enable and sustain the Aspen Idea.  
Implementing the themes of the 2012 AACP will require collaboration and cooperation 
among public sector agencies, businesses, private non-profits, local institutions and the 
general public.  We are committed to: 

 Revitalizing and sustaining the Aspen Idea
 Achieving sustainable land use practices that support a healthy year-round 

community and a thriving, vibrant visitor-based economy 
 West of Castle Creek Corridor area should provide a transition from rural 

expanses of Pitkin County to urbanized atmosphere of downtown Aspen 
 Providing an efficient, multi-modal and integrated transportation system that 

reduces congestion and air pollution 
 A strong and diverse year-round community and a viable and healthy local 

workforce are fundamental cornerstones for the sustainability of the Aspen area 
community 

 Aspen will be a local, regional, state and national leader in all aspects of 
environmental stewardship

 Preserving our historic resources differentiates us a community and contributes 
to our long-term cultural awareness and sustainability as a community 

 Strengthen the quality of life and well-being for all people in our community by 
providing or promoting opportunities in housing, jobs and access to services, 
such as education, public safety and health through all phases of life

 Supporting programs and policies that promote affordable housing locally, 
regionally and at the state level
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The following are the City of Aspen’s priorities for the 2020 legislative session, NOT 
including references to legislation that will be introduced in the General Assembly. City 
staff will closely monitor active legislation introduced in these areas as well as request 
regional support for bills that pertain and have interest to us.

PRIORITIES AT A GLANCE

Affordable Housing  
This policy area includes deed restricted and free market owner-occupied and rental housing 
units which house Aspen and Pitkin County residents whose annual income is up to 240% of 
AMI.  Affordable housing is essential to the economic and social health and sustainability of 
the City of Aspen.  In the face of some of the highest housing and construction costs in the 
United States, the City of Aspen is focused on the provision of quality affordable housing to 
ensure the continued viability of the community.  As such, the City advocates for State and 
Federal policies and regulations which support its affordable housing program, including:

 State laws respecting home-rule authority and permitting municipal government to 
raise revenue and budget for the development of affordable housing to meet local 
demand;

 State laws which enable local government to acquire or dedicate land for the 
development of affordable housing;

 Increased federal and state funding for affordable housing tax credits, vouchers, 
subsidies and other financial tools to support the development of affordable housing;

 Federal and state funding assistance for housing authorities to support the development 
and management of affordable housing.

Climate Action and Resource Conservation
Climate change is leaving an indelible mark on Colorado and threatens the quality of life of 
residents. The City of Aspen’s Climate Action office identifies our city as one dependent on a 
stable climate and natural resources for a thriving economy. Aspen is committed to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions through programming and policy in the following categories: low and 
zero emissions transportation, waste reduction, specifically composting of food waste, and 
energy reduction in buildings. We support climate change preparedness, adaptation and 
resiliency efforts, the Colorado Climate Plan, as well as more aggressive goals of greenhouse 
gas reductions for state and local governments. Aspen’s local Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
identifies the roadmap to our sustainable future.  Last released and updated in 2017 the CAP 
maintains our ambitious reduction targets and refocuses our commitment to Aspen’s future. The 
City works in sync with Colorado Communities for Climate Action (CC4CA) to set and address 
the bills that the City expects to focus the bulk of its policy priorities, resources and political 
capital on. CC4CA is a coalition of local governments across the state that work to strengthen 
state and federal climate policy.  Further we support the preservation and expansion of local 
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governments to engage in climate action efforts that include local and multi-city commitments. 
These partnerships and affiliations leverage successes at the state, national and international 
level and further value within our community

Public Lands – Natural Resources, Wildlife, Parks, Recreation 
Pitkin County is 88% public land.  Those lands provide essential resources, landscapes, and 
recreation opportunities which support the health and sustainability of our community, 
economy, and ecosystems.  The proper management of public lands mitigates community 
impacts from natural disasters, ensures these lands support ecological health and biodiversity, 
provides diverse recreation opportunities, and supports commercial and conservation uses.  
Given Aspen’s proximity to public lands, dependence on those lands for community 
sustainability, and prioritization of climate and environmental action, the City advocates for 
policies and regulations which deliver the following:

 Proactive forest management and wildfire mitigation which reduces threats from 
wildfire at the Wildland-Urban Interface and provides resources for wildland fire 
mitigation and management;

 Federal lands management rooted in best practices and which balances recreation 
development and commercial uses with conservation ensuring the long-term health and 
biodiversity of public lands;

 Federal lands policy and regulatory processes focused on public engagement and input, 
collaboration, responsiveness, and adaptation to local needs and conditions;

 Recreation management focused on habitat preservation, user experience, diversity of 
travel and access opportunities, and the sustainable management of existing resources.

 Extremely limited support for transfer of public lands to the states in cases where public 
access and public benefit remain unchanged

 Adequate funding for Colorado Avalanche Information Center and overall adequate 
funding for Forest Service and emergency agencies enacting and removing fire fuels,
load mitigation, campsite restoration and maintenance

 Support for full NEPA reviews to major infrastructure projects, including the cumulative 
and future impacts of such projects on climate change 

Public Health & Safety 
Providing for these quality of life factors is one of the core functions of municipal government.  
Community policing, clean drinking water, a healthy environment, development regulations, 
safe transportation, and parks, recreation and open space programs are essential elements of a 
health community.  The City of Aspen is dedicated to providing these community services.  The 
City is focused on advocating for policies and regulations which assist in providing the services 
essential to a healthy, safe community, including:
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 Federal and state policies supporting community policing, intervention, prevention, 
public health, and rehabilitation programs which support local control of public safety 
and health outcomes;

 Financial and policy support for inter-governmental coordination in the provision of 
public safety and health services and programs;

 Local control over land use and development regulations which guarantee Aspen’s 
ability to implement planning, zoning, and design controls on the built environment, and
assess impact fees and other exactions on development activities to deliver community 
goods and off-set the impacts from development;

 Regulatory and financial support for the conservation of lands and provision of 
recreation services to support public and environmental health.

Telecommunications
Like transportation, water, sewer, and energy services, telecommunications infrastructure is an 
essential public utility.  The 21st Century economy relies on fast, reliable, accessible, and 
affordable telecommunications services.  As a rural community, Aspen and its surrounding area 
are underserved by private telecommunications providers, particularly widely accessible high-
speed broadband access.  Aspen is focused on ensuring that telecommunications infrastructure 
is responsibility deployed and managed to mitigate impacts to community aesthetics, public 
health, and public property while providing accessible, reliable telecommunications utility 
services.  Aspen supports policies and regulations which:

 Support the development of municipally owned or managed telecommunications 
utilities infrastructure and franchises, including cellular and broadband services;

 Oppose federal or state preemption of municipal control over access to and regulation 
of infrastructure and development within public rights-of-way and the preemption of
imposition of design controls over utilities infrastructure;

 Ensure equitable and affordable access to high-speed, quality mobile and broadband 
telecommunications services

Water Availability & Conservation 
Providing a safe, legal and reliable water supply to the City’s water customers is necessary for 
supporting a vibrant community. Water, especially in the West, is a precious resource that must 
be diligently protected. The City promotes the efficient management of water through:

 Long-range planning efforts to identify future water needs and projects;
 Legal strategies that protect the city’s water rights;
 Conservation programs that promote efficient water use;
 Coordinated responses for drought management;
 Participation in State-wide efforts to manage water resources to the benefit of Colorado 

communities, especially on the West Slope; 
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 Recognition of the importance of water storage in providing a reliable water supply. 
With less than a day’s worth of storage, Aspen is especially vulnerable to disruptions in 
the water supply.

River Health 
Like all of our natural environment, our local rivers are some of the community’s greatest 
assets and the reason many people choose to visit or make the Aspen area their home. Our 
rivers provide for a high quality of life; support recreational, real estate, and tourism 
economies; and provide our downstream neighbors with drinking water. The health of these 
rivers remains of highest importance to our citizens and is identified in several guiding 
documents for the City, including the Aspen Area Community Plan and the Ecological Bill of 
Rights. As such, the City is committed to making choices and implementing programs that 
protect, preserve, and promote river health now and into the future, and is focused on 
advocating for policies and regulation which deliver the following:

 Watershed and water resources protection and/or enhancement;
 Local control over water resources projects and regulations that have the potential to 

impact the quality or quantity of water in the Roaring Fork watershed; 
 Local control over land use and development regulations which guarantee Aspen’s 

ability to implement planning, zoning, and design controls on the built environment, 
and assess impact fees and other exactions on development activities to deliver 
environmental protection and off-set the impacts from development

Early Childhood  
Early childhood education is a pressing issue holding back a thriving economy. When parents 
who want to work can’t fully participate, we hurt ourselves. Childcare is difficult to find, 
especially infant care, forcing many families to use less desirable care, work less, delay returning 
to work, or leave the community. Childcare is expensive, often costing a family more than 
housing. The rising cost of childcare has dampened women’s employment by 13 % for those 
with children under age 5.
Childcare is a 3-legged stool: a functioning system that supports families and childcare 
businesses requires investing in affordability, accessibility and high quality. If a childcare 
proposal focuses only on bolstering one leg, the others will grow weaker under the pressure. 
More childcare spots won’t necessarily mean parents can afford them. More money for parents 
won’t help address quality or access.
The City of Aspen advocates for:

 An early childhood education comprehensive plan that addresses high quality, access, 
and affordability.

 Paid Family Leave that benefits children, families, and the community
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 Labor and workforce recognition and support for the needs of families with young 
children

Renewable Energy 
Aspen has long-supported efforts to minimize reliance on fossil fuels. In 2015 the City became 
the 3rd City in the nation to provide 100% renewable energy to its customers. Aspen continues 
to support efforts by other communities to reduce reliance on fossil fuels. Aspen should continue 
to develop and invest in energy resiliency. New and creative options such as storage, local 
renewable energy generation, and other emerging technologies should be explored to address 
community needs, enhance energy choices, and respond to emergency preparedness on our local 
scale.

Regionalism
By exploring innovative and collaborative ways to close the gaps and meet demands, the City 
government plays an important leadership role in the ethic of community. Regional and multi-
jurisdictional cooperation and collaboration enhances our quality of life. The City of Aspen 
engages in and strongly supports collaborative efforts within city departments and with partner 
agencies and organizations in the local community, regionally, and state-wide. The City of 
Aspen supports statewide legislation that would encourage:   

 Cooperation amongst community including affordable housing goals
 Health and well being
 Trails & Open space systems and acquisitions
 Multi-modal transportation options
 Stormwater treatment 
 Early childhood education funding 
 Fiscal funding for K-12 education Emergency plans / public safety / emergency response
 We will monitor and evaluate legislation that affects and relates to elections ensuring

enfranchisement, and that elections remain fair, open, accessible and honestly run for all 
registered voters 
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Transportation   
The City of Aspen is a leader in Transportation Demand Management, actively supporting 
programs, services and infrastructure that promote the use of transit, cycling, walking and 
shared mobility over single occupant vehicle travel. We support commuter fringe benefits that 
encourage transit, bicycle, walk and other non-SOV transportation modes and oppose fringe 
benefits for parking and others that encourage SOV travel for commute trips. As new 
transportation technologies and service emerge and evolve (eg: dockless mobility, autonomous 
vehicles, etc) the City of Aspen supports efforts to maintain the authority for local regulation 
of these services. The City supports efforts aimed at regulating the share mobility industry to 
ensure safety, equity, data sharing, customer privacy and fair treatment of employees.
We support new transportation funding for:

 projects that maintain existing infrastructure and that are multimodal in design, 
legislation that encourages “complete streets” that accommodate people using all 
modes of travel

 policies that support increased transportation funding for both ongoing and new transit 
planning efforts, transit operations, clean transit vehicles and safe transit infrastructure 
that reduce the reliance on single occupant vehicle travel

 innovative multi-modal projects including bicycle, pedestrian and first/last mile 
services

 for demonstration or “sandbox” projects that provide the opportunity to test emerging 
technologies

 resort communities for recognizing that the needs of a commuting public and the 
importance of a tourism economy are directly tied to transportation improvements and 
reduction in traffic congestion.

 encouragement of a balanced state transportation policy that addresses the need to 
maintain and expand roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, carpool/vanpool and 
demand management options to improve Colorado’s transportation system including 
preservation of the constitutional requirement that highway user revenues be used for 
the construction, maintenance and supervision of the public highways and bridges of 
the state 

 legislation that enables and encourages the cleanest, most efficient possible technology 
for both private vehicles as well as public transit vehicles while preserving local 
control over regulation and local implementation
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LEGISLATORS

          

           

PROCESS

To be most effective with our voice it is vital to establish 
a line of communication with our affiliated district 

representatives. This direct method will help us be most 
successful with our pertinent goals and where we can 

provide the most assistance.

3rd Congressional District:
U.S. Congressman

Scott Tipton

Senior Senator:
Michael Bennet

Junior U.S. Senator
Cory Gardner

House District 61:
Rep. Julie McCluskie

Senate District 5:
Senator Kerry Donovan

*Tara Nelson (Policy Fellow) &  Kara Silbernagel 
(Pitkin County  Policy and Project Manager) have 
separate portal for Gardner, Bennet and Tipton staff. 
Please reach out for direct email contact / addresses.
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U. S. Congressman Scott Tipton    

U. S. Congress - 3rd District

Phone: (970) 241-2499 (Grand Junction)  
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                      U.S. Senator Michael F. Bennet

                 Phone: (970) 241-6631 (Grand Junction)

                         

                                       U.S. Senator Cory Gardner

               Phone: (970) 245-9553 (Grand Junction) 
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Rep. Julie McCluskie

State House District 61

Email: julie.mccluskie.house@state.co.us

Phone: (303) 866-2952
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Senator Kerry Donovan

State Senate District 5

Email: kerry.donovan.senate@state.co.us

Phone: (303) 866-4871
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RESOLUTION # 03
(Series of 2020)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO, 
ADOPTING AS A GUIDING DOCUMENT A 2020 REGIONAL, STATE AND 

FEDERAL POLICY AGENDA

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the City Council a 2020 Regional, State 

and Federal Policy Agenda, a true and accurate copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 

“A”; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

ASPEN, COLORADO: 

That the City Council of the City of Aspen hereby adopts as a guiding document 

for Council and City staff a 2020 Regional, State and Federal Policy Agenda, a copy of 

which is annexed hereto and incorporated herein. 

INTRODUCED, READ AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Aspen 

on the 28th day of January, 2020. 

__________________________
TORRE, Mayor

I, Nicole Henning, duly appointed and acting City Clerk do certify that the 
foregoing is a true and accurate copy of that resolution adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Aspen, Colorado, at a meeting held on the day hereinabove stated. 

__________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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