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AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING

May 11, 2021

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

WEBEX
City of Aspen is inviting you to a scheduled Webex meeting: www.webex.com
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 
4:30 PM  |  (UTC-06:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada)  |  5 hrs 
Join meeting
More ways to join:
Join from the meeting link
https://coa.my.webex.com/coa.my/j.php?MTID=m5cb9bc3d820c02adc588d44d8f05bac8
Join by meeting number 
Meeting number (access code): 182 955 2673 
Meeting password: 81611
Tap to join from a mobile device (attendees only)
+1-720-650-7664,,1829552673## United States Toll (Denver)
+1-469-210-7159,,1829552673## United States Toll (Dallas)
Join by phone
+1-720-650-7664 United States Toll (Denver)
+1-469-210-7159 United States Toll (Dallas)
Global call-in number
Join from a video system or application
Dial 1829552673@coa.my.webex.com

You can also dial 173.243.2.68 and enter your meeting number.

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. SCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES

IIIA. Proclamation - Month of The Young Child

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
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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)

VIA. Resolution #037, Series of 2021 - Compensation and Classification Contract 

VIB. Resolution #041, Series of 2021 - EOTC Updated IGA

VIC. Resolution #047, Series of 2021 - Civil and Electric Design Services Red Brick
South to Red Brick North Circuit Replacement

VID. Resolution #048, Series of 2021 - Contract for Asphalt Overlay of Old Stage, Marolt
and Post Office Trails

VIE. Draft Minutes of 4/19/21 and 4/27/21

VII. NOTICE OF CALL-UP

VIII. PUBLIC HEARINGS

VIIIA. Ordinance #05, Series of 2021 - Budget - Spring Supplemental

VIIIB. Ordinance 6, Series 2021 Budget - Spring Supplemental APCHA and Component
Unit Funds

VIIIC. Ordinance #10, Series of 2021 - Land Use Code Amendment - Affordable Housing
Fee-in-Lieu Update

VIIID. Ordinance #11, Series of 2021 - Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits -
Improvements 

VIIIE. Ordinance #012, Series of 2021 - Multi-Family Replacement 

VIIIF. Ordinance #013, Series of 2021 - Elimination of Lodge Credit and Incentives 

VIIIG. Resolution #046, Series of 2021 - Policy Resolution - Code Amendment - RMF and
RMFA Zone Districts

IX. FIRST READING OF ORDINANCES
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IXA. Ordinance #014, Series of 2021 - Code Amendment to RMF and RMFA Zone
Districts

X. ACTION ITEMS

XI. EXECUTIVE SESSION
Pursuant to C.R.S.4-6-402 (4)(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; (4)(b) Conferences with an attorney for
the local public body for the purposes of receiving legal advice on specific legal questions.
(4)(e) Determining positions relative to matters that may be subject to negotiations;
developing strategy for negotiations; and instructing negotiators.

The specific items of discussion involve the following:

The Centennial Owners’ Association, v. The City of Aspen, et al. Case No.:  2015CV030158.

Mulcahy litigation, including, but not limited to, Mulcahy, et al., v. The City of Aspen, et al., Case
No.:  2020CV15

Aspen Film Lease 
508 E. Cooper Street – Deed Restriction

Acquisition of real property.  Due to market forces, negotiation strategies and confidentiality
demands of parties involved, the exact properties cannot be disclosed.

XII. ADJOURNMENT

3



PROCLAMATION

1881

PROCLAMATION
City of Aspen, Colorado

Incorporated 1881

WHEREAS, The first years of a child’s life are the period of the most rapid brain 
development and lay the foundation for all future learning; and

WHEREAS, 76% of children in Pitkin County have all available parents in the 
workforce; a high percentage of parents return work in the first six 
weeks after the birth of a child when childcare is available; and

WHEREAS, Participation in high–quality early childhood education saves 
taxpayer dollars, makes working families more economically secure, 
and prepares children to succeed in school, earn higher wages, and 
live healthier lives; and

WHEREAS, High–quality early childhood education depends on high–quality 
early childhood educators who ensure that children, supported by 
families, have the early experiences they need for a strong 
foundation; and

WHEREAS, The average wage for child care providers, who are skilled and 
valuable front-line professionals who have risked their health to 
provide education and care during a global pandemic, averages $21 
an hour, or $44,700 annual gross income in Pitkin County; and

WHEREAS, At the same time, the cost of one year of childcare averages over 
$17,000. These costs, which frequently exceed the cost of a year of 
college tuition, are often paid by new parents, who can least afford it; 
and

WHEREAS, We celebrate the 31st Anniversary of the Month of the Young Child 
in Aspen, and the contributions of the City of Aspen and Kids First,
so that we can continue to recognize and advance early childhood 
education.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT PROCLAIMED, May 2021 as
Month of the Young Child

In the City of Aspen and urge all citizens to recognize and support the valuable and 
important contributions of early childhood educators and families in our community.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk Torre, Mayor
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:             Mayor and City Council  
 

FROM:                     Alissa Farrell, Administrative Services Director 
 

THROUGH:             Sara Ott, City Manager  
 

MEMO DATE:         April 28, 2021 
 
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 

RE:   Resolution #037 Compensation and Classification Contract 
             
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL:   
Staff requests Council approve a contract with The Segal Company (Segal) for the 
Compensation and Classification Study. 
 
SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:  
In conjunction with the compensation and classification study, Segal has recently been 
selected to complete the development of a total compensation philosophy as foundational 
and instrumental step before proceeding with the compensation and classification study. 
 
In March, the City submitted a request for proposal (RFP) for a Compensation and 
Classification study.  After reviewing all submittals with the City’s steering committee and 
interviewing the top three consultants, the committee has selected Segal.   
 
An information only memo was provided to Council on April 2, 2021 (Attachment C).  This 
memo detailed the progress of the total compensation philosophy and the compensation 
and classification RFP process.  Since then, Segal has been selected as the finalist for 
the compensation and classification RFP project. 
 
DISCUSSION:   
The last comprehensive compensation study was conducted in 2014.  In order to retain 
and recruit a talented workforce, it is critical for the City to complete a wide-ranging and 
all-inclusive compensation and classification study for approximately 326 full-time 
employees.   The compensation and classification system would link internal equity with 
the external labor market through conducting a study according to the following phases: 
 

 Phase 1:    Classification System:  Provide a framework to fairly and effectively 
manage jobs; a job evaluation methodology and system, update and revise 
classification system, and pay equity through internal benchmarking. 

 Phase 2:   Salary Market Assessment:  Ensure the City is able to attract and retain 
qualified and talented employees through competitive pay in accordance with the 
City’s total compensation philosophy, evaluating the external labor market.  
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 Specific goals include: 
 

o Ensure compensation is applied equitably and commensurate with job 
duties. 

o Ensure the compensation and classification structure is competitive and 
fair.   

o Ensure compensation and classification structure considers positions 
performing similar work with akin levels of compensable factors. 

o Support career development as appropriate and retention of employees. 
o Adopt repeatable job evaluation methodologies for City long-term, self 

sustainability. 
o Align with the City’s compensation philosophy. 
o Deliver educational materials and information pertaining to internal equity, 

classification system and updated salary structure. 
Note:  The Pay Equity Analysis is optional and will be completed at a later phase. 
 
In summary, the proposed work plan includes the following phases: 
 
Phase 1 Classification System 
Phase 2 Salary Market Assessment 
Phase 3 Present Final Results 

 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS:   
The total fixed costs for the completion of the above phases is $90,000.  In 2020, Council 
approved a supplemental request designated for the 2021 budget in the amount of 
$85,000 for a compensation and classification study.  The additional funds in the amount 
of $5,000 shall be covered through the human resources department budget. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff recommends that Council approve the contract with Segal for the compensation and 
classification phased work.  Retaining Segal for the compensation and classification study 
will ensure that the compensation philosophy and subsequent phases are aligned, 
efficient and comprehensive. 
 
PROPOSED MOTION:   
I move to approve Resolution #037, Series of 2021 to execute a Professional Services 
Agreement between the City of Aspen Colorado and Segal Company for professional 
services related to the completion of the compensation and classification study. 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Exhibit A:  Professional Services Agreement 
Exhibit B:  Resolution #037, Series of 2021 
Exhibit C:  Compensation & Classification Study Update Information Only Memo 
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RESOLUTION #037
(Series of 2021)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, 
COLORADO, APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN AND SEGAL COMPANY AUTHORIZING 
THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE SAID AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF 
THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO.

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the City Council a Professional 
Services Agreement to complete a compensation and classification study, between 
the City of Aspen and Segal Company, 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 that 
Professional Services Agreement to complete a compensation and classification
study, between the City of Aspen and Segal Company, 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 11th day of May 2021.

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, May 11, 2021.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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CITY OF ASPEN STANDARD FORM OF AGREEMENT                                

 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

 
 

                 City of Aspen Contract No.: 2021-030 

 

AGREEMENT made as of 26 day of April, in the year 2021. 

 

BETWEEN the City: 

            Contract Amount: 

  The City of Aspen 

  c/o Alissa Farrell 

  130 South Galena Street 

  Aspen, Colorado 81611 

  Phone: (970) 920-5079 

                                          

 

And the Professional: 

 

  Segal 

  c/o Patrick Bracken 

 1800 M Street Nw 

 Washington, District of Columbia, 20036 

  Phone: 202.833.6452 

 

                   

For the Following Project: 

 

  Compensation and Classification Study 
 

 

 

Exhibits appended and made a part of this Agreement: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The City and Professional agree as set forth below. 

If this Agreement requires the City to pay    an 

amount of money in excess of                

$50,000.00 it shall not be deemed valid       

until it has been approved by the City          

Council of the City of Aspen. 

 

   City Council Approval: 

 

  Date: ___________________________ 

 

  Resolution No.:___________________ 

 
   
 

  

 Exhibit A:   Scope of Work.  

 Exhibit B:   Fee Schedule.  

 

 
 
         Total:          $90,000 
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1. Scope of Work.  Professional shall perform in a competent and professional manner the 

Scope of Work as set forth at Exhibit A attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.  

 

2.      Completion.  Professional shall commence Work immediately upon receipt of a written 

Notice to Proceed from the City and complete all phases of the Scope of Work as expeditiously as 

is consistent with professional skill and care and the orderly progress of the Work in a timely 

manner. The parties anticipate that all Work pursuant to this Agreement shall be completed no later 

than December 31 2021. Upon request of the City, Professional shall submit, for the City's 

approval, a schedule for the performance of Professional's services which shall be adjusted as 

required as the project proceeds, and which shall include allowances for periods of time required by 

the City's project engineer for review and approval of submissions and for approvals of authorities 

having jurisdiction over the project. This schedule, when approved by the City, shall not, except for 

reasonable cause, be exceeded by the Professional. 

 

3. Payment.  In consideration of the work performed, City shall pay Professional on a time and 

expense basis for all work performed. The hourly rates for work performed by Professional shall 

not exceed those hourly rates set forth at Exhibit B appended hereto. Except as otherwise mutually 

agreed to by the parties the payments made to Professional shall not initially exceed the amount set 

forth above. Professional shall submit, in timely fashion, invoices for work performed. The City 

shall review such invoices and, if they are considered incorrect or untimely, the City shall review 

the matter with Professional within ten days from receipt of the Professional's bill. 

 

4. Non-Assignability.  Both parties recognize that this Agreement is one for personal services 

and cannot be transferred, assigned, or sublet by either party without prior written consent of the 

other. Sub-Contracting, if authorized, shall not relieve the Professional of any of the responsibilities 

or obligations under this Agreement. Professional shall be and remain solely responsible to the City 

for the acts, errors, omissions or neglect of any subcontractors’ officers, agents and employees, each 

of whom shall, for this purpose be deemed to be an agent or employee of the Professional to the 

extent of the subcontract. The City shall not be obligated to pay or be liable for payment of any 

sums due which may be due to any sub-contractor. 

 

5.     Termination of Procurement.   The sale contemplated by this Agreement may be 

canceled by the City prior to acceptance by the City whenever for any reason and in its sole 

discretion the City shall determine that such cancellation is in its best interests and convenience. 

 

6. Termination of Professional Services. The Professional or the City may terminate the 

Professional Services component of this Agreement, without specifying the reason therefor, by 

giving notice, in writing, addressed to the other party, specifying the effective date of the 

termination. No fees shall be earned after the effective date of the termination. Upon any 

termination, all finished or unfinished documents, data, studies, surveys, drawings, maps, models, 

photographs, reports or other material prepared by the Professional pursuant to this Agreement 

shall become the property of the City. Notwithstanding the above, Professional shall not be 

relieved of any liability to the City for damages sustained by the City by virtue of any breach of 

this Agreement by the Professional, and the City may withhold any payments to the Professional 

for the purposes of set-off until such time as the exact amount of damages due the City from the 

Professional may be determined. 
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7. 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.  Professional 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 City.  No 

agent, employee, or servant of Professional shall be, or shall be deemed to be, the employee, agent 

or servant of the City.  City is interested only in the results obtained under this contract.  The 

manner and means of conducting the work are under the sole control of Professional.  None of the 

benefits provided by City to its employees including, but not limited to, workers' compensation 

insurance and unemployment insurance, are available from City to the employees, agents or 

servants of Professional.  Professional shall be solely and entirely responsible for its acts and for the 

acts of Professional's agents, employees, servants and subcontractors during the performance of this 

contract.  Professional shall indemnify City 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 Professional and/or Professional's employees engaged in the performance of the services 

agreed to herein. 

 

8. Indemnification.  Professional agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City, 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 Professional, any subcontractor of 

the Professional, or any officer, employee, representative, or agent of the Professional or of any 

subcontractor of the Professional, or which arises out of any workmen's compensation claim of any 

employee of the Professional or of any employee of any subcontractor of the Professional. The 

Professional 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 Professional, 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 Professional for the portion of the judgment attributable to such act, omission, or 

other fault of the City, its officers, or employees. 

 

 

9. Professional's Insurance.   

 

(a)         Professional agrees to procure and maintain, at its own expense, a policy or policies 

of insurance sufficient to insure against all liability, claims, demands, and other obligations 

assumed by the Professional pursuant to Section 8 above. Such insurance shall be in 

addition to any other insurance requirements imposed by this contract or by law. The 

Professional shall not be relieved of any liability, claims, demands, or other obligations 

assumed pursuant to Section 8 above by reason of its failure to procure or maintain 

insurance, or by reason of its failure to procure or maintain insurance in sufficient amounts, 

duration, or types. 
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(b)      Professional shall procure and maintain, and shall cause any subcontractor of the 

Professional to procure and maintain, the minimum insurance coverages listed below. Such 

coverages shall be procured and maintained with forms and insurance acceptable to the 

City. All coverages shall be continuously maintained to cover all liability, claims, demands, 

and other obligations assumed by the Professional pursuant to Section 8 above. In the case 

of any claims-made policy, the necessary retroactive dates and extended reporting periods 

shall be procured to maintain such continuous coverage. 

  

(i) Workers’ Compensation insurance to cover obligations imposed by 

applicable laws for any employee engaged in the performance 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 TWO MILLION DOLLARS 

($2,000,000.00) disease - each employee. Evidence of qualified self-insured status 

may be substituted for the Workers' Compensation requirements of this paragraph. 

 

(ii) Commercial General Liability insurance with minimum combined single 

limits of ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) each occurrence and TWO 

MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) aggregate. The policy shall be applicable to 

all premises and operations. The policy shall include coverage for bodily injury, 

broad form property damage (including completed operations), personal injury 

(including coverage for contractual and employee acts), blanket contractual, 

independent contractors, products, and completed operations. The policy shall 

contain a severability of interests provision. 

 

(iii) Comprehensive Automobile Liability insurance with minimum combined 

single limits for bodily injury and property damage of not less than ONE MILLION 

DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) each occurrence and TWO MILLION DOLLARS 

($2,000,000.00) aggregate with respect to each Professional's owned, hired and non-

owned vehicles assigned to or used in performance of the Scope of Work. The 

policy shall contain a severability of interests provision. If the Professional has no 

owned automobiles, the requirements of this Section shall be met by each employee 

of the Professional providing services to the City under this contract. 

 

(iv) Professional Liability insurance with the minimum limits of ONE 

MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000) each claim and TWO MILLION DOLLARS 

($2,000,000) aggregate. 

 

(c)  The policy or policies required above shall be endorsed to include the City and the 

City's officers and employees as additional insureds. Every policy required above shall be 

primary insurance, and any insurance carried by the City, its officers or employees, or 

carried by or provided through any insurance pool of the City, shall be excess and not 

contributory insurance to that provided by Professional. No additional insured endorsement 

to the policy required above shall contain any exclusion for bodily injury or property 

damage arising from completed operations. The Professional shall be solely responsible for 

any deductible losses under any policy required above. 
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(d)  The certificate of insurance provided to the City shall be completed by the 

Professional's insurance agent as evidence that policies providing the required coverages, 

conditions, and minimum limits are in full force and effect, and shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City prior to commencement of the contract. No other form of certificate 

shall be used. The certificate shall identify this contract and shall provide that the coverages 

afforded under the policies shall not be canceled, terminated or materially changed until at 

least thirty (30) days prior written notice has been given to the City.  

 

(e)  Failure on the part of the Professional to procure or maintain policies providing the 

required coverages, conditions, and minimum limits shall constitute a material breach of 

contract upon which City may immediately terminate this contract, or at its discretion City 

may procure or renew any such policy or any extended reporting period thereto and may pay 

any and all premiums in connection therewith, and all monies so paid by City shall be 

repaid by Professional to City upon demand, or City may offset the cost of the premiums 

against monies due to Professional from City. 

 

(f)  City reserves the right to request and receive a certified copy of any policy and any 

endorsement thereto. 

 

(g)  The parties hereto understand and agree that City 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 $990,000 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 City, its officers, or its 

employees. 

 

10. City's Insurance.  The parties hereto understand that the City is a member of the Colorado 

Intergovernmental Risk Sharing Agency (CIRSA) and as such participates in the CIRSA Proper-

ty/Casualty Pool. Copies of the CIRSA policies and manual are kept at the City of Aspen Risk 

Management Department and are available to Professional for inspection during normal business 

hours. City makes no representations whatsoever with respect to specific coverages offered by 

CIRSA. City shall provide Professional reasonable notice of any changes in its membership or 

participation in CIRSA. 

 

11. Completeness of Agreement.  It is expressly agreed that this agreement contains the entire 

undertaking of the parties relevant to the subject matter thereof and there are no verbal or written 

representations, agreements, warranties or promises pertaining to the project matter thereof not 

expressly incorporated in this writing. 

 

12. Notice.  Any written notices as called for herein may be hand delivered or mailed by 

certified mail return receipt requested to the respective persons and/or addresses listed above. 

 

13. 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.  

Professional agrees to meet all of the requirements of City's municipal code, Section 15.04.570, 

pertaining to non-discrimination in employment.  
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14. Waiver.   The waiver by the City 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 City, and 

forbearance or indulgence by the City in any regard whatsoever shall not constitute a waiver of any 

term, covenant, or condition to be performed by Professional to which the same may apply and, 

until complete performance by Professional of said term, covenant or condition, the City shall be 

entitled to invoke any remedy available to it under this Agreement or by law despite any such 

forbearance or indulgence. 

 

15. Execution of Agreement by City.  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 City unless 

duly executed by the Mayor of the City of Aspen (or a duly authorized official in his absence) 

following a Motion or Resolution of the Council of the City of Aspen authorizing the Mayor (or a 

duly authorized official in his absence) to execute the same. 

 

16.       Illegal Aliens – CRS 8-17.5-101 & 24-76.5-101. 

 

(a) 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 City of Aspen, 

from knowingly hiring an illegal alien to perform work under a contract, or to knowingly 

contract with a subcontractor 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.  

 

(b) 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 City of 

Aspen. 

 

“Basic Pilot Program” means the basic pilot employment verification program 

created in Public Law 208, 104th Congress, as amended, and expanded in Public 

Law 156, 108th Congress, as amended, that is administered by the United States 

Department of Homeland Security. 

 

“Public Contract for Services” means this Agreement. 

 

“Services” means the furnishing of labor, time, or effort by a Contractor or a 

subcontractor not involving the delivery of a specific end product other than 

reports that are merely incidental to the required performance. 

 

(c) By signing this document, Professional certifies and represents that at this time: 

 

(i)  Professional shall confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who are 

newly hired for employment in the United States; and  
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(ii) Professional has participated or attempted to participate in the Basic Pilot 

Program in order to verify that new employees are not illegal aliens. 

 

 (d) Professional hereby confirms that: 

 

(i) Professional shall not knowingly employ or contract new employees 

without confirming the employment eligibility of all such employees hired for 

employment in the United States under the Public Contract for Services. 

 

(ii) Professional shall not enter into a contract with a subcontractor that fails to 

confirm to the Professional that the subcontractor shall not knowingly hire new 

employees without confirming their employment eligibility for employment in the 

United States under the Public Contract for Services. 

  

(iii) Professional has verified or has attempted to verify through participation 

in the Federal Basic Pilot Program that Professional does not employ any new 

employees who are not eligible for employment in the United States; and if 

Professional has not been accepted into the Federal Basic Pilot Program prior to 

entering into the Public Contract for Services, Professional shall forthwith apply 

to participate in the Federal Basic Pilot Program and shall in writing verify such 

application within five (5) days of the date of the Public Contract.  Professional 

shall continue to apply to participate in the Federal Basic Pilot Program and shall 

in writing verify same every three (3) calendar months thereafter, until 

Professional is accepted or the public contract for services has been completed, 

whichever is earlier. The requirements of this section shall not be required or 

effective if the Federal Basic Pilot Program is discontinued. 

 

(iv) Professional shall not use the Basic Pilot Program procedures to undertake 

pre-employment screening of job applicants while the Public Contract for 

Services is being performed. 

 

(v) If Professional obtains actual knowledge that a subcontractor performing 

work under the Public Contract for Services knowingly employs or contracts with 

a new employee who is an illegal alien, Professional shall: 

 

(1) Notify such subcontractor and the City of Aspen within three days 

that Professional has actual knowledge that the subcontractor has newly 

employed or contracted with an illegal alien; and 

 

(2) Terminate the subcontract with the subcontractor if within three 

days of receiving the notice required pursuant to this section the 

subcontractor does not cease employing or contracting with the new 

employee who is an illegal alien; except that Professional shall not 

terminate the Public Contract for Services with the subcontractor if during 

such three days the subcontractor provides information to establish that the 

subcontractor has not knowingly employed or contracted with an illegal 

alien. 
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(vi) Professional 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. 

 

(vii) If Professional violates any provision of the Public Contract for Services 

pertaining to the duties imposed by Subsection 8-17.5-102, C.R.S. the City of 

Aspen may terminate the Public Contract for Services. If the Public Contract for 

Services is so terminated, Contractor shall be liable for actual and consequential 

damages to the City of Aspen arising out of Professional’s violation of Subsection 

8-17.5-102, C.R.S. 

 

(viii) If Professional operates as a sole proprietor, Professional hereby swears or 

affirms under penalty of perjury that the Professional (1) is a citizen of the United 

States or otherwise lawfully present in the United States pursuant to federal law, 

(2) shall comply with the provisions of CRS 24-76.5-101 et seq., and (3) shall 

produce one of the forms of identification required by CRS 24-76.5-103 prior to 

the effective date of this Agreement.  

 

17.      Warranties Against Contingent Fees, Gratuities, Kickbacks and Conflicts of Interest.   

 

(a)     Professional warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed or 

retained to solicit or secure this Contract upon an agreement or understanding for a 

commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona fide employees or 

bona fide established commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Professional for 

the purpose of securing business. 

 

(b)    Professional agrees not to give any employee of the City a gratuity or any offer of 

employment in connection with any decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, 

preparation of any part of a program requirement or a purchase request, influencing the 

content of any specification or procurement standard, rendering advice, investigation, 

auditing, or in any other advisory capacity in any proceeding or application, request for 

ruling, determination, claim or controversy, or other particular matter, pertaining to this 

Agreement, or to any solicitation or proposal therefore. 

 

(c)      Professional represents that no official, officer, employee or representative of the 

City during the term of this Agreement has or one (1) year thereafter shall have any 

interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds thereof, except those that 

may have been disclosed at the time City Council approved the execution of this 

Agreement. 

 

(d)     In addition to other remedies it may have for breach of the prohibitions against 

contingent fees, gratuities, kickbacks and conflict of interest, the City shall have the right 

to: 

 

1. Cancel this Purchase Agreement without any liability by the City; 

2. Debar or suspend the offending parties from being a Professional, contractor or 

subcontractor under City contracts; 
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3. Deduct from the contract price or consideration, or otherwise recover, the value of 

anything transferred or received by the Professional; and 

4. Recover such value from the offending parties. 

 

18.       Fund Availability.  Financial obligations of the City payable after the current fiscal year 

are contingent upon funds for that purpose being appropriated, budgeted and otherwise made 

available.  If this Agreement contemplates the City utilizing state or federal funds to meet its 

obligations herein, this Agreement shall be contingent upon the availability of those funds for 

payment pursuant to the terms of this Agreement. 

 

19.     General Terms. 

 

(a) 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. 

 

(b) 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. 

 

(c) The parties acknowledge and understand that there are no conditions or limitations 

to this understanding except those as contained herein at the time of the execution hereof 

and that after execution no alteration, change or modification shall be made except upon a 

writing signed by the parties. 

 

(d) This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Colorado as from time 

to time in effect.  Venue is agreed to be exclusively in the courts of Pitkin County, 

Colorado. 

 

 

20. 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, 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.  

 

20. Successors and Assigns.  This Agreement and all of the covenants hereof shall inure to 

the benefit of and be binding upon the City and the Professional respectively and their agents, 

representatives, employee, successors, assigns and legal representatives.  Neither the City nor the 
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Professional shall have the right to assign, transfer or sublet its interest or obligations hereunder 

without the written consent of the other party. 

 

21. Third Parties.  This Agreement does not and shall not be deemed or construed to confer 

upon or grant to any third party or parties, except to parties to whom Professional or City may 

assign this Agreement in accordance with the specific written permission, any right to claim 

damages or to bring any suit, action or other proceeding against either the City or Professional 

because of any breach hereof or because of any of the terms, covenants, agreements or conditions 

herein contained. 

 

22. Attorney’s Fees.  In the event that legal action is necessary to enforce any of the 

provisions of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to its costs and reasonable 

attorney’s fees. 

 

23. Waiver of Presumption.  This Agreement was negotiated and reviewed through the 

mutual efforts of the parties hereto and the parties agree that no construction shall be made or 

presumption shall arise for or against either party based on any alleged unequal status of the 

parties in the negotiation, review or drafting of the Agreement. 

 

24. Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility, and Voluntary Exclusion.  

Professional certifies, by acceptance of this Agreement, that neither it nor its principals is 

presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily 

excluded from participation in any transaction with a Federal or State department or agency.  It 

further certifies that prior to submitting its Bid that it did include this clause without modification 

in all lower tier transactions, solicitations, proposals, contracts and subcontracts.  In the event 

that Professional or any lower tier participant was unable to certify to the statement, an 

explanation was attached to the Bid and was determined by the City to be satisfactory to the City. 

 

25. Integration and Modification.  This written Agreement along with all Contract 

Documents shall constitute the contract between the parties and supersedes or incorporates any 

prior written and oral agreements of the parties.  In addition, Professional understands that no 

City official or employee, other than the Mayor and City Council acting as a body at a council 

meeting, has authority to enter into an Agreement or to modify the terms of the Agreement on 

behalf of the City.  Any such Agreement or modification to this Agreement must be in writing 

and be executed by the parties hereto. 

 

26. Authorized Representative.  The undersigned representative of Professional, as an 

inducement to the City to execute this Agreement, represents that he/she is an authorized 

representative of Professional for the purposes of executing this Agreement and that he/she has 

full and complete authority to enter into this Agreement for the terms and conditions specified 

herein. 

 

 

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. 
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CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO:   PROFESSIONAL: 

 

________________________________  ______________________________ 
                    [Signature]               [Signature] 

 

By: _____________________________  By: _____________________________ 
          [Name]                  [Name] 

 

Title: ____________________________  Title: ____________________________ 

 

 

Date: ___________________    Date: ___________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

 

_______________________________ 

City Attorney’s Office 
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EXHIBIT A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
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EXHIBIT B PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

 

Fee Schedule 
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Attachment C: INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Courtney DeVito, Human Resources Director 
Jessica Roberts, Compensation and Benefits Manager 

THRU: Alissa Farrell, Administrative Services Director 

MEMO DATE: April 2, 2021 

RE: Information Only: Compensation & Classification Study Update 
_____ 

The purpose of the following informational memo is to update Mayor and Council on the City’s 
2021 Compensation & Classification study along with the progress of the development and 
refinement of a Total Compensation Philosophy1.  The Total Compensation Philosophy shall 
serve as a guiding framework and foundational approach in advance of the upcoming 
Compensation & Classification study.   

SUMMARY:  The overall  compensation2 and classification3 project scope is to develop a system 
to ensure salary structure,4 classification and pay is highly competitive with other comparable 
entities for the attraction and retention of a highly qualified workforce for the overall benefit of the 
Aspen community. This effort begins with the development of a total compensation philosophy 
which will establish the formal guidelines for employee compensation, and support employee 
retention and growth.  Moreover, the scope includes adhering to current and future pertinent 
compensation laws and for internal pay equity5. 

BACKGROUND:  In early 2021, the Human Resources Department and City Manager’s Office 
solicited request for qualifications (RFQs) to elicit a competitive bid process to retain a 
compensation consultant for the development of a City Total Compensation Philosophy.  Ten 
proposals were received.  After an extensive interview process, The Segal (Segal) Group was 
selected for the Total Compensation Philosophy project.  Segal has extensive experience in 

1 Total Compensation Philosophy is an organizational statement and set of practices that guides the 
organizations compensation and benefits programs.   This statement links these programs to the overall 
business objectives of the organization and ensures compliance with equal pay legislation and that 
differences in pay are allowable (SHRM.org). 
2 Compensation refers to the wages received by an employee in the form of an annual or hourly salary. 
3 Classification refers to the methodology of grouping jobs together in a salary structure, noting their 
similarities and distinct characteristics.  
4 Salary structure refers to the progression of jobs expressed as pay grades (ranges with a minimum and 
maximum salary limit) (SHRM.org). 
5 Internal pay equity follows fair and equitable pay practices in accordance with both state and federal 
employee pay legislation. 
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providing independent, innovative, and results-driven services to public sector entities throughout 
the country.  Attachment A includes the Segal Proposal for a Total Compensation Philosophy. 
 
In conjunction, a cross-sectional compensation and classification steering committee was 
developed.  This team is and over the course of the next year, actively engaged in the project by 
providing guidance, offering diverse organization-wide perspectives while continuing to gather a 
deep understanding of compensation principles and practices.  Throughout the compensation 
project, the steering committee will act as a liaison between departments and the project and offer 
feedback to the compensation project managers. 
 
The cross-sectional steering committee has been instrumental in the selection of Segal and will 
also assist in the Compensation & Classification RFP interview process for the selection of a 
consultant as well. 
 
Secondarily, the Compensation & Classification RFP closed on March 26, 2021 and ten (10) bids 
are under review with finalist interviews scheduled forthcoming.  The Consultant proposal is 
scheduled for review in an upcoming City Council Meeting at the end of April or early May 2021.  
This study will support the City in maintaining a highly qualified work force through a competitive 
compensation program to benefit the community.  Competitive compensation programs ensure 
that the City is able to attract and retain staff critical to City operations and services. Compensation 
programs generally have a life cycle of three to five years, and the current compensation program 
was implemented in 2015.  This multi-phase study will provide the City with an updated 
compensation philosophy, classification system, internal equity review, and external labor market6 
analysis (see project summary below). 
 
In advance of hiring an external Consultant, Human Resources is updating all full-time, job 
descriptions in collaboration with Department Directors.  Job descriptions are a crucial component 
of the compensation and classification study, ensuring that the selected Consultant will have 
access to up to date and accurate job descriptions from which to build the City’s new 
compensation structure going forward.    
 
Overall, these comprehensive compensation projects will allow the City of Aspen to address any 
compensation and classification barriers preventing the City from attracting and retaining the 
necessary talent to achieve the City’s organizational goals. 
 
COMPENSATION PROJECT SUMMARY:  
 

Stage 1: RFQ – Total Compensation Philosophy: 

The Segal Group has been selected as the Consultant for the Total Compensation Philosophy 
development. The compensation philosophy is the formal guiding statement and/or document 
that details the organization’s position about employee compensation. The compensation 
philosophy supports the organization’s business goals and objectives, while ensuring that the 
organization is competitive, and identifies the City’s relevant external labor market(s).   This 
statement and/or document typically includes specifics on how the organization will pay 
employees in relation to the identified labor market, with competitive pay typically indicating that 
employee pay should be at or above the external labor market. 

 
6 External labor market refers to the comparison of indivdiual salaries in other similar organizations for 
similar jobs/positions.   
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Stage 2: RFP - Compensation & Classification Study: Vendor submissions are presently 
under review. 

RFP Phase 1: Provide a framework to fairly and effectively manage jobs; provide a job 
evaluation or job architecture system, and an updated and revised classification system. 

RFP Phase 2: Ensure that the City is in compliance with Colorado’s Equal Pay for Equal Work 
Act along with federal and state laws.  The City is requesting a statistical and legal review of 
individual salaries to ensure fair and equitable pay. 

RFP Phase 3: Align the City’s internal compensation structure with the external labor market.  
This final phase will provide a comprehensive review of employee salaries and will consider 
key issues such as salary compression.  This phase is critical to ensure that employee salaries 
accurately reflect the City’s updated compensation philosophy.   
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M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Mayor and City Council

THRU: John D. Krueger, Director of Transportation

FROM: David Pesnichak, Regional Transportation Administrator

DATE OF MEMO: April 14, 2021

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021

RE: EOTC Updated Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA)
_______________________________________________________________________________

REQUEST OF COUNCIL:  Attached for your review and approval is a resolution and updated 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the Elected Officials Transportation Committee (EOTC) 
based on feedback and comments received at the March 25, 2021 EOTC meeting.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION:
 City Council participated and provided direction / feedback at the EOTC retreat in August 

2019. 
 At the October 2019 and October 2020 EOTC meetings, the Committee approved the 2020 

and 2021 Work Plans that included an update of the 1993 EOTC IGA. 
 Council reviewed and unanimously voted to approve the updated EOTC IGA at the March 

25, 2021 EOTC meeting. The EOTC recommended certain changes to the Staff proposed IGA 
that have been incorporated into the attached IGA for final approval.

BACKGROUND:
The City of Aspen as a member of the EOTC is asked to approve the updated EOTC IGA and 
associated resolution.  At the EOTC meeting on March 25, 2021, the EOTC voted unanimously to 
adopt the updated IGA with certain changes. Each other member jurisdiction of the EOTC is also 
asked to approve and sign the IGA before it goes into effect.

The goals of this IGA update include: 
1) Update the language and terminology in the IGA and Resolution 61 and 62 documents, 
2) Simplify the IGA and associated Resolution 61 and 62 by combining them into one IGA 

document; and,
3) Clarify the decision-making processes for the EOTC.

At the March 25, 2021 meeting, the EOTC voted to adopt the staff recommended 2021 IGA update 
with the following amendments: 1) Clarify the options available to the EOTC should a quorum not 
be established at an EOTC meeting in Section 2.a., and 2) Identify that Administrative Direction is to 
be agreed upon by all three parties, not just two, by amending Section 2.f. and the EOTC Decision 
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Making Process Overview table. Staff was directed to create the exact wording for these amendments, 
have the amendments reviewed by City of Aspen, Town of Snowmass Village and Pitkin County 
attorneys, and present the updated IGA draft to each jurisdiction for a final vote.

DISCUSSION:
The EOTC first adopted the governing IGA in 1993 and this document had not been updated since. 
The EOTC reviewed, provided comment, and unanimously voted to adopt the updated IGA at the 
March 25, 2021 EOTC meeting. 

Attached for final review is a resolution of approval, a redline version of the EOTC IGA identifying 
the changes that have been made to the version reviewed by the EOTC on March 25 as well as a clean 
version of the IGA. The changes made to the IGA are based on direction and feedback received at
March 25 EOTC meeting, which are outlined above. The attorneys of each jurisdiction have reviewed 
the recommended changes identified in the attached IGA. 

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:
There are no financial/budget implications to the City of Aspen.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
By encouraging mass transit and working to manage or reduce the number of vehicles on the road 
system, the EOTC is having positive impacts on the environment.  

RECCOMENDED ACTION:
Staff recommends that Council approve the attached resolution of approval and authorize signature 
on the attached EOTC IGA.

ALTERNATIVES:
Council can decide not to adopt the 2021 updated EOTC IGA and associated resolution of approval. 
Not adopting the 2021 updated EOTC IGA would require it to go back to the EOTC for 
reconsideration at the next available EOTC meeting.

PROPOSED MOTION:
“I move to approve the resolution of approval and authorize signature on the updated EOTC IGA as 
proposed.”

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________

ATTACHMENTS:
1. EOTC IGA – Redline Updates from March 25, 2021 EOTC meeting
2. Resolution 041 Series 2021
3. EOTC IGA – Final Version for Signature
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RESOLUTION NO. 041
SERIES OF 2021

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO, 
APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (IGA) BETWEEN THE 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF 
SNOWMASS VILLAGE, AND THE PITKIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS FOR THE ELECTED OFFICIALS TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE (EOTC)

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council, the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners and 
the Town Council of Snowmass Village (the "Parties") previously entered into the “Comprehensive 
Valley Transportation Plan” Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) on September 14th, 1993; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to update the IGA dated September 14th, 1993; and,

WHEREAS, at the EOTC meeting held on March 25, 2021, the Parties considered and 
approved the attached updated IGA with certain amendments; and

WHEREAS, the City of Aspen wishes to ratify the approvals given at the EOTC meeting by 
adoption of this resolution.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Aspen, Colorado, 
that the attached IGA is hereby approved.

RESOLVED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 11th day of May 2021, by the City Council 
for the City of Aspen, Colorado.

_________________________
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 May 11, 2021.

_________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
ELECTED OFFICIALS TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (this "Agreement"), is made and entered 
into as of this ___ day of ________,  2021, by and among the CITY OF ASPEN, 
Colorado, a home-rule municipal corporation (the "City"), THE TOWN OF SNOWMASS 
VILLAGE, Colorado, a home-rule municipal corporation (the "Town"), and the BOARD 
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF PITKIN, Colorado, a body 
corporate and politic (the "County"). 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the parties to this Agreement have the authority pursuant to Article XIV, 
Section 18 of the Colorado Constitution and Section 29-1-201, et seq., of the Colorado 
Revised Statutes, to enter into intergovernmental agreements for the purpose of 
providing any service or performing any function which they can perform individually; 
and 

WHEREAS, on September 14th, 1993 the parties entered into an Intergovernmental 
Agreement (the “1993 IGA”) establishing a committee made up of the elected officials 
from the City, the Town, and the County that has become known as the Elected Officials 
Transportation Committee (the “EOTC”), and 

WHEREAS, in 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 61 adopting a 
Comprehensive Valley Transportation Plan (the “Plan”) establishing an initial framework 
for a comprehensive mass transportation strategy for the Roaring Fork Valley; and  

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2020 the EOTC approved by separate resolutions an updated 
Plan that is to be updated from time to time; and 

WHEREAS, in 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 62 which adopted specific 
elements to be funded from the proceeds of transportation revenue bonds; and 

WHEREAS, on November 2, 1993 the County electorate approved a County-wide one-
half (1/2) cent sales tax and one-half (1/2) cent use tax (collectively, the “one-half cent 
sales and use tax”) to fund the Plan, as amended, and other elements for the purpose 
of increasing and improving the public mass transportation system within the Roaring 
Fork Valley; and 

WHEREAS, on September 12, 2000, the City, the Town, the County and certain other 
municipalities and counties in the Roaring Fork Valley entered into the Roaring Fork 
Transportation Authority Intergovernmental Agreement (the “Authority IGA”), forming the 
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (the ”Authority”);  

WHEREAS, the Authority IGA furthered the goals set forth in the 1993 IGA and Joint 
Resolutions 61 and 62, but also amended the uses and distribution of the revenues of 

REDLINE IGA FROM MARCH 25 EOTC MEETING
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the one-half cent sales and use tax and of the one cent mass transportation sales tax 
and one cent mass transportation use tax (collectively, the “one cent sales and use tax”) 
approved by County voters at the County-wide election on May 3, 1983, (together with 
the one-half cent sales and use tax, the “sales and use taxes”); and 
 
WHEREAS, in connection with execution of the Authority IGA and the formation of the 
Authority, the City, the Town and the County adopted joint Resolution No. 1, Series of 
2000, which established a funding commitment to the Authority from the one-half cent 
sales and use tax; and 
 
WHEREAS, to effectuate such funding commitment, the City, the Town and the County 
entered into the Intergovernmental Agreement – Transportation Sales Tax Distribution 
dated as of April 25, 2001 (the “Distribution IGA”), which specified the distribution of (a) 
the one-half cent sales and use tax between the County and the Authority, and (b) the 
one cent sales and use tax among the City, the Town and the Authority; and 
 
WHEREAS, as of the date of the Distribution IGA, there were outstanding certain 
County revenue bonds secured by the County’s share of the revenues of the one-cent 
sales and use tax issued that were issued pursuant to the County’s Resolution No. 92-
392 and certain subsequent County resolutions supplemental thereto (collectively, the 
“Bond Resolution”), with voter-approved authority to issue additional such bonds 
(collectively with such then-outstanding bonds, and together with any bonds or other 
debt issued thereafter or hereafter that are payable from or secured in whole or in part 
by the one cent sales and use tax, the one-half cent sales and use tax, or any portion of 
either such tax, the “Sales and Use Tax Bonds”); and 
 
WHEREAS, accordingly, Section 4 of the Distribution IGA contains certain protections 
with respect to the sales and uses taxes for the holders of any such Sales and Use Tax 
Bonds, and additionally contains certain protections for the City, the Town and the 
Authority with respect thereto; and 
 
WHEREAS, at a County-wide election held on November 2, 2004, the voters of the 
County approved a multiple fiscal year financial obligation of the County to contribute a 
portion of the one-half cent sales and use tax to the Authority (the “2004 Ballot Issue”) in 
connection with the approval by the members of the Authority other than the County, the 
City and the Town of separate sales and uses taxes in their respective jurisdictions to 
provide funding to the Authority; and   
 
WHEREAS, the purpose of this Intergovernmental Agreement is to update, amend and 
restate the provisions of the 1993 IGA, Joint Resolution No. 61 and Joint Resolution No. 
62 with respect to the EOTC and the Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the parties hereto wish to further define and clarify the method and process 
by which the implementation of the Plan will be funded; and 
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WHEREAS, it is not the desire or intention of the parties to modify or amend the 
distribution described above of the sales and uses taxes or any portion thereof, or to 
modify, amend or impair any of the protections with respect to the sales and use taxes 
currently in place in the documents described above for the benefit of the holders of the 
Sales and Use Tax Bonds, the City, the Town or the Authority; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements 
of the parties, and other good and valuable consideration, the adequacy and sufficiency 
of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 
 

Purpose. 
 

1. This Agreement is designed and intended to define and clarify the method and 
process by which the parties have agreed to fund and implement the Plan. 

 
Elected Officials Transportation Committee  

 
2. Organization and Decision Making 

 
a. The EOTC shall consist of the elected officials representing the parties to 

this Agreement (the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners, the 
Town of Snowmass Village Town Council, and the City of Aspen City 
Council). EOTC meetings shall be noticed special meetings for each party. 
Votes tallied at an EOTC meeting shall be final. A quorum, defined as a 
majority of the membership from each of the parties, must be in 
attendance to officially act at an EOTC meeting. In the event that quorum 
cannot be established at a regularly scheduled EOTC meeting then the 
meeting may be continued or rescheduled to a date where a quorum can 
be achieved. In the event a business decision needs to be acted upon 
sooner than a quorum can be achieved, then the subject matter(s) may be 
rescheduled by the individual parties for consideration at their respective 
regular meetings. EOTC meetings shall be noticed special meetings for 
each party. Votes tallied at an EOTC meeting shall be final.  
 

b. The parties hereby agree to conduct regular meetings including other 
invited members of the public to continue to refine and agree upon 
proposed projects and transportation elements consistent with or 
complementary to the Plan, as may be amended from time to time. 

 
c. The parties shall adopt a Plan as is further outlined in Section 3 of this 

Agreement. The Plan or amendments thereto should be agreed upon by 
all three parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC, but may be 
acted on by the individual parties at their respective regular meetings. This 
agreement shall be evidenced by individual resolutions signed by the 
authorized representative for each party. 
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d. The parties further agree that the amount of all expenditures and all 
projects to be funded with revenues derived from the one-half cent sales 
and use tax shall be consistent with and/or complementary to the Plan and 
applicable Colorado Revised Statutes. All expenditures, budgets and 
amendments thereto should be agreed upon by all three parties at a 
regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC in advance of any such 
expenditure and/or project, but may be acted on by the individual parties 
at their respective regular meetings. This Agreement shall be evidenced 
by individual resolutions signed by the authorized representative for each 
party. 

 
e. The EOTC may adopt supporting documents including but not limited to a 

strategic plan, work plan and capital plan in order to help guide 
implementation and / or development of the Plan. All supporting 
documents or amendments thereto should be agreed upon by all three 
parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC, but may be acted on 
by the individual parties at their respective regular meetings. This 
Agreement shall be evidenced by individual resolutions signed by the 
authorized representative for each party. 

 
f. The parties may provide administrative direction to staff that advance the 

implementation of the Plan. Any administrative direction thereto should be 
agreed upon by all three parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the 
EOTC, but may be acted on by the individual parties at their respective 
regular meetings. Such direction shall only require a majority vote of the 
EOTC member jurisdictions in attendance at a regular scheduled meeting.  

 
EOTC Decision Making Process Overview 

Comprehensive 
Valley 
Transportation 
Plan 

Expenditure / 
Budget 

Supporting 
Document or plan 

Administrative 
Direction 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties 
Majority vote of 
the Jurisdictions 
in attendance at a 
regular scheduled 
meeting 

 
 

3. Comprehensive Valley Transportation Plan 
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The parties hereby agree to adopt a Plan that is to be updated from time to time for 
addressing mass transportation problems and issues in the Roaring Fork River 
Valley.  

 
 

a. Adoption or amendment to the Plan shall be approved in accordance with 
Section 2.c. of this Agreement.  
 

b. The parties hereto agree to utilize their best efforts to seek and obtain funding 
from local, state, federal, and private sources to finance the various elements of 
the Plan. These efforts shall include, when deemed necessary, seeking voter 
approval for increased sales and use taxes as well as bonding authority for 
specific projects as they are developed and agreed upon by unanimous consent 
of the parties hereto.  

 
Annual Renewal and Termination. 

 
4. This Intergovernmental Agreement may not be terminated unless and until such 
time as the one-half cent sales and use tax referenced above have been rescinded, 
whereupon any party may terminate the agreement upon ninety (90) days written notice 
to the other parties. 
 

Miscellaneous. 
 
 
5. This Agreement shall amend and supersede the 1993 IGA, Joint Resolution No. 
61 and Joint Resolution No. 62, but solely to the extent necessary to effectuate the 
provisions hereof.   
 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement or in the Plan, any 
supporting documents with respect thereto and hereto, or any amendments thereof or 
hereof: (a) nothing contained in this Agreement, the Plan, or any such supporting 
documents or amendments is intended to modify or amend, and the same shall not 
modify or amend, the distribution of the sales and uses taxes set forth in the Distribution 
IGA and the 2004 Ballot Issue; and (b) nothing contained in this Agreement, the Plan, or 
any such supporting documents or amendments is intended to modify, amend or impair, 
and the same shall not modify, amend or impair, any of the protections granted by the 
1993 IGA, Joint Resolutions 61 and 62, the Bond Resolution, the Distribution IGA, the 
2004 Ballot Issue or any of the other agreements or other documents described in the 
recitals hereto to or for the benefit of (i) the holders of any Sales and Use Tax Bonds, so 
long as any Sales and Use Tax Bonds remain outstanding, or (ii) the City, the Town and 
the Authority. 

 
6. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall mean or be construed to mean that an 
individual party to this Agreement may not independently fund or implement a specific 
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element of the Plan or some other transportation related project without the consent of 
the other parties. 
 
7. If any provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any person, entity, 
or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of the Agreement which can be given effect without the invalid provisions or 
application, and to this end the provisions of this Agreement are declared to be 
severable. 
 
8. This Intergovernmental Agreement is not intended to create any right in or for the 
public, or any member of the public, including any contractor, supplier or any other third 
party, or to authorize anyone not a party to this Intergovernmental Agreement to 
maintain a suit to enforce or take advantage of its terms. The duties, obligations and 
responsibilities of the parties with respect to third parties shall remain as imposed by 
law. 

 
9. This Agreement is not assignable by any party. 
 
10. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and all 
other promises and agreements relating to the subject of this Agreement, whether oral 
or written, are merged herein. 

 
11.       Any notice required or permitted under this Agreement shall be in writing and 
shall be provided by electronic delivery to the e-mail addresses set forth below and by 
one of the following methods 1) hand-delivery or 2) registered or certified mail, postage 
pre-paid to the mailing addresses set forth below. Each party by notice sent under this 
paragraph may change the address to which future notices should be sent.  Electronic 
delivery of notices shall be considered delivered upon receipt of confirmation of delivery 
on the part of the sender.  Nothing contained herein shall be construed to preclude 
personal service of any notice in the manner prescribed for personal service of a 
summons or other legal process. 
 

To:  Pitkin County:                                             With copies to: 

Board of County Commissioners              Pitkin County Attorney’s Office 
530 E. Main Street, Suite 302              530 E. Main Street, Suite 301 
Aspen, CO 81611                          Aspen, CO 81611 
c/o: bocc@pitkincounty.com     attorney@pitkincounty.com  

  
To: City of Aspen:                                                       With copies to: 
 
130 S. Galena St.                                                       City Attorney’s Office                                 
Aspen, CO 81611      130 S. Galena St. 
c/o City Manager      Aspen, CO 81611 
sara.ott@cityofaspen.com      jim.true@cityofaspen.com  
 

35

mailto:bocc@pitkincounty.com
mailto:attorney@pitkincounty.com
mailto:sara.ott@cityofaspen.com
mailto:jim.true@cityofaspen.com


7 
 

To: Town of Snowmass Village:                                With copies to: 
 
P.O. Box 5010       Town of Snowmass Village      
130 Kearns Road                                                           130 Kearns Road 
Snowmass Village, CO  81615                                 P.O. Box 5010 
Attn: Rhonda B. Coxon, Town Clerk                              Snowmass Village, CO  81516 
Council@tosv.com                                                         Attn: John Dresser, Town 
        Attorney 

                                                                            jdresser@tosv.com 
       ckinney@tosv.com             

 
 
12. The parties agree and understand that the parties are relying on and do not 
waive, by any provisions of this Agreement, the monetary limitations or terms or any 
other rights, immunities, and protections provided by the Colorado Governmental 
Immunity Act, C.R.S. 24-10-101, et seq., as from time to time amended or otherwise 
available to the parties or any of their officers, agents, or employees.  
 
13. The rights and obligations of the parties under this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective successors and 
assigns.   

 
14. This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of the State of 
Colorado, and venue for any action shall be in the District Court in and for Pitkin County, 
Colorado.   

 
15. In the event that legal action is necessary to enforce any of the provisions of this 
Agreement, the substantially prevailing party, whether by final judgment or out of court 
settlement, shall recover from the other party all costs and expenses of such action or 
suit including reasonable attorney fees. 
 
16. The waiver by any party to this Agreement of any term or condition of this 
Agreement shall not operate or be construed as a waiver of any subsequent breach by 
any party. 
 
17. Each party represents that it has the specific power and authority to enter into 
and consummate this Agreement according to law and that it has followed the proper 
legal procedures to authorize those persons whose names are subscribed below to 
execute this Agreement and obligates that party to perform this Agreement. 
 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Intergovernmental 
Agreement on the day and year first above written. 
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      City of Aspen, Colorado 
 
 
      By:  _______________________________ 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
 
 

Board of County Commissioners of the County 
of Pitkin: 

 
 

By: __________________________________ 
 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
 

Town of Snowmass Village, Colorado: 
 
 

By: __________________________________ 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
ELECTED OFFICIALS TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

 
THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (this "Agreement"), is made and entered 
into as of this ___ day of ________,  2021, by and among the CITY OF ASPEN, 
Colorado, a home-rule municipal corporation (the "City"), THE TOWN OF SNOWMASS 
VILLAGE, Colorado, a home-rule municipal corporation (the "Town"), and the BOARD 
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF PITKIN, Colorado, a body 
corporate and politic (the "County"). 
 

WITNESSETH: 
 

WHEREAS, the parties to this Agreement have the authority pursuant to Article XIV, 
Section 18 of the Colorado Constitution and Section 29-1-201, et seq., of the Colorado 
Revised Statutes, to enter into intergovernmental agreements for the purpose of 
providing any service or performing any function which they can perform individually; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 14th, 1993 the parties entered into an Intergovernmental 
Agreement (the “1993 IGA”) establishing a committee made up of the elected officials 
from the City, the Town, and the County that has become known as the Elected Officials 
Transportation Committee (the “EOTC”), and 
 
WHEREAS, in 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 61 adopting a 
Comprehensive Valley Transportation Plan (the “Plan”) establishing an initial framework 
for a comprehensive mass transportation strategy for the Roaring Fork Valley; and  
 
WHEREAS, on July 16, 2020 the EOTC approved by separate resolutions an updated 
Plan that is to be updated from time to time; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 1993 the parties adopted Joint Resolution No. 62 which adopted specific 
elements to be funded from the proceeds of transportation revenue bonds; and 
 
WHEREAS, on November 2, 1993 the County electorate approved a County-wide one-
half (1/2) cent sales tax and one-half (1/2) cent use tax (collectively, the “one-half cent 
sales and use tax”) to fund the Plan, as amended, and other elements for the purpose 
of increasing and improving the public mass transportation system within the Roaring 
Fork Valley; and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 12, 2000, the City, the Town, the County and certain other 
municipalities and counties in the Roaring Fork Valley entered into the Roaring Fork 
Transportation Authority Intergovernmental Agreement (the “Authority IGA”), forming the 
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (the ”Authority”);  
 
WHEREAS, the Authority IGA furthered the goals set forth in the 1993 IGA and Joint 
Resolutions 61 and 62, but also amended the uses and distribution of the revenues of 
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the one-half cent sales and use tax and of the one cent mass transportation sales tax 
and one cent mass transportation use tax (collectively, the “one cent sales and use tax”) 
approved by County voters at the County-wide election on May 3, 1983, (together with 
the one-half cent sales and use tax, the “sales and use taxes”); and 
 
WHEREAS, in connection with execution of the Authority IGA and the formation of the 
Authority, the City, the Town and the County adopted joint Resolution No. 1, Series of 
2000, which established a funding commitment to the Authority from the one-half cent 
sales and use tax; and 
 
WHEREAS, to effectuate such funding commitment, the City, the Town and the County 
entered into the Intergovernmental Agreement – Transportation Sales Tax Distribution 
dated as of April 25, 2001 (the “Distribution IGA”), which specified the distribution of (a) 
the one-half cent sales and use tax between the County and the Authority, and (b) the 
one cent sales and use tax among the City, the Town and the Authority; and 
 
WHEREAS, as of the date of the Distribution IGA, there were outstanding certain 
County revenue bonds secured by the County’s share of the revenues of the one-cent 
sales and use tax issued that were issued pursuant to the County’s Resolution No. 92-
392 and certain subsequent County resolutions supplemental thereto (collectively, the 
“Bond Resolution”), with voter-approved authority to issue additional such bonds 
(collectively with such then-outstanding bonds, and together with any bonds or other 
debt issued thereafter or hereafter that are payable from or secured in whole or in part 
by the one cent sales and use tax, the one-half cent sales and use tax, or any portion of 
either such tax, the “Sales and Use Tax Bonds”); and 
 
WHEREAS, accordingly, Section 4 of the Distribution IGA contains certain protections 
with respect to the sales and uses taxes for the holders of any such Sales and Use Tax 
Bonds, and additionally contains certain protections for the City, the Town and the 
Authority with respect thereto; and 
 
WHEREAS, at a County-wide election held on November 2, 2004, the voters of the 
County approved a multiple fiscal year financial obligation of the County to contribute a 
portion of the one-half cent sales and use tax to the Authority (the “2004 Ballot Issue”) in 
connection with the approval by the members of the Authority other than the County, the 
City and the Town of separate sales and uses taxes in their respective jurisdictions to 
provide funding to the Authority; and   
 
WHEREAS, the purpose of this Intergovernmental Agreement is to update, amend and 
restate the provisions of the 1993 IGA, Joint Resolution No. 61 and Joint Resolution No. 
62 with respect to the EOTC and the Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the parties hereto wish to further define and clarify the method and process 
by which the implementation of the Plan will be funded; and 
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WHEREAS, it is not the desire or intention of the parties to modify or amend the 
distribution described above of the sales and uses taxes or any portion thereof, or to 
modify, amend or impair any of the protections with respect to the sales and use taxes 
currently in place in the documents described above for the benefit of the holders of the 
Sales and Use Tax Bonds, the City, the Town or the Authority; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements 
of the parties, and other good and valuable consideration, the adequacy and sufficiency 
of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 
 

Purpose. 
 

1. This Agreement is designed and intended to define and clarify the method and 
process by which the parties have agreed to fund and implement the Plan. 

 
Elected Officials Transportation Committee  

 
2. Organization and Decision Making 

 
a. The EOTC shall consist of the elected officials representing the parties to 

this Agreement (the Pitkin County Board of County Commissioners, the 
Town of Snowmass Village Town Council, and the City of Aspen City 
Council). EOTC meetings shall be noticed special meetings for each party. 
Votes tallied at an EOTC meeting shall be final. A quorum, defined as a 
majority of the membership from each of the parties, must be in 
attendance to officially act at an EOTC meeting. In the event that quorum 
cannot be established at a regularly scheduled EOTC meeting then the 
meeting may be continued or rescheduled to a date where a quorum can 
be achieved. In the event a business decision needs to be acted upon 
sooner than a quorum can be achieved, then the subject matter(s) may be 
rescheduled by the individual parties for consideration at their respective 
regular meetings.  
 

b. The parties hereby agree to conduct regular meetings including other 
invited members of the public to continue to refine and agree upon 
proposed projects and transportation elements consistent with or 
complementary to the Plan, as may be amended from time to time. 

 
c. The parties shall adopt a Plan as is further outlined in Section 3 of this 

Agreement. The Plan or amendments thereto should be agreed upon by 
all three parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC, but may be 
acted on by the individual parties at their respective regular meetings. This 
agreement shall be evidenced by individual resolutions signed by the 
authorized representative for each party. 
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d. The parties further agree that the amount of all expenditures and all 
projects to be funded with revenues derived from the one-half cent sales 
and use tax shall be consistent with and/or complementary to the Plan and 
applicable Colorado Revised Statutes. All expenditures, budgets and 
amendments thereto should be agreed upon by all three parties at a 
regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC in advance of any such 
expenditure and/or project, but may be acted on by the individual parties 
at their respective regular meetings. This agreement shall be evidenced 
by individual resolutions signed by the authorized representative for each 
party. 

 
e. The EOTC may adopt supporting documents including but not limited to a 

strategic plan, work plan and capital plan in order to help guide 
implementation and / or development of the Plan. All supporting 
documents or amendments thereto should be agreed upon by all three 
parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the EOTC, but may be acted on 
by the individual parties at their respective regular meetings. This 
agreement shall be evidenced by individual resolutions signed by the 
authorized representative for each party. 

 
f. The parties may provide administrative direction to staff that advance the 

implementation of the Plan. Any administrative direction thereto should be 
agreed upon by all three parties at a regular scheduled meeting of the 
EOTC, but may be acted on by the individual parties at their respective 
regular meetings.  

 
EOTC Decision Making Process Overview 

Comprehensive 
Valley 
Transportation 
Plan 

Expenditure / 
Budget 

Supporting 
Document or plan 

Administrative 
Direction 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  
 
- Resolution 
signed by 
authorized 
representative 
from each party 

- Agreed upon by 
all three parties  

 
 

3. Comprehensive Valley Transportation Plan 
 

The parties hereby agree to adopt a Plan that is to be updated from time to time for 
addressing mass transportation problems and issues in the Roaring Fork River 
Valley.  
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a. Adoption or amendment to the Plan shall be approved in accordance with 
Section 2.c. of this Agreement.  
 

b. The parties hereto agree to utilize their best efforts to seek and obtain funding 
from local, state, federal, and private sources to finance the various elements of 
the Plan. These efforts shall include, when deemed necessary, seeking voter 
approval for increased sales and use taxes as well as bonding authority for 
specific projects as they are developed and agreed upon by unanimous consent 
of the parties hereto.  

 
Annual Renewal and Termination. 

 
4. This Intergovernmental Agreement may not be terminated unless and until such 
time as the one-half cent sales and use tax referenced above have been rescinded, 
whereupon any party may terminate the agreement upon ninety (90) days written notice 
to the other parties. 
 

Miscellaneous. 
 
 
5. This Agreement shall amend and supersede the 1993 IGA, Joint Resolution No. 
61 and Joint Resolution No. 62, but solely to the extent necessary to effectuate the 
provisions hereof.   
 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement or in the Plan, any 
supporting documents with respect thereto and hereto, or any amendments thereof or 
hereof: (a) nothing contained in this Agreement, the Plan, or any such supporting 
documents or amendments is intended to modify or amend, and the same shall not 
modify or amend, the distribution of the sales and uses taxes set forth in the Distribution 
IGA and the 2004 Ballot Issue; and (b) nothing contained in this Agreement, the Plan, or 
any such supporting documents or amendments is intended to modify, amend or impair, 
and the same shall not modify, amend or impair, any of the protections granted by the 
1993 IGA, Joint Resolutions 61 and 62, the Bond Resolution, the Distribution IGA, the 
2004 Ballot Issue or any of the other agreements or other documents described in the 
recitals hereto to or for the benefit of (i) the holders of any Sales and Use Tax Bonds, so 
long as any Sales and Use Tax Bonds remain outstanding, or (ii) the City, the Town and 
the Authority. 

 
6. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall mean or be construed to mean that an 
individual party to this Agreement may not independently fund or implement a specific 
element of the Plan or some other transportation related project without the consent of 
the other parties. 
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7. If any provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any person, entity, 
or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of the Agreement which can be given effect without the invalid provisions or 
application, and to this end the provisions of this Agreement are declared to be 
severable. 
 
8. This Intergovernmental Agreement is not intended to create any right in or for the 
public, or any member of the public, including any contractor, supplier or any other third 
party, or to authorize anyone not a party to this Intergovernmental Agreement to 
maintain a suit to enforce or take advantage of its terms. The duties, obligations and 
responsibilities of the parties with respect to third parties shall remain as imposed by 
law. 

 
9. This Agreement is not assignable by any party. 
 
10. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and all 
other promises and agreements relating to the subject of this Agreement, whether oral 
or written, are merged herein. 

 
11.       Any notice required or permitted under this Agreement shall be in writing and 
shall be provided by electronic delivery to the e-mail addresses set forth below and by 
one of the following methods 1) hand-delivery or 2) registered or certified mail, postage 
pre-paid to the mailing addresses set forth below. Each party by notice sent under this 
paragraph may change the address to which future notices should be sent.  Electronic 
delivery of notices shall be considered delivered upon receipt of confirmation of delivery 
on the part of the sender.  Nothing contained herein shall be construed to preclude 
personal service of any notice in the manner prescribed for personal service of a 
summons or other legal process. 
 

To:  Pitkin County:                                             With copies to: 

Board of County Commissioners              Pitkin County Attorney’s Office 
530 E. Main Street, Suite 302              530 E. Main Street, Suite 301 
Aspen, CO 81611                          Aspen, CO 81611 
c/o: bocc@pitkincounty.com     attorney@pitkincounty.com  

  
To: City of Aspen:                                                       With copies to: 
 
130 S. Galena St.                                                       City Attorney’s Office                                 
Aspen, CO 81611      130 S. Galena St. 
c/o City Manager      Aspen, CO 81611 
sara.ott@cityofaspen.com      jim.true@cityofaspen.com  
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To: Town of Snowmass Village:                                With copies to: 
 
P.O. Box 5010       Town of Snowmass Village      
130 Kearns Road                                                           130 Kearns Road 
Snowmass Village, CO  81615                                 P.O. Box 5010 
Attn: Rhonda B. Coxon, Town Clerk                              Snowmass Village, CO  81516 
Council@tosv.com                                                         Attn: John Dresser, Town 
        Attorney 

                                                                            jdresser@tosv.com 
       ckinney@tosv.com             

 
 
12. The parties agree and understand that the parties are relying on and do not 
waive, by any provisions of this Agreement, the monetary limitations or terms or any 
other rights, immunities, and protections provided by the Colorado Governmental 
Immunity Act, C.R.S. 24-10-101, et seq., as from time to time amended or otherwise 
available to the parties or any of their officers, agents, or employees.  
 
13. The rights and obligations of the parties under this Agreement shall be binding 
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective successors and 
assigns.   

 
14. This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of the State of 
Colorado, and venue for any action shall be in the District Court in and for Pitkin County, 
Colorado.   

 
15. In the event that legal action is necessary to enforce any of the provisions of this 
Agreement, the substantially prevailing party, whether by final judgment or out of court 
settlement, shall recover from the other party all costs and expenses of such action or 
suit including reasonable attorney fees. 
 
16. The waiver by any party to this Agreement of any term or condition of this 
Agreement shall not operate or be construed as a waiver of any subsequent breach by 
any party. 
 
17. Each party represents that it has the specific power and authority to enter into 
and consummate this Agreement according to law and that it has followed the proper 
legal procedures to authorize those persons whose names are subscribed below to 
execute this Agreement and obligates that party to perform this Agreement. 
 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Intergovernmental 
Agreement on the day and year first above written. 
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      City of Aspen, Colorado 
 
 
      By:  _______________________________ 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
 
 

Board of County Commissioners of the County 
of Pitkin: 

 
 

By: __________________________________ 
 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
___________________________________ 
 
 

Town of Snowmass Village, Colorado: 
 
 

By: __________________________________ 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Andy Rossello, Project Manager III

THROUGH: Ryan Loebach, Sr. Project Manager
Tyler Christoff, Director of Utilities

MEMO DATE: May 11th, 2021

MEETING DATE: May 11th, 2021

RE: Resolution #47, Series of 2021 – Civil and Electrical Design: Red 
Brick South to Red Brick North Circuit Replacement

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: Staff requests a contract award to EN Engineering, LLC in the 
amount of $182,480.00 for the design of an electric circuit replacement project that 
supplies electricity to the downtown core.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION: Council has reviewed funding for this project through 
the 2021 budget approval process.

BACKGROUND: The City of Aspen electric distribution system consists of 30-year-old
electric cable, directly buried in the ground. This cable is approaching the end of its 
designed lifespan. Staff has worked to prioritize and schedule replacement of the aging 
infrastructure with new cable and conduit systems over the next 15 years. The Red Brick 
South to Red Brick North circuit was determined to be the first priority for replacement.
Upon project construction completion, the cable and conduit systems should last another 
30 years and will facilitate future cable replacement and repair projects that will not require 
extensive digging.

The project design requires detailed survey of Aspen’s downtown (see project area 
outlined in attachment C). The design will meet all requirements of the City Engineering 
standards, National Electric Safety Code (NESC) and subsurface utility engineering 
standards (SUE). The project will be designed to minimize and mitigate customer outages 
during the construction process. Upon completion of the design staff intends to award 
construction contracts for the installation of the project over a two-year period.

DISCUSSION: City staff solicited bids from qualified consultant engineering firms to 
design this circuit replacement. The proposals were evaluated by a team of five City 
staff members. The proposals were reviewed utilizing the following criteria that was set 
forth in the RFP:
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 Project Approach
 Consultant Experience
 Price
 Familiarity with City review processes
 Completion timeline

Based on responsiveness to these criteria the two highest scoring consultants were 
selected for follow up interviews and EN Engineering, LLC was selected by the City 
team.

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPACTS: Staff released a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the 
design services and received six proposals which costs are summarized below:

NEI Electric Power Engineering, Inc. $136,091.00
EN Engineering, LLC $182,480.00
Atwell, LLC $195,725.00
Halker-Marcin Engineering $271,150.00
SGM Consultant Engineers $380,850.00
Alliance Engineering $634,350.00

Staff recommends awarding the design contract to EN Engineering, LLC based on their 
qualifications and responsiveness to the RFP. The proposed project funding and 
expenditures are outlined below:

Total Project Expenditures
EN Engineering, LLC: Professional Services Agreement    $182,480.00
Contingency (15% of above contract)    $  27,372.00

Total    $209,852.00
Funding Budgeted

Utilities 2021 Funding 
Project 51315-Cable Replacement 2021    $485,000.00

Total    $485,000.00

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: Replacement of aging direct bury systems with cable 
and conduit allow for future repairs and replacement without extensive excavation 
projects.

ALTERNATIVES: Staff believe this is a critical project to continue to provide reliable 
electrical service to all customers within our service territory. Alternatively, the city can 
continue spot repairs on the existing system which requires excavation and repairs and 
will create electric service disruptions for utility customers.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION: Staff request the council approve the contract with EN 
Engineering, LLC for $182,480.00 for the civil and electrical design of the Red Brick South 
to Red Brick North circuit replacement.

PROPOSED MOTION: I move to approve Resolution # 47 of 2021.

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Professional Services Agreement with EN Engineering, LLC.
B. Resolution # 47 of 2021
C. Map of Circuit Replacement Project
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RESOLUTION # 47
(Series of 2021)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, 
COLORADO, APPROVING A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN 
AND EN ENGINEERING LLC. 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 professional 
services agreement for the Civil and Electrical Design: Red Brick South to Red 
Brick North Circuit Replacement Project, between the City of Aspen and EN 
Engineering, 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 that 
professional services agreement for the Civil and Electrical Design: Red Brick 
South to Red Brick North Circuit Replacement Project, between the City of Aspen 
and EN Engineering, LLC, 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 11th day of May, 2021.

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, May 11th, 2021.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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CITY OF ASPEN STANDARD FORM OF AGREEMENT  

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

City of Aspen Contract No.: 2021-128.

AGREEMENT made as of May 11th, 2021.

BETWEEN the City: 

    Contract Amount: 

  The City of Aspen 

  c/o Sara Ott 

  130 South Galena Street 

  Aspen, Colorado 81611 

  Phone: (970) 920-5083 

And the Professional: 

  EN Engineering, LLC 

  c/o Steve Parr  
   28100 Torch Parkway

  Warrenville, IL 60555 

  Phone: 630-353-4000 

For the Following Project: 

  Civil and Electrical Design: Red Brick South to Red Crick North Circuit Replacement  

Exhibits appended and made a part of this Agreement: 

The City and Professional agree as set forth below. 

If this Agreement requires the City to pay    an 

amount of money in excess of     

$50,000.00 it shall not be deemed valid     

until it has been approved by the City     

Council of the City of Aspen. 

   City Council Approval: 

  Date: ___________________________ 

  Resolution No.:___________________ 

 Exhibit A:   Scope of Work. 

 Exhibit B:   Fee Schedule. 

         Total:  $182,480.00 
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1. Scope of Work.  Professional shall perform in a competent and professional manner the 

Scope of Work as set forth at Exhibit A attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.

2. Completion.  Professional shall commence Work immediately upon receipt of a written 

Notice to Proceed from the City and complete all phases of the Scope of Work as 

expeditiously as is consistent with professional skill and care and the orderly progress of the 

Work in a timely manner. The parties anticipate that all Work pursuant to this Agreement shall 

be completed no later than November 1st, 2021. Upon request of the City, Professional shall 

submit, for the City's approval, a schedule for the performance of Professional's services which 

shall be adjusted as required as the project proceeds, and which shall include allowances for 

periods of time required by the City's project engineer for review and approval of submissions and 

for approvals of authorities having jurisdiction over the project. This schedule, when approved by 

the City, shall not, except for reasonable cause, be exceeded by the Professional.

3. Payment.  In consideration of the work performed, City shall pay Professional on a time 

and expense basis for all work performed. The hourly rates for work performed by Professional 

shall not exceed those hourly rates set forth at Exhibit B appended hereto. Except as otherwise 

mutually agreed to by the parties the payments made to Professional shall not initially exceed 

the amount set forth above. Professional shall submit, in timely fashion, invoices for work 

performed. The City shall review such invoices and, if they are considered incorrect or untimely, 

the City shall review the matter with Professional within ten days from receipt of the Professional's 

bill.

4. Non-Assignability.  Both parties recognize that this Agreement is one for personal 

services and cannot be transferred, assigned, or sublet by either party without prior written consent 

of the other. Sub-Contracting, if authorized, shall not relieve the Professional of any of the 

responsibilities or obligations under this Agreement. Professional shall be and remain solely 

responsible to the City for the acts, errors, omissions or neglect of any subcontractors’ officers, 

agents and employees, each of whom shall, for this purpose be deemed to be an agent or 

employee of the Professional to the extent of the subcontract. The City shall not be obligated to 

pay or be liable for payment of any sums due which may be due to any sub-contractor.

5. Termination of Procurement.   The sale contemplated by this Agreement may be 
canceled by the City prior to acceptance by the City whenever for any reason and in its sole 
discretion the City shall determine that such cancellation is in its best interests and convenience.

6. Termination of Professional Services. The Professional or the City may terminate 

the Professional Services component of this Agreement, without specifying the reason 

therefor, by giving notice, in writing, addressed to the other party, specifying the effective date of 

the termination. No fees shall be earned after the effective date of the termination. Upon any 

termination, all finished or unfinished documents, data, studies, surveys, drawings, maps, 

models, photographs, reports or other material prepared by the Professional pursuant to this 

Agreement shall become the property of the City. Notwithstanding the above, Professional shall 

not be relieved of any liability to the City for damages sustained by the City by virtue of any 

breach of this Agreement by the Professional, and the City may withhold any payments to the 

Professional for the purposes of set-off until such time as the exact amount of damages due the 

City from the Professional may be determined.

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.  Professional shall be, and shall perform as, an independent Contractor 

who agrees to 
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use his or her best efforts to provide the said services on behalf of the City.  No agent, employee, or 

servant of Professional shall be, or shall be deemed to be, the employee, agent or servant of the City. 

City is interested only in the results obtained under this contract.  The manner and means of 

conducting the work are under the sole control of Professional.  None of the benefits provided by City 

to its employees including, but not limited to, workers' compensation insurance and unemployment 

insurance, are available from City to the employees, agents or servants of Professional.  Professional 

shall be solely and entirely responsible for its acts and for the acts of Professional's agents, employees, 

servants and subcontractors during the performance of this contract.  Professional shall indemnify 

City 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 Professional and/or Professional's 

employees engaged in the performance of the services agreed to herein. 

8. Indemnification.  Professional agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City, 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 Professional, any subcontractor of the

Professional, or any officer, employee, representative, or agent of the Professional or of any

subcontractor of the Professional, or which arises out of any workmen's compensation claim of any

employee of the Professional or of any employee of any subcontractor of the Professional. The

Professional agrees to investigate, handle, respond to, and to provide defense for and defend against,

any such liability, claims or demands in which it is claimed that such injury, loss or damage is caused

in whole or in part by the wrongful act, omission, error, professional error, mistake, negligence or

other fault of the Professional.  Such defense shall be at the sole expense of the Professional, or at the

option of the City, Professional 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 Professional for the portion of the judgment attributable to such act, omission,

or other fault of the City, its officers, or employees.

9. Professional's Insurance.

(a) Professional agrees to procure and maintain, at its own expense, a policy or policies

of insurance sufficient to insure against all liability, claims, demands, and other obligations

assumed by the Professional pursuant to Section 8 above. Such insurance shall be in addition

to any other insurance requirements imposed by this contract or by law. The Professional shall

not be relieved of any liability, claims, demands, or other obligations assumed pursuant to

Section 8 above by reason of its failure to procure or maintain insurance, or by reason of its

failure to procure or maintain insurance in sufficient amounts, duration, or types.

(b) Professional shall procure and maintain, and shall cause any subcontractor of the

Professional to procure and maintain, the minimum insurance coverages listed below. Such

coverages shall be procured and maintained with forms and insurance acceptable to the City.

52



Agreement Professional Services     Page 3 

All coverages shall be continuously maintained to cover all liability, claims, demands, and 

other obligations assumed by the Professional pursuant to Section 8 above. In the case of any 

claims-made policy, the necessary retroactive dates and extended reporting periods shall be 

procured to maintain such continuous coverage. 

(i) Workers’ Compensation insurance to cover obligations imposed by applicable

laws for any employee engaged in the performance 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 TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) disease -

each employee. Evidence of qualified self-insured status may be substituted for the

Workers' Compensation requirements of this paragraph.

(ii) Commercial General Liability insurance with minimum combined single

limits of ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) each occurrence and TWO

MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000.00) aggregate. The policy shall be applicable to

all premises and operations. The policy shall include coverage for bodily injury, broad

form property damage (including completed operations), personal injury (including

coverage for contractual and employee acts), blanket contractual, independent

contractors, products, and completed operations. The policy shall contain a

severability of interests provision.

(iii) Comprehensive Automobile Liability insurance with minimum combined

single limits for bodily injury and property damage of not less than ONE MILLION

DOLLARS ($1,000,000.00) each occurrence and TWO MILLION DOLLARS

($2,000,000.00) aggregate with respect to each Professional's owned, hired and non-

owned vehicles assigned to or used in performance of the Scope of Work. The policy

shall contain a severability of interests provision. If the Professional has no owned

automobiles, the requirements of this Section shall be met by each employee of the

Professional providing services to the City under this contract.

(iv) Professional Liability insurance with the minimum limits of ONE MILLION

DOLLARS ($1,000,000) each claim and TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000)

aggregate.

(c) The policy or policies required above (except Workers Compensation, Employers’

Liability, and Professional Liability) shall be endorsed to include the City and the City's

officers and employees as additional insureds. Every policy required above shall be primary

insurance, and any insurance carried by the City, its officers or employees, or carried by or

provided through any insurance pool of the City, shall be excess and not contributory

insurance to that provided by Professional. No additional insured endorsement to the policy

required above shall contain any exclusion for bodily injury or property damage arising from

completed operations. The Professional shall be solely responsible for any deductible losses

under any policy required above.

(d) The certificate of insurance provided to the City shall be completed by the Professional's

insurance agent as evidence that policies providing the required coverages, conditions, and

minimum limits are in full force and effect, and shall be reviewed and approved by the City

prior to commencement of the contract. No other form of certificate shall be used. The certifi-
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cate shall identify this contract and shall provide that the coverages afforded under the policies 

shall not be canceled, terminated or materially changed until at least thirty (30) days prior 

written notice has been given to the City.  

(e) Failure on the part of the Professional to procure or maintain policies providing the

required coverages, conditions, and minimum limits shall constitute a material breach of

contract upon which City may immediately terminate this contract, or at its discretion City

may procure or renew any such policy or any extended reporting period thereto and may pay

any and all premiums in connection therewith, and all monies so paid by City shall be repaid

by Professional to City upon demand, or City may offset the cost of the premiums against

monies due to Professional from City.

(f) City reserves the right to request and receive a certified copy of any policy and any

endorsement thereto.

(g) The parties hereto understand and agree that City 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 $990,000 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 City, its officers, or its

employees.

10. City's Insurance.  The parties hereto understand that the City is a member of the Colorado

Intergovernmental Risk Sharing Agency (CIRSA) and as such participates in the CIRSA Proper-

ty/Casualty Pool. Copies of the CIRSA policies and manual are kept at the City of Aspen Risk

Management Department and are available to Professional for inspection during normal business

hours. City makes no representations whatsoever with respect to specific coverages offered by

CIRSA. City shall provide Professional reasonable notice of any changes in its membership or

participation in CIRSA.

11. Completeness of Agreement.  It is expressly agreed that this agreement contains the entire

undertaking of the parties relevant to the subject matter thereof and there are no verbal or written

representations, agreements, warranties or promises pertaining to the project matter thereof not

expressly incorporated in this writing.

12. Notice.  Any written notices as called for herein may be hand delivered or mailed by certified

mail return receipt requested to the respective persons and/or addresses listed above.

13. 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.  Professional

agrees to meet all of the requirements of City's municipal code, Section 15.04.570, pertaining to non-

discrimination in employment.

14. Waiver.   The waiver by the City 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 City, and forbearance or

indulgence by the City in any regard whatsoever shall not constitute a waiver of any term, covenant,

or condition to be performed by Professional to which the same may apply and, until complete
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performance by Professional of said term, covenant or condition, the City shall be entitled to invoke 

any remedy available to it under this Agreement or by law despite any such forbearance or indulgence. 

 

15. Execution of Agreement by City.  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 City unless 

duly executed by the Mayor of the City of Aspen (or a duly authorized official in his absence) 

following a Motion or Resolution of the Council of the City of Aspen authorizing the Mayor (or a 

duly authorized official in his absence) to execute the same. 

 

16.       Illegal Aliens – CRS 8-17.5-101 & 24-76.5-101. 

 

(a) 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 City of Aspen, from 

knowingly hiring an illegal alien to perform work under a contract, or to knowingly 

contract with a subcontractor 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.  

 

(b) 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 City of Aspen. 

 

“Basic Pilot Program” means the basic pilot employment verification program 

created in Public Law 208, 104th Congress, as amended, and expanded in Public 

Law 156, 108th Congress, as amended, that is administered by the United States 

Department of Homeland Security. 

 

“Public Contract for Services” means this Agreement. 

 

“Services” means the furnishing of labor, time, or effort by a Contractor or a 

subcontractor not involving the delivery of a specific end product other than reports 

that are merely incidental to the required performance. 

 

(c) By signing this document, Professional certifies and represents that at this time: 

 

(i)  Professional shall confirm the employment eligibility of all employees who 

are newly hired for employment in the United States; and  

 

(ii) Professional has participated or attempted to participate in the Basic Pilot 

Program in order to verify that new employees are not illegal aliens. 

 

 (d) Professional hereby confirms that: 

 

(i) Professional shall not knowingly employ or contract new employees 

without confirming the employment eligibility of all such employees hired for 

employment in the United States under the Public Contract for Services. 
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(ii) Professional shall not enter into a contract with a subcontractor that fails to 

confirm to the Professional that the subcontractor shall not knowingly hire new 

employees without confirming their employment eligibility for employment in the 

United States under the Public Contract for Services. 

  

(iii) Professional has verified or has attempted to verify through participation in 

the Federal Basic Pilot Program that Professional does not employ any new 

employees who are not eligible for employment in the United States; and if 

Professional has not been accepted into the Federal Basic Pilot Program prior to 

entering into the Public Contract for Services, Professional shall forthwith apply to 

participate in the Federal Basic Pilot Program and shall in writing verify such 

application within five (5) days of the date of the Public Contract.  Professional 

shall continue to apply to participate in the Federal Basic Pilot Program and shall 

in writing verify same every three (3) calendar months thereafter, until Professional 

is accepted or the public contract for services has been completed, whichever is 

earlier. The requirements of this section shall not be required or effective if the 

Federal Basic Pilot Program is discontinued. 

 

(iv) Professional shall not use the Basic Pilot Program procedures to undertake 

pre-employment screening of job applicants while the Public Contract for Services 

is being performed. 

 

(v) If Professional obtains actual knowledge that a subcontractor performing 

work under the Public Contract for Services knowingly employs or contracts with 

a new employee who is an illegal alien, Professional shall: 

 

(1) Notify such subcontractor and the City of Aspen within three days 

that Professional has actual knowledge that the subcontractor has newly 

employed or contracted with an illegal alien; and 

 

(2) Terminate the subcontract with the subcontractor if within three 

days of receiving the notice required pursuant to this section the 

subcontractor does not cease employing or contracting with the new 

employee who is an illegal alien; except that Professional shall not terminate 

the Public Contract for Services with the subcontractor if during such three 

days the subcontractor provides information to establish that the 

subcontractor has not knowingly employed or contracted with an illegal 

alien. 

 

(vi) Professional 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. 

 

(vii) If Professional violates any provision of the Public Contract for Services 

pertaining to the duties imposed by Subsection 8-17.5-102, C.R.S. the City of 

Aspen may terminate the Public Contract for Services. If the Public Contract for 

Services is so terminated, Contractor shall be liable for actual and consequential 
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damages to the City of Aspen arising out of Professional’s violation of Subsection 

8-17.5-102, C.R.S. 

 

(viii) If Professional operates as a sole proprietor, Professional hereby swears or 

affirms under penalty of perjury that the Professional (1) is a citizen of the United 

States or otherwise lawfully present in the United States pursuant to federal law, 

(2) shall comply with the provisions of CRS 24-76.5-101 et seq., and (3) shall 

produce one of the forms of identification required by CRS 24-76.5-103 prior to 

the effective date of this Agreement.  

 

17.      Warranties Against Contingent Fees, Gratuities, Kickbacks and Conflicts of Interest.   

 

(a)     Professional warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed or retained 

to solicit or secure this Contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission, 

percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona fide employees or bona fide 

established commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Professional for the purpose 

of securing business. 

 

(b)    Professional agrees not to give any employee of the City a gratuity or any offer of 

employment in connection with any decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, 

preparation of any part of a program requirement or a purchase request, influencing the 

content of any specification or procurement standard, rendering advice, investigation, 

auditing, or in any other advisory capacity in any proceeding or application, request for 

ruling, determination, claim or controversy, or other particular matter, pertaining to this 

Agreement, or to any solicitation or proposal therefore. 

 

(c)      Professional represents that no official, officer, employee or representative of the 

City during the term of this Agreement has or one (1) year thereafter shall have any interest, 

direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds thereof, except those that may have 

been disclosed at the time City Council approved the execution of this Agreement. 

 

(d)     In addition to other remedies it may have for breach of the prohibitions against 

contingent fees, gratuities, kickbacks and conflict of interest, the City shall have the right 

to: 

 

1. Cancel this Purchase Agreement without any liability by the City; 

2. Debar or suspend the offending parties from being a Professional, contractor or 

subcontractor under City contracts; 

3. Deduct from the contract price or consideration, or otherwise recover, the value of 

anything transferred or received by the Professional; and 

4. Recover such value from the offending parties. 

 

18.       Fund Availability.  Financial obligations of the City payable after the current fiscal year 

are contingent upon funds for that purpose being appropriated, budgeted and otherwise made 

available.  If this Agreement contemplates the City utilizing state or federal funds to meet its 

obligations herein, this Agreement shall be contingent upon the availability of those funds for 

payment pursuant to the terms of this Agreement. 

 

19.     General Terms. 
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(a) 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.

(b) 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.

(c) The parties acknowledge and understand that there are no conditions or limitations to

this understanding except those as contained herein at the time of the execution hereof and

that after execution no alteration, change or modification shall be made except upon a writing

signed by the parties.

(d) This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Colorado as from time

to time in effect.  Venue is agreed to be exclusively in the courts of Pitkin County, Colorado.

20. 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, 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.

20. Successors and Assigns.  This Agreement and all of the covenants hereof shall inure to the

benefit of and be binding upon the City and the Professional respectively and their agents,

representatives, employee, successors, assigns and legal representatives.  Neither the City nor the

Professional shall have the right to assign, transfer or sublet its interest or obligations hereunder

without the written consent of the other party.

21. Third Parties.  This Agreement does not and shall not be deemed or construed to confer

upon or grant to any third party or parties, except to parties to whom Professional or City may

assign this Agreement in accordance with the specific written permission, any right to claim

damages or to bring any suit, action or other proceeding against either the City or Professional

because of any breach hereof or because of any of the terms, covenants, agreements or conditions

herein contained.

22. Attorney’s Fees.  In the event that legal action is necessary to enforce any of the provisions

of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees.

23. Waiver of Presumption.  This Agreement was negotiated and reviewed through the mutual

efforts of the parties hereto and the parties agree that no construction shall be made or presumption
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EXHIBIT A SCOPE OF WORK- PROPOSAL 
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PROPOSAL 
 

Our team members pay careful attention to all project details, from 

initial scope of work to final commissions   
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Project Approach  
 
EN understands the City of Aspen Red Brick South to Red Brick North Circuit Design project is 
critical to maintaining the COA’s electrical system’s amazing track record for reliability.  This 
project will involve site surveys, detailed plan and profile drawings, one-line modifications, traffic 
control plans, civil/environmental plans, support acquiring easements, permitting support, code 
compliance reviews, staking sheets, material cost estimates, civil and landscape design (as 
required) to reroute two feeders, separate single phase from three phase circuits and replace 
approximately 7200 linear ft of feeder cables affected by the reroute directly or at the end of 
their useful life.  The actual construction of the circuits will be a phased approach over the 
coming years. The design will also include interfacing with several pieces of affected equipment, 
including S&C PMH-4 live front switchgear.  EN and our subcontractors are prepared to execute 
all of this work in addition to working with the COA to determine the optimum route if any 
obstacles, such as utility conflicts, are found with the proposed route.  EN’s survey partner SEH 
will conduct a thorough SUE survey to quality level B (option for quality level C was also 
proposed as an alternative) to provide visibility to all subsurface utilities, which will inform the 
design to ensure no unforeseen conflicts exist at the time of construction.  A survey to this 
quality level will also allow for a more informed decision when evaluating construction phasing.  
 
Additionally, EN recognizes that the permitting component of this project will be a critical path 
item, and therefore will place a large emphasis on ensuring all permitting components and 
timelines are adhered to.  Although the COA will be submitting all permits, EN will heavily assist 
in their preparation.  After conducting a preliminary review, EN believes the below list of City 
permits will be required for this project, which will be submitted through COA’s salesforce online 
permitting application. 
 
Aspen Community Development:  

1. Electrical Permit 
2. Fencing Permit 
3. Sign Permit **Possibly required 
4. Construction Permit **Possibly required  

a. (Aspen Electric may be exempt from this permit under a public service agency 
exemption) 

5. Tree Removal Permit **Possibly required 
 
Aspen Engineering:  

1. Temporary Encroachment Permit (assuming no equipment will be permanently placed in 
the ROW) 

2. ROW Permit (street cut) 
3. Landscape/Grading Permit 

 
As such, EN will maintain an open line of communication with the COA’s electrical staff 
throughout the course of the project in order to ensure all of the COA’s requirements are met, 
including a weekly update to brief the COA on the current status of the project.  It is imperative 
for the schedule outlined in the RFP to be adhered to, as the COA has strict construction 
windows due to high tourism and inclement weather during certain times of year.  Construction 
within the ROW for the majority of this project is only allowed between April 1 and November 1, 
however it appears that a portion of North Main is within the City’s “Downtown Core” and 
therefore ROW work is only allowed between April 1 and May 31.  These windows will be taken 
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into consideration when advising COA of a construction phasing plan over the next several 
years. 
 
PROJECT INITIATION 
 
1. Kick-Off: During the project initiation phase a meeting will be set with the COA, led by EN’s 

Project Manager, to review project scope, goals and objectives, constraints, budgets, 
schedules, code issues, and relevant standards & protocol.  The goal of this kick-off meeting 
will be:  

• Define team members roles and responsibilities  

• Define key design parameters 

• Obtain any additional or relevant existing project information 

• Refine project scope   

• Refine project schedule based on requirements of the COA  

• Define any project concerns or issues 

• Field visit any areas of concern within the scope of this project 

• Discuss design recommendations 

• Schedule monthly project progress meeting conference call 
 

The COA to provide: 

• Construction methodologies on previous projects 

• Standard drawings that display the COA’s design preferences 

• Any material specifications for the anticipated equipment (to be modified by 
EN with project specific requirements). 

• Any further documentation outlining the COA’s community development and 
engineering review processes. 

 
During this phase, EN’s team will become intimately familiar with the COA’s community 
development and engineering review processes in order to successfully and efficiently execute 
the project.  Additionally, EN has already obtained a copy of COA’s Electrical Design Standards 
in advance of this proposal submission. 
 
LAND USE & SURVEY PHASE 
 

1. Research: A master data base of all direct and indirect property owners in a 
deliverable/abstractive spreadsheet format will be created. The abstract will contain, but 
is not limited to: Parcel No.; Street Address; Abbreviated Legal Descriptions; Property 
Owner of Record (up to two individual listings); Property Owner Mailing address; Direct 
Contact/Representative; Contact Information, including primary phone and email 
addresses (to the extent available). 

2. Site Survey: Provide a topographic survey for a 25 ft wide corridor that covers 7200 ft to 
be used in EN’s design plans and meet all permitting requirements.  This work includes: 

• Elevation points every 50’-75’ (or as needed per significant grade changes)   

• Utilities/structures/buildings/poles/fences/trees located within survey 
corridors.   

• Locate and identify the COA’s existing electric infrastructure  

• Perform utility survey for all utilities located within survey corridor.  

• Identify all gravel, asphalt, and concrete roadways, edges of roadways, and 
roadway centerlines.   

64



 
 
 
 

16 

• Identify all edges of Highways, and roadway centerlines for all Interstates 
within survey corridors.   

• Locate all trees within the survey corridor  

• Identify all waterway edges, centerlines, and determine depth of water (if this 
can be done safely) 

• Locate and identify existing permanent and temporary structures 
(utilities/poles/fences/boxes/retaining walls) located within survey corridors. 

• Identify public right-of-way, platted easements, and utility easement of record. 
o Will provide mapping of affected property owners shape files and 

Exhibits with salient property information. 

• SUE Level B underground utility locates including engineered stamped plans 
certifying to Level B locate quality. 

o Underground utility locates will be marked in the field. 
o • SEH will locate surface makings of underground utilities and make 

these locations a part of the topographic survey. 
o • Engineered stamped plans certifying to Level B locate quality will be 

provided to the Client 
o • All sewer will be Quality Level C od D. 

• SUE Level C underground utility locates have been provided as an alternative 
option 

o Utility maps will be acquired 
o Surface utilities will be located in the field 
o Based on the above information, underground utility locations will be 

placed in a CAD file on a best fit case 

• Boundary Survey and Mapping 
o SEH will provide the research required and work with the right-of-way 

agent to establish existing road right of way and parcel lines adjacent 
to the above-described topographic survey area. SEH will use this 
research to locate all appropriate land and parcel corners that may 
exist in the field. The final mapping will be based on the research and 
the location of found corners. 

• Final Base Maps & Deliverables 
o SEH will provide AutoCAD Civil 3D 2020 drawings. Drawings will 

include topographic survey data collected, boundary survey 
information. 

3. Easement Preparation: Perform the necessary research and prepare easement 
documents as required (10 included in estimate). 

• Prepare legal description and exhibits (illustrations) of all areas that require 
new easement acquisitions. 

• Utilizing forms provided by COA, will format and prepare easement 
documents based on the most recent conveying document of record.  

o Provide individual packages to COA, for dispersal of the same.  

• COA will be responsible for all legal review of the documents.  
o COA will provide Legal Counsel. 

• Supervise the public recording of documents 
 
 
 
DESIGN & PERMITTING PHASE 
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1. 30% Submittal: The 30% submittal will serve as the preliminary plan set and provide a 

framework for discussion of the planned route as well as the output from the site survey.  
Upon submittal, EN will schedule a meeting with the COA to address any stakeholder 
comments. 

 
Deliverables: 
1. Plan drawings showing feeder route centerline with easements, ROW, other 

boundaries and existing utilities identified. 
2. Modified one-lines. 
3. Identification of known utility conflicts. 
4. Identification of known and required local permits for the route. 

 
2. 60% Submittal: At the 60% submittal stage, EN’s intent is always to provide the most 

complete design package possible given all available information at this stage.  Our goal 
is to provide a framework to refine all of the minor tweaks, issues and comments that 
come up so that the 90% submittal can be a preview of the final product. Upon submittal, 
EN will schedule a meeting with the COA to address any stakeholder comments. 

 
Deliverables: 
1. Plan drawings incorporating comments from 30% review meeting and ownership 

information.  Profiles will be included as required using elevations from the 
topographic survey. 

2. Modified one-lines. 
3. Pull calculations for conduit design. 
4. Material list including any major equipment, manholes and conduit/cable. 
5. Engineer’s estimate. 
6. Ownership list. 
7. Special details as required (EN’s assumption is that COA standards can be used 

in many circumstances). 
8. Plan notes and any special conditions. 

 
3. 90% Submittal: At the 90% submittal stage the design should be finalized for 

distribution to stakeholders as required for any comments. Upon submittal, EN will 
schedule a meeting with the COA to address any stakeholder comments. 

 
Deliverables: 
1. Plan and profile (as required) drawings incorporating comments from 60% review 

meeting. 
2. Modified one-lines. 
3. Pull calculations for conduit design. 
4. Final material list including any major equipment, manholes and conduit/cable. 
5. Engineer’s estimate. 
6. Ownership list. 
7. Special details as required (EN’s assumption is that COA standards can be used 

in many circumstances). 
8. Plan notes and any special conditions. 
9. Equipment specifications. 
10. Landscaping plans 
11. Erosion Sediment Control (ESC) Plan 
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o Cover sheet with general notes; 
o Site plan showing limit of disturbance, location of silt fence, locations of 

feeder abandonment, installation of new feeders, tie in of new feeders to 
existing feeders, tie in of new feeders to switches, and locations of new 
switches;  

o ESC notes, sequence of operations, growing and non-growing season 
stabilization specifications, and;   

o ESC details including but not limited to construction entrance, silt fence, 
rip-rap apron, and inlet protection with filter fabric. 

12. Fugitive Dust Control Plan to include: 
o Cutting/removal of pavement, excavation, soil staging, stockpiling, 

loading, and unloading; 
o Backfilling, compaction, pavement restoration, street sweeping, and dust 

control; 
o Truck covers; 
o Dust control (water) on unpaved surfaces;  
o Reduced vehicle speed;   
o Deposit of soil/mud on streets; 
o Daily monitoring; and, 
o Fugitive Dust Control Reporting. 

13. Stormwater Protection Plan. 
14. Permitting documentation 

 
4. Final Submittal: The final submittal will include all elements from the 90% submittal with 

any required updates from stakeholders as well as a final material list and permitting 
information. 

 

Quality Assurance 
 
As an organization, EN has invested in the tools, methodologies, and instituted proven 
processes honed from delivering thousands of prior like-projects to ensure a consistent and 
documented approach to every new project we undertake.  Our employees are supported by an 
infrastructure consisting of proven processes, methodologies and communication standards to 
support all their efforts. We implement strict quality control procedures and we focus on risk 
management mitigation strategies, and ensure multi-pronged communications are implemented 
across internal and external stakeholders to drive proven success rates across the projects we 
undertake. EN develops and maintains a Quality Management System that is specific to the 
services and deliverables provided by our organization.  EN received the ISO 9001:2008 
certification for our Quality Management System standard in 2008 and we are currently an ISO 
9001:2015 certified company.  It is important to understand that while we adhere to the ISO 
9001:2015 standard requirements, everything that we do is part of our Quality Management 
System. Quality performance is one of the cornerstones of our company culture and is 
considered a personal responsibility of all employees.  To maintain quality performance of all 
business units at the highest level, the following aims are pursued: 
 

• To fulfill or exceed Customer needs and expectations by delivering a quality product in a 
consistent and timely manner;  

• To cultivate and maintain the commitment to continual improvement and communicate our 
goals and objectives to every employee;  
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• To promote a working environment where training and tools are provided for all work to 
proceed in a safe and efficient fashion;  

• To furnish a system of policies which are periodically reviewed to ensure the ability of all 
groups to perform their work effectively.  

 
EN Engineering will follow our ISO process for project reviews and all project deliverables will 
be transmitted via a secured site.  Every project will have three EN Required Quality Reviews.   
 

1) Formatting Quality Review (FQR) which is a detailed review of drafting and formatting 
and templates and client standards 

2) Engineering Quality Review (EQR) where the intent is to ensure project requirements 
have been met  

3) Inter-Disciplinary Review which includes a cross-unit review and tries to identify 
inconsistencies between package components 

 
In addition, EN has standardized the tracking of quality reviews; this ensures that all review 
information is quickly accessible, retrievable and complete.  EN’s strict QA/QC process ensures 
a finished work product that will meet COA’s standards. However, in the situation where errors 
or omissions in the materials developed by EN as part of this Project are identified by EN or 
COA, the engineering team will work diligently to ensure the matter is corrected in a timely 
fashion and to the quality that meets COA’s needs. The communication plan set in place by 
EN’s project manager and COA will be put in place to ensure timely communication and to 
ensure that we meet or exceed the standards and expectations set in place by COA. 
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Agreement Professional Services     Page 12 

EXHIBIT B PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

Fee Schedule 
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COST PROPOSAL  
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Project Fee 

This proposal is provided on a Not-To-Exceed Lump Sum basis for the engineering services 
outlined in the scope of work above.  Where possible, EN will provide value engineering in order 
to provide the most cost-effective solution for the project.   

 

Total NTE Lump Sum (SUE Level B Survey):   $182,480 

 

Responsible 
Task 

Description 
Objectives  Est. Cost Est. Hours 

SEH 

Survey (Level 
B – 

Engineered 
stamped 
plans) 

Survey Control, 
Topographical Survey, Utility 
Locates / Traffic control / 
Permit Support, Boundary 
Survey Mapping, Final Base 
Maps, Easement Legal 
Descriptions (10 included) 

 $        69,268  NA 

LoneTree 
Energy 

Land Rights 
Research, Title, Easement 

Preparation, Permitting 
Support 

 $       33,934  NA 

EN 
Engineering 

Civil/ 
Environmental  

Develop plans & drafting: 
E&SC, SWPP, FDCP 

 $        16,598  213 

30% 
Deliverable 

Plan Drawings, modified 
One-Lines, identification of 

known utility conflicts, 
identification of known 

permits 

 $      15,327 170 

60% 
Deliverable 

Plan drawings modified One-
Lines, material list, probable 
cost estimate, ownership list, 
special details as required, 

plan notes. pull calcs 

 $      26,838  305 

90 % 
Deliverable 

Plan drawings, modified 
One-Lines, material list, 
probable cost estimate, 

ownership list, special details 
as required, plan notes, pull 

calcs, equipment specs, 
landscaping plans 

 $      11,269  129 

Issued for 
Construction 

All 90% elements + updated 
according to comments 

 $       6,378  70 
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ALL Contingency Contingency  $       2,868 17 

 
Additional Pricing: 

 

Additional Easement Packages (in excess of 10) 
$1,040 / Parcel 

Daily Potholing Rate (potholing, permitting, traffic 
control) $4,550 / Day 

Post Pothole Survey 
$1,750 / Day 

 
Alternative Pricing: 

 
EN would like to offer the COA an alternative pricing option which substitutes the Quality Level 
B survey for a Quality Level C survey.  All else remains the same. 
 

Responsible 
Task 

Description 
Objectives  Est. Cost Est. Hours 

SEH 
Survey (Level 

C) 

Survey Control, 
Topographical Survey, Utility 
Locates / Traffic control / 
Permit Assistance, Boundary 
Survey Mapping, Final Base 
Maps, Easement Legal 
Descriptions (10 included) 

 $        48,307  NA 

 

Total NTE Lump Sum (SUE Level C Survey):   $161,519 
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Assumptions & Clarifications 
 

1. EN will be utilizing two subcontractors to complete this work. 
2. EN will not be responsible for submitting permits but will be assisting the COA in 

preparing permit documentation. 
3. There will be a total of four submittals (30%, 60%, 90% and Final) with three interim 

reviews (not including progress update meetings). 
4. EN’s responsibilities under this contract will be complete after the final submittal 

package.  If EN’s assistance is required during future construction phases, a separate 
contract will be required, or EN is amenable to amending this contract to include 
Construction Support on a T&M basis. 

5. All communications with stakeholders other than the COA electric utility staff will be 
through the COA staff.  EN has not estimated holding public meetings or presentations 
to other stakeholders.  Comments from other stakeholders will be provided to EN 
through the COA staff. 

6. All meetings except for the initial kick-off meeting will be over phone/web conference 
(progress meetings and 30%, 60%, 90% review meetings). 

7. Pricing includes (10) Easement legal descriptions and packages 
8. Right of entry and access to the sites will be provided by the client. 
9. Work will occur in 2021 when there is little or no snow on the ground. 
10. Our proposal does not include individual mailings to property owners, nor community 

outreach (i.e. newspaper, radio, websites, etc.,). 
11. Our proposal does not include the circulation of the easements, discussion or 

negotiations with landowners, and/or legal issues resulting from the easement request.  
a. The COA will be responsible for all legal review of the documents and will 

provide Legal Counsel. 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Brian Long, Trails Manager

THRU: Austin Weiss, Parks and Recreation Manager
Matt Kuhn, Parks and Open Space Director

DATE OF MEMO: May 3, 2021

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021

RE: Contract for Asphalt Overlay of Old Stage, Marolt and Post 
Office Trails

REQUEST OF COUNCIL:  The Parks Department is requesting approval of a contract 
between the City of Aspen and Frontier Paving Inc. to perform asphalt milling and overlay on 
three sections of trail in 2021.  The work is contracted at $115,395.00 as signed by the contractor 
on April 13,2021.

DISCUSSION: Old Stage Trail, Marolt Trail and Post Office Trail have been identified as 
suffering from asphalt surface degradation from age and intrusion by roots and other sub-surface 
factors.  $137,844.00 has been carried forward from the 2020 budget for Old Stage Trail surface
improvements.  

In a parallel project, $250,000 has been allocated to Trail Surface Improvements in 2021.  The 
City of Aspen is also under contract with Gould Construction Inc. to perform improvements to 
concrete trail surfaces on the Cemetery Lane Trail and the ABC Trail in 2021.  This concrete 
work is contracted at $103,035.00.  

FINANCIAL/BUDGET IMPACTS:
The $115,395.00 associated with this asphalt contract is within the project budget of the Old 
Stage Trail Surface Rebuild (100.94.51065), and this project line currently has a balance of 
$137,844.00.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: The quality of Aspen’s trail system is key to encouraging 
robust use of alternative transportation and providing a complete recreational experience to
residents and visitors alike.  Asphalt surfaces are a high-profile part of the trails infrastructure.  
Impacts include alternative transportation incentives, user safety and reduction of materials 
entering the natural environment and waterways.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Staff recommends approval of the construction contract with 
Frontier Paving Inc. in the amount of $115,395.00.

ALTERNATIVES:  Council could decline to approve this contract and these trails would 
continue on a timeline of degradation.  User experience and safety would suffer and future costs
and staff time for maintenance would increase.

PROPOSED MOTION: “I move to approve Resolution #48-2021”

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS:

ATTACHMENTS:

A – 2021-126 Construction Contract Frontier Paving
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RESOLUTION # 48
(Series of 2021)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, 
COLORADO, APPROVING A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY OF ASPEN 
AND FRONTIER PAVING 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 the 
asphalt overlay of Old Stage, Marolt and Post Office Trails, between the City of 
Aspen and Frontier Paving, 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 that Contract 
for the asphalt overlay of Old Stage, Marolt and Post Office Trails between the 
City of Aspen and Frontier Paving., 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 11th day of May, 2021.

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, May 11, 2021.

Nicole Henning, City Clerk
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General Scope of Work: 
2021 Asphalt Trails Resurfacing

The City of Aspen Parks Department has issued an invitation to bid to resurface asphalt multi-use trail as 
illustrated in the attached Vicinity Map and described as follows:

Trails:

Marolt Trail –
Approximately 1425 linear feet of trail mill and overlay.  
There are seven tree-root caused humps in this area that will be milled, patched and covered with 
Petromat prior to overlay. 
There are twenty-six (26) identified cracks greater than ½” in this zone slated for repair prior to 
overlay. Assume 4 foot wide Petromat to be laid on these for approximately 260 linear feet.

Old Stage Trail –
Approximately 1512 feet of trail mill and overlay.
There are twenty-seven (37) identified cracks greater than ½” in this zone slated for repair prior 
to overlay.  Assume 4 foot wide Petromat to be laid on these for approximately 370 linear feet.

Post Office Trail –
Approximately 791 linear feet of trail overlay.
There are five tree-root caused humps in this area that will be milled, patched and covered with 
Petromat prior to overlay. 
A 10’x10’ 6” concrete panel with 24”x48” dome plate will be installed where the trail meets 
Puppy Smith Street

Construction Standards:
 Please refer to City of Aspen Asphalt Trail Standards attached to this scope of work.

 Asphalt Crack Repair is defined as: mill transverse cracks to full asphalt depth, patch and 
compact with hot mix asphalt per specifications, and cover with full trail width (10’) Petromat 
two feet on either side of crack (4’ x 10’ Petromat patch per crack).

 As noted in the specifications, all new asphalt edges shall be backfilled with top soil to a 2' width 
from overlay edge.

 A trail signage plan will be in place to notify of closures and detours around the project areas.

 Asphalt compaction testing shall be required every 300 trail feet with reports submitted to the 
project manager upon completion of the overlay.

 A bid bond will be required.

 Refer to City of Aspen Engineering Design Standards, January 2019 for asphalt requirements.

 Contractor to use Grading SX conforming to CDOT specification Table 703-4.

 Asphalt Cement:  The asphalt cement to be used on this project shall be PG 58-28 conforming to 
the requirements of Subsection 702.01 of the CDOT Specifications.
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Patching

A. Hot-Mix Asphalt Pavement:  Saw cut perimeter of patch and excavate existing pavement section 
to sound base.  Excavate rectangular or trapezoidal patches, extending 12 inches (300 mm) into 
adjacent sound pavement, unless otherwise indicated.  Cut excavation faces vertically.  Remove 
excavated material.  Recompact existing unbound-aggregate base course to form new subgrade.

B. Tack Coat:  Apply uniformly to vertical surfaces abutting or projecting into new, hot-mix asphalt 
paving at a rate of 0.05 to 0.2 gal./sq. yd. (0.2 to 0.8 L/sq. m).

1. Allow tack coat to cure undisturbed before applying hot-mix asphalt paving.
2. Avoid smearing or staining adjoining surfaces, appurtenances, and surroundings.  Remove 

spillages and clean affected surfaces.

C. Patching:  Partially fill excavated pavements with hot-mix asphalt base mix and, while still hot, 
compact.  Cover asphalt base course with compacted, hot-mix surface layer finished flush with 
adjacent surfaces.

Repairs

A. Leveling Course:  Install and compact leveling course consisting of hot-mix asphalt surface 
course to level sags and fill depressions deeper than 1 inch (25 mm) in existing pavements.

B. Crack and Joint Filling:  Remove existing joint filler material from cracks or joints to a depth of 
1/4 inch (6 mm).

1. Clean cracks and joints in existing hot-mix asphalt pavement.
2. Use emulsified-asphalt slurry to seal cracks and joints less than ¼ inch (6 mm) wide.  Fill 

flush with surface of existing pavement and remove excess.
3. Use hot-applied joint sealant to seal cracks and joints more than ¼ inch (6 mm) wide.  Fill 

flush with surface of existing pavement and remove excess.

C. Hot-applied joint sealant being a single-component formulation complying with ASTM D 3405 
or D1190.

1. Refer to CDOT Standard Specification, Section 702.06 for joint and crack sealant material 
requirements.

2. Refer to CDOT Standard Specification, Section 408.01 and 408.03 for joint and crack 
sealant installation requirements.

Surface Preparation

A  General:  Immediately before placing asphalt materials, remove loose and deleterious material 
from substrate surfaces.  Ensure that prepared subgrade is ready to receive paving.

3. Sweep loose granular particles from surface of unbound-aggregate base course.  Do not 
dislodge or disturb aggregate embedded in compacted surface of base course.
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B. Herbicide Treatment:  Apply herbicide according to manufacturer's recommended rates and 
written application instructions.  Apply to dry, prepared subgrade or surface of compacted-
aggregate base before applying paving materials.

C. Tack Coat:  Apply uniformly to surfaces of existing pavement at a rate of 0.05 to 0.20 gal./sq. yd.
(0.2 to 0.8 L/sq. m).

1. Allow tack coat to cure undisturbed before applying hot-mix asphalt paving.
2. Avoid smearing or staining adjoining surfaces, appurtenances, and surroundings.  Remove 

spillages and clean affected surfaces.

Timeline:
This trail work is ideally done in the late spring, given considerations for temperature and avoiding the 
busiest seasons.  Contractor shall give at least one week notice before beginning construction.  All terms 
of the trail overlay contract shall be completed by October 20, 2021.  

80



Bid Tab:

Marolt Trail

Bid Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Total Cost

1. Mobilization LS 1 $ $

2.  Hot Mix Asphalt (2" overlays per City 
Trails specification)

CY 88 $ $

3. Trail Milling (2” removal) CY 88 $ $

4. Topsoil CY 35 $ $

5. Asphalt Crack Repair (Mill, Hot Patch, 
Fabric) - Measured as length of transverse 
cracks

LF 260 $ $

Old Stage Trail

Bid Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Total Cost

1. Mobilization LS 1 $ $

2. Hot Mix Asphalt (2” overlays per City 
Trails Specifications)

CY 94 $ $

3. Trail Milling (2” removal) CY 94 $ $

4. Topsoil CY 37 $ $

5. Asphalt Crack Repair (Mill, Hot Patch, 
Fabric) – Measured as length of transverse 
cracks

LF 370 $ $

Post Office Trail

Bid Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Total Cost

1. Mobilization LS 1 $ $

2. Hot Mix Asphalt (2” overlays per City 
Trails Specifications)

CY 49 $ $

3. Trail Milling (2” removal) CY 49 $ $

4. Topsoil CY 15 $ $
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5. Asphalt Crack Repair (Mill, Hot Patch, 
Fabric) – Measured as length of transverse 
cracks

LF 50 $ $

6. 6” Concrete panel with Dome Plate 
Installed.  San Diego Buff color and fiber 
reinforcement per City trail specs.

SY 12 $ $

MAP OF PROJECT AREA:

https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=1mot7YeFXQiuGDDaJkHmNte37_t7tf6xq&usp=sharing
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Project Area Images:
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CITY OF ASPEN TRAILS PLANT MIX PAVEMENTS-GENERAL

DESCRIPTION

401.01 These specifications include general requirements that are applicable to all types of hot mix asphalts 
irrespective of gradation of aggregate, kind and quantity of asphalt cement, or pavement use. Deviations from these 
general requirements will be indicated in the specific requirements for each type.

This work consists of one or more courses of bituminous mixture constructed on a prepared foundation in accordance 
with these specifications and the specific requirements of the type under contract, and in conformity with the lines, 
grades, thicknesses, and typical cross sections shown on the plans or established.

MATERIALS

401.02 Composition of Mixtures. The bituminous plant mix shall be composed of a mixture of aggregate, filler or 
additives if required and approved, asphalt cement, and reclaimed material if permitted and used.

(a) Mix Design. The Contractor shall submit the following to the Engineer:

(1) A proposed hot mix asphalt mix design, including a proposed job-mix gradation for each mixture required 
by the Contract which shall be wholly within the Master Range Table in Section 703 (CDOT Standards 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction) before the tolerances shown in Section 401 are applied. 

The weight of lime shall be included in the total weight of the material passing the 75 m (No. 200) sieve.

(2) The name of the refinery supplying the asphalt cement and the source of the anti-stripping additive.

(b) Mixtures Furnished to the Project. After the job-mix formula is established, all mixtures furnished for the project 
shall conform thereto within the ranges of tolerances listed in Table 401-1

Table 401-1

85



Asphalt Content ±0.3%

Asphalt Recycling Agent ±0.2%

Temperature of Mixture When Discharged from Mixer ±20 °F

1Hot Mix Asphalt - Item 403

2 Passing the 9.5 mm (3/8inch) and larger sieves ±6%

2 Passing the 4.75 mm (No. 4) and 2.36 mm (No. 8 sieves) ±5%

2 Passing the 600 μm (No. 30) sieve ±4%

2 Passing the 75 μm (No. 200) sieve ±2%

1When 100% passing is designated, there shall be no tolerance. When 90-100% passing is designated, 90% shall be 
the minimum; no tolerance shall be used.

2 These tolerances apply to the Contractor’s Quality Control Testing.

401.03 Aggregates. Aggregates shall meet the applicable requirements of Section 703 (CDOT Standards 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction) - Aggregates. Aggregate gradation will be SX.

401.04 Mineral Filler. Mineral filler shall meet the requirements of subsection 703.06 . (CDOT Standards 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction)

401.05 Hydrated Lime. Hydrated lime shall meet the requirements of subsection 712.03 (CDOT Standards 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction).

401.06 Asphalt Cements. PG binder requirements will be Type PG 58-28 The asphalt cement shall meet the 
applicable requirements of Section 702-Asphalt Cements (CDOT Standards Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction).

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

401.07 Weather Limitations and Placement Temperatures. Hot mix asphalt shall be placed only on properly 
prepared unfrozen surfaces which are free of water, snow, and ice. The hot mix asphalt shall be placed only when both 
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the air and surface temperatures equal or exceed the temperatures specified in Table 401-3 and the Engineer determines 
that the weather conditions permit the pavement to be properly placed and compacted.

Table 401-3

PLACEMENT TEMPERATURE LIMITATIONS IN ºF

Compacted Layer Minimum Surface and Air Temperature ºF

Thickness in inches Layers Below

Top Layer Top Layer

<1½       60       50

1½ - <3       50       40

3 or more       45       35

Note: Air temperature is taken in the shade. Surface is defined as the existing base on which the new pavement is to 
be placed.

If the temperature falls below the minimum air or surface temperatures, paving shall stop.

The Contractor shall schedule the work so that no removed surface is left without resurfacing for more than one 
calendar day. The Contractor shall immediately place a temporary hot mix asphalt layer on any surface that has been 
removed and cannot be resurfaced in accordance with the above temperature requirements within ten calendar days 
after being removed. The Contractor shall maintain the temporary layer for the entire period that it is open to traffic. 
Distress which affects the ride, safety, or serviceability of the temporary layer shall be immediately corrected to the 
satisfaction of the Engineer. The temporary hot mix asphalt layer shall be removed when work resumes.

401.08 Bituminous Mixing Plant. The bituminous mixing plant shall be capable of producing a uniform material, 
have adequate capacity, and be maintained in good mechanical condition. Defective parts shall be replaced or repaired 
immediately if they adversely affect the proper functioning of the plant or plant units, or adversely affect the quality 
of the hot bituminous plant mix.

Dust, smoke, or other contaminants shall be controlled at the plant site to meet all air quality requirements in 
accordance with the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.
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Hot bituminous plant mix shall not be stored longer than nine hours, unless additional protective measures are used 
and approved.

401.09 Hauling Equipment. All vehicles and equipment used on site will be properly maintained such that the engines 
will function within manufacture’s standards or parameters.  Emissions from diesel engines operated within the City 
of Aspen shall be of a shade or density no darker than 40% opacity, except for starting motion no longer than 10 
seconds or for stationary operation not exceeding 10 seconds.  Trucks used for hauling bituminous mixtures shall have 
tight, clean, smooth metal beds thinly coated with a minimum amount of paraffin oil, lime solution, or other approved 
release agent. Petroleum distillates such as kerosene or fuel oil will not be permitted. Each truck shall have a cover of 
canvas or other suitable material to protect the mixture from the weather.

401.10 Bituminous Pavers. Self-propelled bituminous pavers shall be provided and equipped with an activated screed 
assembly, heated if necessary, capable of spreading and finishing the bituminous plant mix material in lane widths 
applicable to the typical section and thicknesses shown in the Contract. Pavers used for patching shall be capable of 
spreading and finishing courses of asphalt plant mix material in widths shown in the Contract.

Pavers shall be in good working conditions and property maintained with no fuel or hydraulic leaks.  

The paver’s receiving hopper shall have sufficient capacity for a uniform spreading operation and shall have an 
automatic distribution system that will place the mixture uniformly in front of the screed.

The screed or strike-off assembly shall produce the specified finished surface without tearing, shoving, or gouging the 
mixture.

The paver shall be capable of operating at forward speeds consistent with uniform and continuous laying of the 
mixture. Stop and go operations of the paver shall be avoided.

The bituminous paver shall be equipped with a means of preventing the segregation of the coarse aggregate particles 
from the remainder of the bituminous plant mix when that mix is carried from the paver hopper back to the paver 
augers. The means and methods used shall be approved by the paver manufacturer and may consist of chain curtains, 
deflector plates, or other such devices and any combination of these.

Prior to the start of using the paver for placing plant mix, the Contractor shall submit for approval a full description 
in writing of the means and methodologies that will be used to prevent bituminous paver segregation. Use of the paver 
shall not commence prior to receiving approval from the Engineer.
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The controls shall be capable of maintaining the screed at the specified transverse slope within plus or minus 0.1 
percent.

If the Contractor fails to obtain and maintain the specified surface tolerances, or quality standards the paving 
operations shall be suspended until satisfactory corrections, repairs, or equipment replacements are made.

401.11 Tack Coat. Tack coat shall be applied between pavement courses unless otherwise ordered by the Engineer. 

401.12 Surface Conditioning. Irregularities in the existing pavement or base shall be brought to uniform grade and 
cross section.

Prior to placing tack coat and beginning overlay work, the surface to be tack coated shall be swept to remove 
accumulations of loose gravel and debris.

Bituminous plant mix shall be placed only on properly constructed surfaces that are free from substances that would 
adversely affect the pavement quality.

Contact surfaces of curbing, gutters, manholes, and other structures shall be painted with a uniform coating of asphalt 
cement prior to placing bituminous mixture against them.

401.15 Mixing. The dried aggregates and asphalt shall be combined in the mixer in the quantities required to meet the 
job-mix formula.

The materials shall be mixed until the aggregate is completely and uniformly coated, and the asphalt is uniformly 
distributed throughout the aggregate.

The minimum temperature of the mixture when discharged from the mixer and when delivered for use shall be as 
shown in Table 401-5:
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Table 401-5

Asphalt Grade Minimum Mix Discharge Minimum Delivered

     Temperature, ºF* Mix Temperature, ºF**

PG 58-28 275 235

PG 64-22 290 235

PG 76-28 320 280

PG 64-28 320 280

PG 58-34 300 280

* The maximum mix discharge temperature shall not exceed the minimum discharge temperature by more than 30 
ºF.

** Delivered mix temperature shall be measured behind the paver screed.

Hot-mix asphalt mixture shall be produced at the lowest temperature within the specified temperature range that 
produces a workable mix and provides for uniform coating of aggregates (95 percent minimum in accordance with 
AASHTO T 195), and that allows the required compaction to be achieved.

401.16 Spreading and Finishing. Bituminous pavers shall be used to distribute the mixture to the established grade 
and required thickness over the entire width or partial width as practicable.

The longitudinal joint in both a new pavement and an overlay pavement layer shall offset the joint in the layer 
immediately below by 6 inches. In every pavement layer, the joints shall not be constructed in the wheel paths. The 

Contractor shall submit a longitudinal joint plan three days prior to the Pre-Paving meeting. The plan shall show the 
location and configuration of the proposed longitudinal joints and shall detail the methods to be used to field establish 
a control line. The Contractor shall use a continuous string line to delineate every longitudinal joint during paving 
operations. All exposed string line shall be picked up and disposed of at the end of each day’s paving. Paving shall 
not commence until the plan has been approved in writing by the Engineer. The joints in the top layer of pavement 
shall be offset 6 to 12 inches from the center of pavement and from the outside edge of travel lanes unless otherwise 
approved in writing by the Engineer:

Longitudinal joints shall not cross the centerline, lane line, or edge line unless approved by the Engineer.
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On areas where the use of mechanical spreading and finishing equipment is impracticable, the mixture shall be 
dumped, spread, raked, screeded, and luted by hand tools to the required compacted thickness and grades. 

Production of the mixture shall be maintained so pavers can be used in echelon to place the wearing course in adjacent 
lanes.

The bituminous mixture shall be transported and placed on the trail without segregation. All segregated areas behind 
the paver shall be removed immediately upon discovery. The segregated material shall be replaced with specification 
material before the initial rolling has taken place. If more than 50 square feet of segregated pavement is ordered 
removed and replaced in any continuous 150 linear feet of paver width lay down, operations shall be discontinued 
until the source of the segregation has been found and corrected.

Segregated areas shall be removed and replaced, full lane width, at the Contractor’s expense. 

401.17 Compaction. The hot mix asphalt shall be compacted by rolling. Both steel wheel and pneumatic tire rollers 
will be required. The number, weight, and type of rollers furnished shall be sufficient to obtain the required density 
while the mixture is in a workable condition. Compaction shall begin immediately after the mixture is placed and be 
continuous until the required density is obtained. When the mixture contains unmodified asphalt cement (PG 58-28 
or PG 64-22) or modified (PG 58-34), and the surface temperature falls below 185 °F, further compaction effort shall 
not be applied unless approved. If the mixture contains modified asphalt cement (PG76-28 or PG 64-28) and the 
surface temperature falls below 230 °F, further compaction effort shall not be applied unless approved.

All roller marks shall be removed with the finish rolling. Use of vibratory rollers with the vibrator on will not be 
permitted during surface course final rolling.

Pavement shall be compacted to a density of 92 to 96 percent of the maximum theoretical density, determined 
according to CP 51. Field density determinations will be made in accordance with CP 44 or 81.

Along forms, curbs, headers, walls, and all other places not accessible to the rollers, the mixture shall be thoroughly 
compacted with mechanical tampers.

Any mixture that becomes loose and broken, mixed with dirt, or is in any way defective, shall be immediately removed 
and replaced with fresh hot mixture, and compacted to conform to the surrounding area.
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401.18 Joints. Placing of the HMA paving shall be continuous, and rollers shall not pass over the unprotected end of 
a freshly laid mixture. Transverse joints shall be formed by cutting back on the previous run to expose the full depth 
of the course. A coat of asphalt cement shall be applied to contact surfaces of all joints just before additional mixture 
is placed against the previously compacted material. Location and configuration of longitudinal joints shall be in 
accordance with subsection 401.16.

401.20 Surface Smoothness. The trail surface smoothness shall be tested in accordance with the City’s Construction 
and Excavation Standards. Upon completion of the permanent patch, the surface shall be thoroughly compacted, 
smooth, and free from ruts, humps, depressions, or irregularities. When a straightedge ten feet (10') long is laid across 
the permanent asphalt parallel to the centerline of the street and in a direction transverse to the centerline, the surface 
shall not vary more than 1/4 inch from the lower edge of the straight edge. Patches exhibiting deviations greater than 
1/4 inch shall be replaced prior to acceptance of the patch. If the existing street exceeds the above tolerances, then the 
patch shall be equal or better than the condition of the surrounding pavement. In most cases, and particularly in the 
cases of extensive excavation and repairs, it is desirable to survey the existing pavement condition with a 
representative of the city prior to the work.  After completion of the work, survey the pavement condition again to 
verify that the pavement condition has been maintained or improved.  In the case of minor repairs, these pavement 
surveys can be made by visual observation.  

The final paved surface shall be flush with or no higher than 3/8 inch above the surface of the concrete gutter at the 
outside edge of the new pavement.  For median spill curbs, the final paved surface shall be flush with or no lower than 
3/8 inch below the surface of the gutter.  Corrective measures required to meet this tolerance shall be subject to 
approval from the CITY and at the cost of the CONTRACTOR.

METHOD OF MEASUREMENT

401.21 Hot mix asphalt will be measured by the Square Yard, at a depth of 3 inches for City Trails, (CDOT SX mix 
3 inch layer).  Hot mix asphalt patching will be measured by the Square Yard, at a depth of 2 inches for City Trails, 
(CDOT SX mix 2 inch layer).  Depth of asphalt paving patching shall meet or exceed existing asphalt cross sectional 
depth.

All work associated with Hot Bituminous Pavement, including preparatory work, tack coat, materials, labor, 
equipment and incidentals will be paid for as Hot Bituminous Pavement. Such payment shall be considered full 
compensation for all work necessary to complete this item in accordance with the specifications.

BASIS OF PAYMENT

401.22 All work performed and measured as described above will be paid for as provided in the respective sections 
for each type specified.
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If there is no pay item for asphalt cement of the type specified it will not be measured and paid for separately but shall 
be included in the work.

Facilities for testing hot bituminous plant mix at the site of the commercial plant will not be paid for separately, but 
shall be included in the work.

Traffic control for this work will be paid for in accordance with the contract.

All costs of the temporary hot mix asphalt layer required according to subsection 401.07, maintenance and removal 
of the temporary pavement layer, temporary pavement marking, and traffic control will not be paid for separately, but 
shall be included in the work.
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REVISIONS TO SECTION 403

CITY OF ASPEN TRAILS PLANT MIX PAVEMENTS-GENERAL

DESCRIPTION

403.01 This work consists of constructing one or more courses of hot mix asphalt (HMA) pavement on a prepared 
base in accordance with these specifications, and in conformity with the lines, grades, thicknesses, and typical cross 
sections shown on the plans or established.

The HMA pavement shall be composed of a mixture of aggregate, filler if required, and asphalt cement.

Hot Mix Asphalt (Patching) consists of those quantities required for the replacement of unstable corrugated areas in 
the existing pavement, pipe trenches, areas removed for curb & gutter forms, areas between the curb & gutter or 
sidewalk and the existing paved parking lots, and areas designated on the plans. These quantities will be restricted to 
areas up to 4 feet in width. Small areas may require hand placement methods and where conventional paving 
equipment cannot be utilized.

MATERIALS

403.02 The materials shall conform to the requirements of subsections 401.02 through 401.06.

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

403.03 The construction requirements shall be as prescribed in subsections 401.07 through 401.20.

Patching and overlay operations shall comply with the City of Aspen Engineering Design Standards. Areas to be 
patched shall be saw cut or milled, excavated and squared to a neat line, leaving the sides of the excavation vertical. 
Prior to placement of the patch the exposed sides of the existing pavement shall be thoroughly coated with Emulsified 
Asphalt (slow-setting). Hot mix asphalt shall then be placed and compacted in succeeding layers not to exceed 3 inches 
in depth. CONTRACTOR to verify patching/overlay plan with CITY prior to construction. 

Cleaning tools and equipment used for HMA placement is not allowed on the pavement surface.  Cleaning of tools 
near streams, ponds, drainage structures or other areas that are tributaries to waterways is strictly prohibited.  If 
possible, remove solid pieces of asphalt by scraping or other mechanical means prior to application of a cleaning 
agent. If a petroleum product is used for cleaning, contain all liquid products during cleaning operations using 
tarpaulins, sand pads, pails, or other collection methods to prevent spillage or accidental release. Use hand sprayers 
or other similar devices to minimize the amount of petroleum product applied. Properly dispose of sand and collected 
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petroleum products as petroleum contaminated soil. Dispose solid, dry asphalt fragments as exempt construction and 
demolition waste.

The Contractor shall confirm with the City prior to asphalt placement that the Contractor has all proper equipment to 
maintain smooth round corners and small radius turns to maintain mechanical compaction. If mechanical 
compaction is not possible, these areas shall be discussed with the CITY prior to construction.

403.04 Surface Slope. Unless detailed otherwise, the surface slope should be a minimum of 1.5 percent to a maximum 
of 2.0 percent. The surface slope shall orient toward the lower elevation portion of the trail. 

403.05 Standard Trail Width. Unless detailed otherwise, the standard asphalt trail width shall be 10 feet. 

403.06 Manholes, Valves, Access Hatches. Manholes, valves, and hatches installed within the asphalt trail shall be 
flush with or 3/8 inch below the surface of the new pavement.  Corrective measures required to meet this tolerance 
shall be subject to approval from the CITY and at the cost of the CONTRACTOR.

403.07 Adjacent Soft Surface Materials. A minimum width of 2 feet of topsoil matching asphalt thickness will be 
installed on both sides of trail. If asphalt overlay is to occur, topsoil will match the desired asphalt thickness on both 
sides of trail. 

METHOD OF MEASUREMENT

403.08 Hot mix asphalt will be measured as prescribed in subsection 401.21

BASIS OF PAYMENT

403.95 The accepted quantities of hot mix asphalt will be paid for in accordance with subsection 401.22, at the contract 
unit price per square yard for the bituminous mixture.

Payment will be made under:

Pay Item Pay Unit

Hot Mix Asphalt (Grade SX) (3”) Square Yard (SY)

Hot Mix Asphalt Patching (Grade SX) (2”) Square Yard (SY)

Hot Mix Asphalt Overlay (Grade SX) (Depth Per Project”) Square Yard (SY)
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Aggregate, asphalt cement, asphalt recycling agent, additives, hydrated lime, and all other work necessary to complete 
each hot mix asphalt item will not be paid for separately but shall be included in the unit price bid.

Excavation, preparation, and tack coat of areas to be patched will not be measured and paid for separately, but shall 
be included in the work.
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SPECIAL MEETING         ASPEN CITY COUNCIL      APRIL 19TH, 2021

At 4:00 p.m. Mayor Torre called the regular meeting to order with Councilors Richards, Mullins, Mesirow 
and Hauenstein joining via video conference. 

Consideration of 1020 Cooper LLC – Appeal of Aspen Historic Preservation Commission Determination 
of February 17th, 2021 – James R. True, City Attorney

Pursuant to the Aspen Land Use Code, Title 26, of the Aspen Municipal Code, the applicant, 1020 Cooper 
LLC, submitted an application for a project at 1020 E. Cooper Avenue. The project involves a historic 
resource, and the applicant went before the Historic Preservation Commission. The application was 
considered at two different public hearings. At both hearings, the applicant was afforded the 
opportunity to address the HPC and public comment was heard in support of and against the project. 
After the second public hearing, a motion was made to approve the application and seconded. The vote 
was 2-2. Another motion was made to deny the application and seconded, which ended in a 3-1 vote 
with the motion being carried. The appeal procedures do not allow for public comment at this time as 
it’s decision must be based on the record. City Council may reverse, refer, or modify the decision made 
by the HPC. If the decision is modified, Council will have full power to impose reasonable conditions. 
They may also remand to the original body, which is the HPC with direction given. The decision by City 
Council will be approved by resolution. 

Mayor Torre said that councilor Mesirow’s video is down because of his wifi connection, but he is still 
present and participating in the meeting. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he has thoroughly read and reviewed all documents for this meeting. 

Councilor Mullins asked how many commissioners are currently on the HPC. Mr. True said there are five 
members currently, 4 regular and one alternate. The alternate had to recuse herself due to a conflict, so 
only four voted. Amy Simon said there are normally seven regular members and two alternates on this 
board. 

Councilor Mesirow asked questions regarding process and Mr. True clarified. Councilor Mesirow said he 
has watched, read and reviewed all of the information presented to him. 

Councilor Richards affirmed that she also has reviewed all documents for this meeting as well. 

Mayor Torre affirmed that he also has reviewed all necessary documentation. 

Mr. True so there will be no additional staff presentation, however, council is able to ask questions of 
staff. 

Council continued to ask clarifying questions regarding process. 

Mayor Torre said he is struggling with the fact that an applicant made a request for an active vote and 
that it has landed us here. He can’t help but feel that the denial of this application was not based on the 
criteria set forth. At this time, he would look at remanding this back to HPC. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he feels there was an abuse of discretion by some commission members. He 
cited commissioners Moyer and Kendrick as both stating that they object to the number of units in the 
new element. Commissioner Kendrick mentioned community buy-in and that should not have been 
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considered either regarding guidelines for making this decision. This lacks balance between the different 
criteria. He’s leaning towards approving the original resolution with conditions on page 466. 

Mayor Torre said he is not seeing an abuse of discretion, himself. His issue is with the vote that took 
place after the initial vote. 

Councilor Richards said this is not easy for anyone. She respects everyone serving on this board, but she 
agrees that livability is not one of the standards. This was being focused more on the use of the building 
instead of the structure itself. She saw an exertion of powers beyond the board. This project is code 
compliant in this zone district. She agrees with Ward about passing the original resolution with some 
modifications and suggested a condition regarding noxious odors. 

Councilor Mullins thanked everyone for all of the public comment. Having been on HPC for over seven 
years, sometimes it can be a very hard job. HPC has a set of guidelines, but it’s a balancing act and you 
can’t adhere to all of the guidelines all of the time. She agrees about the abuse of discretion and said it’s 
not in their purview to talk about the number of units, to characterize community support, or 
characterizing the behaviors of the tenant. She does not support HPC’s decision, but if a vote was 
requested to move the project into another arena, that is very bothersome. She’s not sure whether to 
remand or modify at this time. She hopes that HPC would have more members by the time this would 
get back to them if they do remand it. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he is appreciative of all the work that HPC has put in. He doesn’t support 
remanding this back to HPC. It’s their duty to make a decision tonight. He would like to approve the 
project with conditions. 

Councilor Mesirow said when he was on P&Z, they had to approve projects they didn’t like, but they met 
the criteria and the code. Looking at this, he has no question that HPC was acting outside of their role. 
He can’t uphold their decision. He does think that this project could be better though, and it does 
completely overshadow the historic resource. He suggested maybe the HPC guidelines need to be 
updated. 

Mr. True said they can only modify or remand this if there is a finding that there was an abuse of 
discretion by the HPC. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he believes that the HPC made their decision based on an abuse of discretion
and he can cite a few items to support the discretion: (1.) Transcript 2, page 120, line 18 and 19. (2.) 
Transcript 2, page 120, line 17 and 18. (3.) Transcript 1, page 111, line 13-20. (4.) Transcript 1, page 112, 
line 13 and 14. (5.) Transcript 1, page 97, line 10-16.  

Councilor Mesirow confirmed that he agrees with the abuse of discretion that Ward outlined. 

Councilor Mullins said she also supports the abuse of discretion. 

Councilor Richards said she does believe HPC exceeded its discretion, which is considered an abuse. She 
did not like the term “livability”. She agrees with the findings. 

Mr. True said that council now needs to decide to remand the application or to modify the original 
resolution. 
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Mayor Torre said he’s in favor of remanding this back to HPC. He proposes that council remand this back 
to HPC for reconsideration pursuant to the criteria set forth in the HPC guidelines. He would be looking 
for a consideration off the mass and size of the building in relation to the historic resource. He’d like to 
see a 15% to 20% reduction in size. 

Councilor Hauenstein respectfully is not in support of remanding it back to HPC. He said that the 
applicant has already presented this to the HPC in two different hearings and he feels it’s council’s 
responsibility to make a decision. 

Councilor Mullins said she supports Torre’s suggestion. She said remanding it will allow additional public 
comment and most important, it will give HPC the opportunity to relook at this project and what is 
appropriate criteria to be considered. 

Councilor Mesirow supports either approving or remanding. His first preference is to remand. The 
project can get better and HPC is the place to do that with a full hearing. He’d also like to see a 
reduction in mass and scale. If we can’t get there, he can support an approval. 

Councilor Richards said last time we remanded a project back to HPC, the owner sold the property 
because they didn’t want to go back through the HPC. She doesn’t know that remanding will create any 
changes with the project. She thinks that asking for reduction in size is asking to act like it’s in a different 
zone district. 

Councilor Mullins said she’s in favor of remanding this. Mass and scale is within HPC’s purview and they 
can make decisions about that. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he is still not in favor of remanding.

Councilor Richards said she is now in line with Ward and is not in favor of remanding. She doesn’t feel 
this will turn out any differently if sent back to HPC. 

Mayor Torre said he’s not targeting something he wants. He wants to remand it because he feels it 
belongs at their table and it could come back, he just doesn’t know. 

Councilor Mullins agreed that it should go back to HPC and be treated how it should have been treated 
in the first place under the HPC guidelines. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he respects the other opinions, but he moved to approve the Resolution on 
page 466 from the February 17th HPC hearing. 

Mr. True asked Councilor Hauenstein to modify his motion to include to direct the city attorney to 
return to you with a resolution with findings and conclusions that Councilor Hauenstein outlined. 

Councilor Richards requested a 15-minute recess to think things through. 

Council reconvened at 6:05 p.m. 

Councilor Richards said she is going to support Torre and Ann on remanding this back to HPC to be 
rereviewed under the HPC guidelines. HPC made some mistakes, so we need to let them correct the 
mistakes and have a fair hearing. 

Mr. True said that Amy Simon said the quickest this could get back in front of HPC would be June 9th. 
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Councilor Mesirow asked if we are going to be appointing new people to HPC and Mayor Torre said yes. 

Councilor Hauenstein suggested they take a break and let the city attorney create a resolution to 
remand this back to HPC. 

Council went on break and reconvened at 6:35 p.m. 

Mr. True shared Resolution #040, Series of 2021 on the screen. He said it would be appropriate to read 
this into the record. 

Councilor Mullins motioned to adopt Resolution #040; Councilor Richards seconded. 

Mayor Torre read the resolution. He said he appreciates this and said he supports the resolution based 
on process. He hopes all parties return to the table in the best interests of the community and 
neighborhood and with careful and proper consideration. 

Councilor Hauenstein said he respects the decision of council, but he will not be supporting this 
resolution. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, no; Mesirow, no; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 3-2, motion carried. 

Mayor Torre said this was not easy, but feels they are making the best decision to remand this back to 
HPC and thanked everyone. 

Councilor Richards motioned to adjourn; Councilor Mesirow seconded. Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; 
Mesirow, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 5-0, motion carried. 

_______________________________
City Clerk, Nicole Henning

115



1

REGULAR MEETING         ASPEN CITY COUNCIL       APRIL 27TH, 2021

At 5:00 p.m. Mayor Torre called the regular meeting to order with Councilors Richards, Mullins, and 
Hauenstein joining via video conference. Councilor Mesirow was absent. 

CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

Miller Ford – Mr. Ford said thank you for his appointment to Next Gen and said he’s looking forward to 
it. He’s working on a mental health agenda currently and said he has questions for council. The public 
health budget was said to be running 4.2 million according to the Times and asked if that number seems 
correct. Councilor Richards said that’s a county budget. He said he sent them all an article and hopes 
they read it to develop a common vision, a strategy, and an action plan. 

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS: 

Councilor Hauenstein reminded everyone to get vaccinated.

Councilor Richards said ditto to Ward’s comment. We need to get back to in person learning for 
students and back to some normalcy. 

Councilor Mullins said ditto to Rachel and Ward’s comments and that she hopes people are out enjoying 
the nicer weather recently. 

Mayor Torre said it’s off season and mentioned the parking rates will be reinstated May 3rd. During this 
slow time in town, we need to have mental health awareness. We need to look at anxiety and a mental 
health reset in May and this is a time to take care of ourselves. 

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 

Sara Ott said if someone in the community is looking where to get a vaccine, please direct them to 
vaccinefinder.org. Also, there has been an ongoing regional conversation that is gaining traction. They 
are asking what a positive recovery looks like from a COVID standpoint for the valley. They are working 
with DOLA to have a regional conversation facilitated by community builders. She was on a call with 70 
reps this past week to provide some framework for funding. Lastly, she’s asked Bill Linn to join tonight 
regarding how CDOT will handle details on I-70 detours. 

Mr. Linn updated council on what would happen if Glenwood Canyon were to close again due to a fire or 
other emergency. CDOT is not planning to detour traffic at all. They are planning for closures to be short 
(2 hours). Last year, the traffic was stopped at the canyon and sent much of the traffic up Independence 
Pass. We want the pass removed from the rerouting options. CDOT has agreed to man the turnaround
rate at Independence Pass this year. We are prepared to deal with any surprises that come this summer. 

Councilor Richards said she was concerned when she read the article in the paper. If they end up with a 
more catastrophic event and have a long timeframe of closure, she’s concerned about westbound 
traffic. She asks that they create a contingency plan for worst case scenario and asked how they will
monitor and work with the Twin Lakes side of Independence Pass. 

Mr. Linn said that Lake County doesn’t have the staffing to man that side. CDOT can man some of the 
time, but he’s not sure how long they will have the capacity to man it. 

BOARD REPORTS: 
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Councilor Richards said that Colorado will be getting another congressional district. She said most of the 
Club 20 group as a whole are endorsing that all rural counties should be kept together, and she’s 
abstained from the votes on the endorsement. She sent to council the current congressional map and 
the map that Club 20 has endorsed. This is a lot of shot in the dark for her. We will have a lot more 
transparent and legitimate process, but she doesn’t know what maps they are currently looking at. 

Councilor Mullins said she had CML last week but was unable to attend. Councilor Richards said she
attended the meeting and will give an update at the normal board reports meeting. 

Mayor Torre said he had an ACRA board meeting with Mitch Osur regarding city plans for the summer. A 
huge part of the meeting was about encouraging vaccinations and the herd immunity threshold. Lodging 
this summer is looking promising and it will be a very busy summer in Aspen. We don’t want to feel 
overrun by visitors and we want to create a positive experience. 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

Mayor Torre pulled Resolution #042 – Certificate in Public Management Program. 

Ms. Ott said this is a national program that several colleges throughout the country offer to assist public 
sector employers. She equates this programming to the last year of your bachelor’s degree. It includes 
everything from leadership innovation process, finances, human resources, etc. Aspen has been 
negotiating with CU Denver to offer this program in the valley. 

Mayor Torre said it’s great to strengthen our City of Aspen team. 

Councilor Mullins thanked Ms. Ott for looking into this as continuing education is vital. She asked for 
some details about Resolution #043 – Construction Change Order #1 for Burlingame Ranch Phase 3 
General Contractor. 

Councilor Hauenstein reminded the public that we study each of these items carefully even though we 
don’t ask to pull all of them. 

Councilor Mullins thanked Chris Everson for breaking down the reasons for the request. She said a big 
part of is an escalation in material costs. She asked how much is left in the contingency. 

Mr. Everson said this batch of change orders will not be the last. We will still have a little over 10% in the 
contingency. 

Mayor Torre read all of the items on the consent calendar. 

Councilor Mullins motioned to approve the consent calendar; Councilor Hauenstein seconded. Roll call 
vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

FIRST READING OF ORDINANCES: 

Ordinance #05, Series of 2021 – City of Aspen 2021 Spring Supplemental Request – Pete Strecker, 
Finance Director 

Councilor Richards motioned to read Ordinance #05; Councilor Mullins seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 
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City Clerk, Nicole Henning, read the ordinance. 

Mr. Strecker said that city sales tax was down 19% in December, 34% in January and 20% in February. 
We had a large spike in COVID cases around this time and pushed us into the red zone and tourism 
pulled back. This wasn’t how we wanted to start the year off, but March was phenomenal, and we were 
up 15%, even over 2019. Travel interest is returning, and June is looking great. The airlines are 
anticipating a big summer with increased daily flights, and a new direct flight has been added to Austin. 
33% of Aspen is fully vaccinated and new cases are declining. The 2020 ending fund balance increased 
59 million. Our spring supplemental is roughly a 40 million dollar ask. 

Andrew Kramer, Budget Manager, went through the new requests, which represent 2.1 million dollars
of this packet. He said there are five new positions being added as well as the citywide reinstatement of 
the merit program for employees, which is ongoing. The one-time additions included are for Planning 
125k, Building 127k, Police 176k, Parks 188k, Golf Course 30k, and Employee Benefits 70k. He also went 
on to explain the city savings program, which include central savings and departmental savings. He said 
the Operating Carry Forwards are about 3.3 million and Capital Carry Forwards are about 29.1 million. 

Councilor Mullins thanked them for the thorough presentation. She said they are in great shape for 
second reading.

Councilor Mullins motioned to approve Ordinance #05; Councilor Richards seconded. 

Councilor Richards said this is a happy supplemental due to what we went through last year. The city 
showed great caution and restraint to get us to this good place. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Ordinance #06, Series of 2021 – Component Units 2021 Spring Supplemental Request – Andrew 
Kramer, Budget Manager 

Councilor Mullins motioned to read Ordinance #06; Councilor Richards seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Nicole Henning read the ordinance. 

Mr. Kramer said that all funds have been discussed regarding compensation and for APCHA, there is a 
spending increase. The other two items are transfers which needs to be made. These are all 
straightforward increases. 

Councilor Hauenstein motioned to approve Ordinance #06; Councilor Richards seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Ordinance #10, Series of 2021 – Fee-in-Lieu – Ben Anderson, Planner

Councilor Richards motioned to read Ordinance #10; Councilor Hauenstein seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Nicole Henning read the ordinance. 

Mr. Anderson shared slides and said the presentation is for all four ordinances. This is in response to a 
work session that took place on April 12th.  On April 20th, the Planning & Zoning Commission reviewed 
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the proposed amendments and provided recommendation in support (Resolution #03 Series of 2021) 
with one addition. He said they chose to parse out the ordinances for tracking purposes, but please feel 
free to consider them as a group. 

Councilor Richards said she’s concerned about income off of rental properties in the calculations. We 
haven’t been able to see 50% proceeds after maintenance and repairs. This is addressed once every five
years, so it will be locked for a period of time. She wants to see this move forward but is concerned. She 
would like staff to work with finance and APCHA to look at additional revenues that have been allocated 
to rental properties. 

Mr. Anderson said it’s a fair question and fair point and he will try to bring back some information in 
response to her request. 

Councilor Richards also suggested that category 2 is a little low for mitigation. She also asked him to look 
at this for a future conversation. 

Councilor Mullins supported and thanked Rachel for her in depth analysis. 

Councilor Mullins motioned to approve Ordinance #10; Councilor Hauenstein seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Ordinance #11, Series of 2021 – Four Improvement to AH Credits Program – Ben Anderson, Planner

Councilor Mullins motioned to read Ordinance #11; Councilor Hauenstein seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Nicole Henning read the ordinance. 

Mr. Anderson said these are four relatively minor improvements. Planning and Zoning is supportive of 
these ideas in general. They want us to work on underlying problems related to the credits program and 
hopefully give more certainty and security. 

Councilor Mullins said she is supportive and said it was well explained in the memo. 

Councilor Richards said it seems reasonable to her. She said this is worth seeing how it plays out. 

Mayor Torre said he also has some reservations, but he sees the benefit and is willing to see how it 
plays.

Councilor Mullins motioned to approve Ordinance #11; Councilor Richards seconded. 

Councilor Richards noted that there’s nothing in the HPC guidelines about a 100% affordable housing 
project. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Councilor Richards said she would love to see examples at second reading of how many actual 
bedrooms it would create. 

Ordinance #12, Series of 2021 – Multi-Family Replacement – Clarity and Clean-Up – Ben Anderson, 
Planner
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Councilor Hauenstein motion to read Ordinance #12; Councilor Richards seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Nicole Henning read the ordinance.

Mr. Anderson said this is just a clean-up and no major changes. 

Councilor Richards said she understands this is just a clean-up, but she thinks it would be valuable for 
council to see some past examples of how multi-family replacement has been used in the community. 
Let’s make sure we’re looking at the full history of this and take a look back as we look forward. 

Councilor Hauenstein asked for clarification on specific sections and Mr. Anderson explained. 

Councilor Mullins motioned to approve Ordinance #12; Councilor Hauenstein seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Ordinance #13, Series of 2021 – Lodge Credit and Incentive – AH Mitigation – Ben Anderson, Planner

Councilor Richards motioned to read Ordinance #13; Councilor Mullins seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Nicole Henning read the ordinance. 

Mr. Anderson said this item also came out of council discussion and changing priorities. In 2017, council 
eliminated existing credit for commercial development and lodging wasn’t included in that discussion. In 
redevelopment scenarios, unless a lodge project was previously mitigated for their lodge rooms, their 
existing lodge rooms don’t go as credits towards their mitigation and also eliminating the incentive 
around lodging size and lodge density that provide mitigation breaks.  

Councilor Hauenstein asked for a definition of boutique lodge. Mr. Anderson read the definition as 
between 10 and 14 lodge units. 

Councilor Hauenstein motioned to approve Ordinance #13; Councilor Mullins seconded. Roll call vote: 
Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Council took a 15-minute break and reconvened at 7:15 p.m. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

Ordinance #08, Series of 2021 – 1001 Ute Avenue Subdivision/PD | Minor Amendments to Project 
Review and 8040 Greenline Review – Kevin Rayes, Planner 

Applicant, Chris Bendon of Bendon Adams, showed the parcel onscreen broken into lots. He explained 
how the TDR program came to be while he was the Community Development Director for the city and 
how it works. He showed 1011 and 1001 Ute Avenue on screen from an aerial view and where the TDR’s 
would land on each property. 

Councilor Richards said there is a staff recommendation of denial in the staff memo. One of the key 
factors behind the recommendation is if this property is redeveloped. That FAR would stay with the 
property and be developed differently. She asked Mr. Bendon if he has any language or conditions to 
assuage the concern of staff and councilmembers. 
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Mr. Bendon said he doesn’t have any specific language. He thought it might be an issue, but Leatham, 
the owner, has no interest in redeveloping the property. But at some point, maybe. 

Mr. Rayes said this hearing is on lot 1 and lot 2. Each lot has 5040 above grade floor area built to the 
max allowed. This was memorialized in Ordinance #24, Series of 2006 and is located in the R15 zone 
district. The applicants are interested in expanding these dwellings. They have open porches currently
and this would increase the FAR of each house. They should meet the following goals: 1. There exists a 
significant community goal to be achieved through such variations. 2. The project is compatible with or 
enhances the cohesiveness or distinctive identity of the neighborhood and surrounding development 
patterns including the massing and scale of nearby historical or cultural resources. Staff feels the criteria 
is not met and they are recommending denial of this request to land TDR’s within the 1001 Ute Avenue 
Subdivision/PUD and denial of 8040 Greenline Review.  

Councilor Richards asked where TDR’s are allowed to land in the city. Mr. Rayes said in the R15 zone 
district, if a property has a net lot area below 15,000 sq ft. and it’s non historic, one TDR can land there. 
If it’s above, then two TDR’s can be landed there. 

Mayor Torre opened the public hearing.

Jeff Halferty – Mr. Halferty said he is an HPC member of 22 years. He knows Leathem and Chris pretty 
well. He said when the TDR program was created, it was meant to take care and preserve. This is exactly 
what the program does. He feels this is a great way to use the TDR program. 

Mayor Torre closed the public hearing. 

Mayor Torre asked if it’s possible for the applicant to ask for fewer TDR’s and Mr. Rayes said they 
certainly can if the applicant is open to it. Mr. Bendon said they are open to that. 

Councilor Hauenstein is not going to support this. The square footage that is there now is beyond what 
it should be. 

Councilor Mullins said the TDR program is very important to town. She thanked Chris for putting 
together this program in the first place. She said we need to be careful in terms of getting out of 
balance. We don’t want to end up with developments that are way too large, and she supports denial. 

Councilor Richards said she is torn. When you look at the subgrade floor area on these projects, it 
doubles or triples the size of the house. Applicants need to think about next generations of owners as 
well, so it also doubles her down on wanting to discuss what subgrade FAR is doing to our community. 
To hear that homes are up to this much FAR, she can’t go forward with hiding TDR’s there, so she’s 
voting no on this. 

Mayor Torre agrees with council. He has an issue with 8040 Greenline Review. He can’t support four 
TDR’s on one property.

Mr. Bendon said the city’s mitigation does count basement space and he said they would be willing to 
hold open for whatever that new mitigation rate is and backfill fees. 

James R. True said that if council in some sort of modified plan or further negotiations, he highly 
suggests continuing this item. 
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Councilor Richards said she is supporting Ann and Ward’s positions and doesn’t need to see alternate 
language. 

Councilor Hauenstein said based on the information provided from 2006, he would like to move to deny 
Ordinance #08; Councilor Mullins seconded. Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; 
Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Council took a five min break and reconvened at 8:41 p.m. 

Ordinance #09, Series of 2021 – To Extend the Effective Dates of the Provisions for Face Covering 
Regulations – James R. True

Mr. True said this doesn’t technically have to be a public hearing under emergency ordinance, but it’s 
the Mayor’s decision to take public comment or not. Based on discussion that occurred at first reading, 
he’s proposed language to consider continuing with a face covering but not mandated outside. You can 
adopt as written or adopt with the amended language. The mask indoors would continue to June 7th. 
This would require a unanimous vote tonight. 

Ms. Ott said she wants to clarify the data most recently received from Pitkin County. She said 62% of the 
county has been vaccinated so far and the goal is to reach 70% by the end of May. The CDC has released 
information about wearing masks outdoors as of this morning and have said it is ok to not wear one if 
distance can be maintained. Pitkin County has indicated that they will keep an indoor requirement. 

Councilor Mullins said she saw the CDC statement this morning. It sounds similar to what Pitkin County 
will be proposing. 

Councilor Richards said she is really concerned about enforceability. She asked how people can follow 
this on the Hyman mall. Governor Polis had a press conference today with a doctor who said the most 
rapid increase they are seeing is among children. They believe this is because of the variance which 
spreads more easily. She’s comfortable with the expiration of June 7th for masks outdoors and said it’s 
only 40 or so more days in the name of public health. 

Councilor Hauenstein said we have a high supply of vaccines and can’t give them away. He doesn’t think 
we need an outdoor face covering with social distancing. If you’re fearful or uncomfortable, it’s your
option to wear a mask. It’s time to let this expire. There are 10% of people who choose not to be 
vaccinated. It’s everyone’s choice. He doesn’t want to extend. 

Mayor Torre his take is similar. He’s in favor of amending with Jim’s alternate language. He doesn’t want 
to adopt the ordinance as written. He likes option two because it still has us requiring masks if social 
distancing is not maintained and when indoors. It’s a culmination of the CDC report and it being off-
season. He was one of three people out walking around today on the mall. It’s a time where we can 
allow it to happen right now. 

Councilor Mullins said she could support this as written, but she could also go with option two. 

Mr. True reminded council that if there aren’t four votes, this ordinance will die. 

Mayor Torre opened public comment. 

Mayor Torre closed public comment. 
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Councilor Richards motioned to approve the ordinance as written; Councilor Mullins seconded. 

Councilor Hauenstein said can’t support it. He will go with option two. This will be same as county and 
enough evidence for no masks outdoors. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, no; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, no. 2-2, motion failed. 

Councilor Hauenstein motioned to approve option two; Councilor Mullins seconded. 

Mr. True said specifically section 2.1b and section 2.2b would be deleted and section 2.2c would be 
amended to read that if indoor or outdoor and cannot maintain a distance of six feet, regardless of 
duration, a mask shall be worn. 

Councilor Richards said she will vote with the majority. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, yes; Torre, yes. 4-0, motion carried. 

Councilor Hauenstein motioned to adjourn; Council Mullins seconded. 

Councilor thanked all of the members for their attention to these difficult matters tonight. 

Roll call vote: Hauenstein, yes; Mullins, yes; Richards, no (because she couldn’t before); Mullins, yes; 
Torre, yes. 4-3, motion carried. 

_______________________________
City Clerk, Nicole Henning
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:   City Council  
 

FROM:  Pete Strecker, Finance Director 
 
THROUGH:  Sara Ott, City Manager 
 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 

RE:   Second Reading – 2021 Spring Supplemental Ordinance 5 
 
 
Request of Council: Staff is requesting an amendment to the City’s 2021 budget that increases 
total expenditure appropriations from $168.0 million to $208.5 million.  This $40.5 million 
increase includes $2.1 million in new requests, $32.4 million in operating and capital carry 
forward requests, $2.4 million of technical adjustments, and $2.4 million in departmental savings. 
There are an additional $2.8 million in revenue adjustments and transfers.  
 
A combination of factors, including stronger than projected revenues and restrained spending, 
meant that the 2020 ending fund balance is $59 million more than projected. All told, including 
all adjustments to revenue and spending included in this proposal, the net impact to the City’s 
fund balance is a $21.4 million increase over the originally projected ending fund balance. 
 

 
Opening 

Fund Balance  Total Inflows 
Total 

Outflows  Net Change 
Ending Fund 

Balance 

Original Budget $160,767,558  $136,886,998  ($168,013,808) ($31,126,810) $129,640,748  

Spring Supplemental Adj.  $59,151,994  $2,713,006  ($40,504,229)  ($37,791,223)  $21,360,771 

Revised Annual Budget $219,919,552  $139,600,004  ($208,518,037) ($68,918,033) $151,001,519  

 
Budget Ordinance Changes Included in Second Reading:  
Staff is requesting that the transfer from the General Fund to the Housing Administration Fund 
(620) fund (Exhibit F) be increased by $75,000, to $475,000, because of unforeseen increased 
costs to the APCHA office remodel project at 18 Truscott Place. This project was previously 
authorized by Council on 12/18/2020. After the project began, deficiencies in the building were 
found and determined to be out of compliance with the City’s life safety and Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards. Additionally, construction and materials costs have increased since 
the project was initially proposed. The additional $75,000 was determined to be directly linked 
to the remodel and should be allocated to the APCHA project. Additional maintenance work not 
directly tied to the remodel is being completed simultaneously and will be paid for from existing 
capital projects.  

 
Previous Actions:  Council adopted the original 2021 Budget in November 2020 (Resolution 
92 (Series 2020)). Staff has provided periodic updates to Council on updated revenue and 
expenditure forecasts since the passage of the budget. Council passed the first reading of 
Ordinance 5 on April 27, 2021. 
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Summary and Background: The economic and social reality for the City more than a year after 
then onset of the pandemic is considerably different than when the 2021 budget was considered 
for adoption.  While this past ski season was soft overall, the tail end of the season appears to 
have been strong and elevated early booking for the pending summer months show promise 
going forward. This coupled by new COVID-19 cases again trending down, vaccinations 
proceeding apace, and airlines adding or evaluating new routes to Aspen from around the 
country have changed the recovery outlook to be more pronounced and rapid.  
 
In part because of the City’s actions in the face of such past difficulties, both in managing 
expenses while continuing to provide support to our local businesses, residents, and childcare 
providers, the City is in a good position financially to pursue projects and programs that had 
been paused during the pandemic. This request reflects that reality and includes several 
adjustments to help keep Aspen a vibrant, safe, and desirable place to live, work, and play. 
 

  
Original 2021 

Budget 
Requested Spring 

Supplemental 
Proposed Adj. 2021 

Budget 

Proj. Opening Balance $160,767,558  $59,151,994  $219,919,552  
    

Original Revenues $136,886,998  $0  $136,886,998  

New Revenues (Exh G) $0  $1,498,079  $1,498,079  

Transfers (Exh G) $0  $1,214,927  $1,214,927  

Revenues $136,886,998  $2,713,006  $139,600,004  
    

Base $74,884,300  $0  $74,884,300  

New Requests (Exh B) $1,329,240                $1,969,549  $3,298,789  

Savings Program (Exh C) $0  $2,415,600  $2,415,600  

Carry Forwards (Exh D) $0  $3,306,267  $3,306,267  

Technical (Exh F) $0  $1,333,420  $1,333,420  

Reductions ($1,975,410) $0  ($1,975,410) 

Operating Budget $74,238,130  $9,024,837  $83,262,967  

Original $59,426,280  $0  $59,426,280  

New Requests (Exh B) $0  $175,160  $175,160  

Carry Forwards (Exh E) $0  $29,127,285  $29,127,285  

Technical (Exh C) $0  $1,095,970  $1,095,970  

Capital Outlay $59,426,280  $30,398,415  $89,824,695  

Debt Service (Exh C) $7,294,958  $0  $7,294,958  

Net Appropriations $140,959,368  $39,423,252  $180,382,620  

Original Transfers $27,054,440  $0  $27,054,440  

Technical (Exh F) $0  $1,080,977  $1,080,977  

Transfers $27,054,440  $1,080,977  $28,135,417  

Total Appropriations $168,013,808  $40,504,229  $208,518,037  

    
Proj. Ending Balance $129,640,748  $21,360,771  $151,001,519  

 
Recommendations: Staff recommends second reading approval of the revised spending plan 
for 2021, to incorporate the additional authority requested through this Spring Supplemental. 
 
City Manager Comments:  
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ORDINANCE No. 5 

(Series of 2021) 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AN INCREASE IN THE 

 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN FUND EXPENDITURES OF $15,944,205; 
 GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES OF $ $6,357,575; 
 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE FUND EXPENDITURES OF $796,401; 
 WHEELER OPERA HOUSE FUND EXPENDITURES OF $2,661,078; 
 TOURISM PROMOTION FUND EXPENDITURES OF $170,800; 
 REMP FUND EXPENDITURES OF $470,000; 
 TRANSPORTATION FUND EXPENDITURES OF $334,002;  
 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT FUND EXPENDITURES OF $4,056,602; 
 KIDS FIRST FUND EXPENDITURES OF $759,862; 
 STORMWATER FUND EXPENDITURES OF $369,797; 
 WATER UTILITY FUND EXPENDITURES OF $4,034,403; 
 ELECTRIC UTILITY FUND EXPENDITURES OF $1,492,138; 
 PARKING FUND EXPENDITURES OF $307,127; 
 GOLF COURSE FUND EXPENDITURES OF $126,506; 
 TRUSCOTT I HOUSING FUND EXPENDITURES OF $745,343; 
 MAROLT HOUSING FUND EXPENDITURES OF $83,505; 
 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS FUND EXPENDITURES OF $70,000; 
 EMPLOYEE HOUSING FUND EXPENDITURES OF $473,299; 
 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND EXPENDITURES OF $1,251,587. 

 
 
WHEREAS,  by  virtue  of  Section  9.12  of  the Home  Rule  Charter,  the  City  Council may make 
supplemental appropriations; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Manager has certified that the City has unappropriated current year revenues 
and/or  unappropriated  prior  year  fund  balance  available  for  appropriations  in  the  following 
funds:  Asset Management Plan Fund, General Fund, Parks And Open Space Fund, Wheeler Opera 
House Fund, Tourism Promotion Fund, REMP Fund, Transportation Fund, Housing Development 
Fund, Kids First Fund, Stormwater Fund, Water Utility Fund, Electric Utility Fund, Parking Fund, 
Golf  Course  Fund,  Truscott  I  Housing  Fund, Marolt  Housing  Fund,  Employee  Benefits  Fund, 
Employee Housing Fund, Information Technology Fund. 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council is advised that certain expenditures, revenue and transfers must be 
approved. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO: 
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Section 1 
Upon the City Manager’s certification that there are current year revenues and/or prior year fund 
balances  available  for  appropriation  in  the  above‐mentioned  funds,  the  City  Council  hereby 
makes supplemental appropriations as itemized in the Exhibit A. 
 
Section 2 
If any section, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is for any reason 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court or competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed 
a separate, distinct and  independent provision and such holding shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portion thereof. 
 
INTRODUCED,  READ,  APPROVED  AND  ORDERED  PUBLISHED  AND/OR  POSTED  ON  FIRST 
READING on the 27th day of April 2021. 
 
A public hearing on the ordinance shall be held on the 11th day of May 2021, in the City 
Council Chambers, City Hall, Aspen, Colorado. 
 
ATTEST: 

 
 
________________________          ________________________     
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                 Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 

FINALLY ADOPTED AFTER PUBLIC HEARING on the 11th day of May 2021. 
 

 
                     
                 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________          ________________________     
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                   Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 
 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 

________________________     
Jim True, City Attorney          
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CITY OF ASPEN 2021 APPROPRIATIONS BY FUND Exhibit A

Revised Opening 
Balance

2021 Adopted 
Revenue

2021 Spring 
Supplemental 

Revenue
2021 Amended 
Revenue Budget

2021 Adopted 
Expense

2020 Spring 
Supplemental 

Expense
2021 Amended 
Expense Budget

2021 Ending 
Balance

General Governmental Fund       
001 ‐ General Fund $27,168,945 $35,886,705 $148,289 $36,034,994 $36,831,720 $6,357,575 $43,189,295 $20,014,645
Subtotal General Gov't Funds $27,168,945 $35,886,705 $148,289 $36,034,994 $36,831,720 $6,357,575 $43,189,295 $20,014,645

Special Revenue Governmental Funds
100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund $8,777,790 $11,990,820 $0 $11,990,820 $13,559,500 $796,401 $14,355,901 $6,412,708
120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund $33,347,692 $4,788,700 $859,527 $5,648,227 $6,344,570 $2,661,078 $9,005,648 $29,990,271
130 ‐ Tourism Promotion Fund $170,813 $2,412,750 $0 $2,412,750 $2,412,750 $170,800 $2,583,550 $13
131 ‐ Public Education Fund $0 $2,547,000 $0 $2,547,000 $2,547,000 $0 $2,547,000 $0
132 ‐ REMP Fund $3,958,725 $816,000 $0 $816,000 $1,586,700 $470,000 $2,056,700 $2,718,025
141 ‐ Transportation Fund $9,148,645 $4,938,270 $0 $4,938,270 $4,641,700 $334,002 $4,975,702 $9,111,213
150 ‐ Housing Development Fund $50,750,832 $18,984,800 $470,000 $19,454,800 $42,718,690 $4,056,602 $46,775,292 $23,430,340
152 ‐ Kids First Fund $6,434,264 $1,994,345 $0 $1,994,345 $2,603,640 $759,862 $3,363,502 $5,065,107
160 ‐ Stormwater Fund $2,307,797 $1,588,000 $0 $1,588,000 $1,405,620 $369,797 $1,775,417 $2,120,380
Subtotal Special Revenue Funds $114,896,557 $50,060,685 $1,329,527 $51,390,212 $77,820,170 $9,618,542 $87,438,712 $78,848,057

Debt Service Governmental Fund
250 ‐ Debt Service Fund $400,808 $6,135,568 $27,190 $6,162,758 $6,134,568 $0 $6,134,568 $428,998
Subtotal Debt Service Fund $400,808 $6,135,568 $27,190 $6,162,758 $6,134,568 $0 $6,134,568 $428,998

Capital Projects Governmental Funds
000 ‐ Asset Management Plan Fund $44,351,707 $4,675,700 ($30,000) $4,645,700 $6,234,750 $15,944,205 $22,178,955 $26,818,452
Subtotal Capital Fund $44,351,707 $4,675,700 ($30,000) $4,645,700 $6,234,750 $15,944,205 $22,178,955 $26,818,452

Enterprise Proprietary Funds
421 ‐ Water Utility Fund $11,621,896 $10,337,730 $715,000 $11,052,730 $11,696,840 $4,034,403 $15,731,243 $6,943,383
431 ‐ Electric Utility Fund $5,869,585 $10,614,640 $0 $10,614,640 $10,442,050 $1,492,138 $11,934,188 $4,550,037
451 ‐ Parking Fund $2,890,143 $4,007,830 $0 $4,007,830 $4,273,270 $307,127 $4,580,397 $2,317,576
471 ‐ Golf Course Fund $1,167,398 $2,242,040 $0 $2,242,040 $2,324,870 $126,506 $2,451,376 $958,061
491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund $1,582,845 $1,321,250 $80,000 $1,401,250 $1,595,410 $745,343 $2,340,753 $643,342
492 ‐ Marolt Housing Fund $1,486,416 $852,500 $0 $852,500 $1,476,400 $83,505 $1,559,905 $779,010
Subtotal Enterprise Funds $24,618,282 $29,375,990 $795,000 $30,170,990 $31,808,840 $6,789,022 $38,597,862 $16,191,410

Internal Proprietary Funds
501 ‐ Employee Benefits Fund $2,977,529 $5,980,400 $0 $5,980,400 $6,295,700 $70,000 $6,365,700 $2,592,229
505 ‐ Employee Housing Fund $3,914,946 $2,697,900 $0 $2,697,900 $436,410 $473,299 $909,709 $5,703,137
510 ‐ Information Technology Fund $1,590,777 $2,074,050 $443,000 $2,517,050 $2,451,650 $1,251,587 $3,703,237 $404,590
Subtotal Internal Service Funds $8,483,252 $10,752,350 $443,000 $11,195,350 $9,183,760 $1,794,886 $10,978,646 $8,699,956

ALL FUNDS $219,919,552 $136,886,998 $2,713,006 $139,600,004 $168,013,808 $40,504,229 $208,518,037 $151,001,519

Less Interfund Transfers $27,054,440 $1,214,927 $28,269,367 $27,054,440 $1,080,977 $28,135,417
NET APPROPRIATIONS $109,832,558 $1,498,079 $111,330,637 $140,959,368 $39,423,252 $180,382,620
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Revenue

Department/Description New Revenue Transfer

Red Brick Revenue Adjustment: Revenue in the Red  Brick needs to be adjusted down by $30,000 to 
eliminate a duplication related to arts grants funded by the Wheeler in the initial budget. There is no 
impact to grant award amounts or operations.

($30,000)

000 ‐ Asset Management Fund Total: ($30,000) $0

ACRA Loan Conversion to Grant: In February, 2021, Council agreed to convert 1/3 of the $200,000 loan 
made to ACRA for COVID‐19 relief and marketing efforts into a grant. This partially reduces the revenues to 
the General Fund in 2020 by $66,670.

($66,670)

112 ‐ Mayor and Council Subtotal ($66,670) $0

Transfer from Multiple Funds: Transfers from non‐General Fund departments associated with the Central 
Savings program per City Financial Policies, equal to 5% of operational savings in the preceding year.

$133,900

114 ‐ Manager's Office Subtotal: $0 $133,900

Human Services Officer: Pitkin County was awarded a Harm Reduction Grant that APD can participate in 
for the creation and funding of a Human Services Officer. $59,059 is allocated within the grant to offset the 
$93,000 cost of the Human Service Position. This will allow full coverage 7 days a week for our Human 
Service Officer to work in partnership with PACT (Pitkin Area Co‐Responder Team) program. 

$59,059

Aspen Peace Officers Mental Health Support Program Grant: Aspen Police Department was awarded a 
two year grant of $44,000 to cover the cost of providing mental health services to police officers. The 
budget increase in this supplemental is half of the total award, and the other $22,000 will be added to the 
department's 2022 base budget.

$22,000

221 ‐ Police Department Subtotal: $81,059 $0

001 ‐ General Fund Total $14,389 $133,900

Paydown of General Fund Loan from Wheeler Opera House: The City's General Fund received $1.2 million 
in CARES act funding to offset costs related to providing emergency COVID‐19 services to the community. 
The $3.5 million loan from the Wheeler Opera House Fund, to be paid back by the General Fund, will be 
shortened to 7 years at an updated interest rate. This will also reduce the General Fund's yearly payments, 
starting in April 2022, to $343,488 per year.

$859,527

120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund Total $0 $859,527

Aspen Mini Storage Lease Revenues: Increase 150 Fund revenues by $470,000 to account for Aspen Mini 
Storage lease payments that will be appropriated in 2021 for AMS.

$470,000

150 ‐ Housing Development Fund Total: $470,000 $0

General Fund Transfer for Isis Building Debt Service: Increase 250 Fund resources by $27,190 to afford the 
semiannual debt service interest payment on the Isis Building COPs.

$27,190

250 ‐ Debt Service Fund Total: $27,190 $0

Grant Funded: The Bureau of Reclamation grant will be used to implement water AMI and meter 
replacement projects. This revenue was anticipated to be received in 2020. However, it was delayed into 
2021.

$500,000

CORE Grant: The City was awarded a $215,000 grant from CORE to help offset costs related to the Aspen 
Intelligent Metering project (51130).

$215,000

421 ‐ Water Utility Fund Total: $715,000 $0

      2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL REVENUE DETAIL
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Revenue

Department/Description New Revenue Transfer

      2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL REVENUE DETAIL

APCHA Lease Revenue: APCHA will begin making lease payments (starting at $80,000 in 2021 and 
increasing in $5,000 increments each year through 2030) for office space in Truscott.

$80,000

491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund Total: $80,000 $0

Roaring Fork Broadband: Matching grant of $221,500 from CDOLA to recover 50% of project costs related 
to implementation of the Roaring Fork Broadband project.

$221,500

Transfer from General Fund: 50% funding for Roaring Fork Broadband project to be supported by the 
General Fund.

$221,500

510 ‐ Information Technology Fund Total: $221,500 $221,500

Total Revenue / Transfers In: $1,498,079 $1,214,927

130



Exhibit B ‐ New Requests

Department/Description  FTE 
Operating 
(On‐Going)

Operating 
(One‐Time) Capital

Partial Restoration of Compensation: The City responded quickly to COVID in 2020, 
reducing its spend across the organization with the premise that the worst case scenario 
could include a deep cut to the economy and would require many years to heal.  However, 
as actual revenues exceeded the dire environment the City planned for and as the vaccine 
rollout and uptake has accelerated, the organization is now poised to re‐prioritize some 
previously delayed programs that were tabled during the initial 2021 budget setting effort. 
 Included in this list are merit pay and other compensation / recognition programs that 
were withheld from the budget process and are requested to be partially restored.

001 ‐ General Fund $356,350 $357,997
100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund $53,300 $58,835
120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund $33,010 $24,017
141 ‐ Transportation Fund $8,080 $9,920
150 ‐ Housing Development Fund $4,790 $2,710
152 ‐ Kids First Fund $17,770 $14,420
160 ‐ Stormwater Fund $10,070 $10,808
421 ‐ Water Utility Fund $46,840 $45,603
431 ‐ Electric Utility Fund $27,600 $26,270
451 ‐ Parking Fund $22,180 $24,110
471 ‐ Golf Course Fund $10,050 $11,251
491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund $2,150 $2,319
492 ‐ Marolt Housing Fund $1,980 $2,160
510 ‐ Information Technology Fund $22,790 $15,070

Citywide Total: $616,960 $605,489 $0

Isis Theater Homeowner's Association Dues (One‐time): Because of COVID‐19 related 
shutdowns, Aspen Film Festival has not been able to make payments to the HOA. This 
supplemental will cover payments that are in arrears and through May 2021 (each 
additional month will add $8,120).  

Note ‐ this request does not cover the debt interest payment that was due on March 1, 
2021 for the current COPs financing the building.  These funds equal approximately 
$27,190 and are included in the Technical Section as the funding needed to be transferred 
from the General Fund to the Debt Service Fund to make this payment, in the absence of 
receiving lease payments from the tenant.

$64,940

000 ‐ Nonclassified Subtotal: ‐          $0 $64,940 $0

Welcome Center and Events (On‐going):  Funding for staffing the welcome centers 
(Cooper Street, Wheeler Lobby, and ACRA Office) as wells as financial support for ACRA to 
produce events such as Winterskol, 4th of July, and 12 Days of Aspen, plus coproducing the 
Food and Wine Classic with other third parties has been budgeted annually. The agreement 
governing this partnership was signed in December 2016 and covered the span of Jan 1, 
2017 through Dec 31, 2021.  Per the agreement, a base cost of $301,406 was set in year 1 
and was to escalate per the same growth rate assumed within the General Fund for other 
goods and services.  For 2021, this amount is $319,860.  The budget for this program has 
not kept pace to reflect this amount and needs to be increased by $13,000 to match 
current terms in the agreement.  

$13,000

Council Member Laptops (One‐time): Purchase three laptops for council members to use 
for official City of Aspen business.

$5,700

112 ‐ Mayor and Council Subtotal: ‐          $13,000 $5,700 $0

       2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL NEW REQUESTS
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Exhibit B ‐ New Requests

Department/Description  FTE 
Operating 
(On‐Going)

Operating 
(One‐Time) Capital

       2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL NEW REQUESTS

Certification in Public Management (CPM) Program (One‐time): This request is to pilot a 
mid‐ and senior‐level leadership training program under the umbrella of the C.U. Denver 
Public Affairs department.  This program would be an investment in  existing and future 
management staff within the City (and other local municipal partners) to establish or 
cement a broad understanding of leadership and subjects that directly tie into our 
governmental environment.  The program would be capped at 18 participants and is 
estimated to cost roughly $3,000 per student, as well as some additional funds for 
materials, travel possibilities, etc., the maximum spending authority request of $62,100 is 
being sought.  Additionally, a partial offset would be anticipated as costs associated with 
other municipalities' students would be reimbursed by those other entities.

$62,100

Assistant to the City Manager (On‐going): Perform professional level duties and 
responsibilities in support of the City Manager’s Office; direct or participate in gathering 
information, problem solving analysis, research, writing, and project administration;  work 
closely with all City departments and citizens to carry our specific programs and special 
projects related to departmental and City requirements, Council goal process, 
organizational development, etc. ; perform other duties as assigned.  This proposal is based 
upon a July 1 start date and is an on‐going request with a full year cost of $110,490.

1.00        $54,730 $4,000

114 ‐ Manager's Office Subtotal: 1.00        $54,730 $66,100 $0

Affordable Housing Code Amendment Professional Services (One‐time): In Spring and 
Summer of 2020, ComDev staff held multiple conversations with City Council related to 
coordination of the Land Use Code and Affordable Housing Goals.  The discussions 
identified several areas of work, which was essentially broken into two phases.  The first 
phase of this work should be completed in late spring/early summer of 2021.  This 
supplemental budget request anticipates the work towards the second phase of the 
LUC/AH work that was discussed with Council ‐ to include analysis of opportunities within 
the Zone District and GMQS chapters of the LUC in forwarding AH goals.  The budget 
request would be primarily for professional service support for what will likely require 
technical analysis of complex code sections and the intersection with Aspen's unique 
development context.  

$75,000

Document Scanning (One‐time): In preparation for the move to the new City Hall, Planning 
has numerous  documents, found in ComDev's City Hall office as well as in the Clerk's Office 
and storage closets, that should be scanned as opposed to moved to the new office. These 
include about 27 bankers boxes of the Planners' land use case files, which must be scanned 
and uploaded into the City's records management system, and an additional 24 bankers  
boxes and 150 linear feet of historical files and reference materials for both Planning and 
Building.  Working remotely these past few months has highlighted the importance of 
digitizing these records in order for staff to have easy access to these materials.  We do not 
have the internal resources to scan these documents.  These funds will provide the 
necessary contractor support.  The supplemental request figure was arrived at by analyzing 
the hourly cost of previous ComDev document digitization projects.

$50,000

122 ‐ Planning Subtotal: ‐          $0 $125,000 $0

Deputy Chief Building Official (On‐going): The volume of work in the Building Department 
requires additional management capacity in order to meet the demands of the 
development community and maintain a reasonable level of customer service. This 
proposal is based upon a July 1 start date and is an on‐going request with a full year cost of 
$124,800.

1.00        $62,600

Additional Contractor Support for Plans Review Services (One‐time): In 2021, the Building 
Department must launch a project to adopt new Building Codes.  As part of their 
professional development and in support of the Building Department staff succession plan, 
the Plans Examination staff will lead this project.  This will reduce the time spent on 
reviewing/approving building permits.  These funds will enable the Building Department to 
contract for additional plans examination services to back‐fill plans examination capacity.  

$50,000
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Exhibit B ‐ New Requests

Department/Description  FTE 
Operating 
(On‐Going)

Operating 
(One‐Time) Capital

       2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL NEW REQUESTS

Salesforce User Licenses (On‐going and One‐time): As the functionality of the Salesforce 
system was expanded, more users are needing system access. This request will procure 15 
additional user licenses for the system.  In addition, we are hiring a new contractor for 
Salesforces' ongoing annual maintenance and technical support.  $5,000 of this request will 
enable us to keep our current vendor onboard to work with the new contractor for a 
month to ensure a smooth transition.  

$10,000 $5,000

123 ‐ Community Development ‐ Building Subtotal: 1.00        $72,600 $55,000 $0

Human Services Officer (On‐going ‐ 4 year grant term): Pitkin County was awarded a Harm 
Reduction Grant that APD can participate in for the creation and funding of a Human 
Services Officer. $59,059 is allocated within the grant to offset the $93,000 cost of the 
Human Service Position. This will allow full coverage 7 days a week for our Human Service 
Officer to work in partnership with PACT (Pitkin Area Co‐Responder Team) program. The 
grant term is four years. If the program is successful and grants funds are no longer 
available, a supplemental request for full position funding will be submitted.

1.00        $93,000

Administrative Supervisor (On‐going): The administrative functions of a police department 
are not always given the same level of attention as its core services, i.e. response to calls 
for service, criminal investigations, etc. In recent years these services have grown in both 
volume and complexity. At this time two Customer Service Officers are the first point of 
contact when visitors approach the front office area. In addition to their interaction with 
the public, they are responsible for a broad scope of critical administrative tasks, including 
budgeting; accounts payable and receivable; purchasing; reconciliation and deposit of cash; 
managing the Department’s alarm permitting/false alarm program; fingerprinting; 
processing lost and found reports; release of records; distribution of accident reports; 
delivery of tickets to court; backing up the Records clerk; and processing customer 
feedback surveys. Currently, our Community Response Supervisor oversees the two 
customer service officers, as well as five Community Response officers. This results in a 
total of 7 employees reporting to one supervisor, which is the highest span of control in the 
department. We are requesting the addition of an Administrative Supervisor, which would 
provide focused supervision inside the administrative functions, would assist the 
increasingly complex areas of records release, and would free the CRO Supervisor to focus 
on field responsibilities. This proposal is based upon a July 1 start date and is an on‐going 
request with a full year cost of $89,350.

1.00        $44,920

Aspen Peace Officers Mental Health Support Program Grant (One‐time): Aspen Police 
Department was awarded a two year grant of $44,000 to cover the cost of providing 
mental health services to police officers that include one in‐person check‐in with counselors 
specially trained in working with law enforcement; and 100 online sessions for officers who 
need additional time. The budget increase in this supplemental is half of the total award, 
and the other $22,000 will be added to the department's 2022 base budget.

$22,000

Police Training Grants: The Police Department received two I‐70 West training grants in 
late‐2020 that were not reimbursed until 2021. The grants were for training in Empathy 
Based Interrogation, and Crisis Intervention that occurred in November 2020. This request 
will increase the travel and training budget for adding a department wide implicit bias 
training, enhancing the peer support program, and broadening officer career development.

$16,670

221 ‐ Police Department Subtotal: 2.00        154,590              22,000                ‐                

001 ‐ General Fund Total: 4.00        294,920              338,740              ‐                
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Exhibit B ‐ New Requests

Department/Description  FTE 
Operating 
(On‐Going)

Operating 
(One‐Time) Capital

       2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL NEW REQUESTS

Maroon Creek Road Trail (One‐time): The development of a hard‐surface, year‐round trail 
connection between the Roundabout and the ARC is currently forecasted for 2023 and 
2024 within project 50964 Maroon Creek Road Trail.  The Open Space and Trails board 
recognizes and has prioritized a new connection to the Maroon Creek Valley and the ARC, 
since the existing route follows a disconnected route including sidewalks, roads, and trails. 
An acceleration of the timeline is needed to ensure that a seamless connection is available 
in the event that the route through the Community Campus is eliminated.  The project will 
start with $100,000 in 2021 to begin the RFP for a design and engineering contractor, 
recognizing that the remaining design and construction costs will be accounted for in the 
2022 budget planning process.

$100,000

Parks & Open Space Ranger ‐ Year Round (On‐going): Use within parks, open space, and 
trails has been increasing, resulting in concerns such as a rise of dog waste and trail 
etiquette issues.  Additional duties related to COVID, special event management, and the 
oversight of the bear program have augmented the scope of work for seasonal rangers.  
Staff propose the addition of a year‐round ranger who will act as a year‐round presence in 
the field, and oversee the summer seasonal rangers. This proposal is based upon a July 1 
start date and is an on‐going request with a full year cost of $85,290.

1.00        $43,440

Cozy Point Electric Utility Upgrades (One‐time): This new project will provide a needed 
update to the electrical infrastructure at Cozy Point.  A new transformer will be installed, as 
well as an additional meter, which will help separate electrical uses between lessees on the 
ranch.  This upgrade primarily supports the Farm Collaborative's sustainable agriculture 
operations and education and is sized to accommodate the development of the future 
Learning Center.

$45,000

100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund Total: 1.00        $43,440 $0 $145,000

Golf Course Starter Building Remodel (One‐time): This supplemental request will provide 
funding necessary for the completion of the  starter building at the first tee.  Building will 
provide a place for the starter to perform daily tasks. Shelter from weather and electricity 
for tee sheet operations will be included.

$30,160

471 ‐ Golf Course Fund Total: ‐          $0 $0 $30,160

Vaccination Appreciation:  Not unlike past incentives through the City’s wellness program 
to encourage annual flu vaccinations for staff, this one‐time $100 appreciation payment 
would be for the City's full and part time staff that have elected to get vaccinated from the 
COVID virus.  As the vaccine is now widely available to government employees, if the City is 
able to achieve significant vaccination levels within its workforce, the Organization will have 
greater likelihood for stability in staffing and reduced high claim exposure to its partially 
self‐insured health plan.

$70,000

501 ‐ Employee Benefits Fund Total: ‐          $0 $70,000 $0

Total New Requests ‐ Operating / Capital: 5.00        $955,320 $1,014,229 $175,160
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Exhibit C ‐ Savings

 2021 DEPARTMENTAL SAVINGS
Fund/Department Central Savings Department Savings

City Clerk (113) $2,800 $34,000
City Manager (114) $0 $100,000
Human Resources (115) $6,600 $74,800
City Attorney (116) $3,800 $56,200

Finance (117) $5,800 $100,000
Asset Management (119) $2,400 $40,400
Planning (122) $11,500 $100,000
Building (123) $5,800 $62,700
Police (221) $0 $22,100
Streets (321) $11,800 $100,000
Conservation, Efficiency, Renewables (325) $4,400 $35,000
Engineering (327) $4,100 $50,300
Environmental Health (431) $10,400 $94,700
Special Events (532) $12,400 $80,400
Recreation / ARC / AIG (Based on Subsidy) ‐ 542 $38,500 $100,000
Red Brick Center for the Arts (552) $2,600 $49,900
Parks and Open Space (572) $3,300 $23,600
Business Services (592) $0 $300

001 ‐ General Fund  $126,200 $1,124,400
100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund $26,600 $100,000
120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund $44,200 $100,000
141 ‐ Transportation Fund $6,600 $100,000
152 ‐ Kids First Fund $6,500 $91,300
160 ‐ Stormwater Fund $7,400 $78,100
421 ‐ Water Utility Fund $15,600 $100,000
431 ‐ Electric Utility Fund $11,100 $100,000
451 ‐ Parking Fund $11,200 $100,000
471 ‐ Golf Fund $0 $21,800
510 ‐ Information Technology Fund $4,700 $100,000

New Savings Generated $260,100 $2,015,600
Savings from Prior Years (Cap Total @ $400K) $139,900 N/A

Total Savings to Be Appropriated $400,000 $2,015,600

Total Central / Departmental Savings: $2,415,600

NOTE:  For 2021, the City Manager is proposing a modified savings retention program, lowering the allowable amount of 
savings that can be appropriated for central and departmental savings, and infusing a greater amount of funds back into coffers 
for future use.  

For this year, the City Manager is proposing the following thresholds:
         ‐ 40% of savings are included within a department’s savings account, with an aggregate maximum of $100,000 or       
            an amount equivalent to 15% of the department's operating budget, whichever is less;
         ‐ 5% of savings are allocated to a Central Savings account, with an aggregate maximum of $400,000;
         ‐ 55% of savings plus any savings above the maximums noted below are returned to fund balance.

The purpose of allowing carryforward savings is to provide an additional incentive for frugality by operating departments.   
Unlike traditional governments, which have a “use it or lose it” approach to annual operating budgets, Aspen’s policy 
encourages departments to create savings in their annual operating budgets.   

Carryforward Savings represent a portion of the previous year’s operating budget savings from individual Departments or 
Funds. Departments and Funds are allocated these amounts as a reward for finding efficiencies in their operations that meet 
their operating goals while spending less than their appropriations. Prior year savings that are not expended are maintained in 
full and appropriated every year unless directed otherwise by the City Manager. These appropriations can be spent on items 
related to the Department’s or Fund’s mission but may not be used for ongoing expenditures. If a particular expenditure was 
denied as part of the budget process, departmental savings may not be used for this purpose without City Manager approval. 
Expenditures of $10,000 or more must be approved by the City Manager. 

*City of Aspen financial policies, adopted March 2021.

135



Exhibit D ‐ Operation Carry Forwards

2021 OPERATIONAL CARRY FORWARDS
Department/Description Amount

COVID‐19 General Support Recovery Funds: In 2020, Council appropriated up to $3.5M for various support 
efforts related to the pandemic.  Funding included $500K for direct assistance to Pitkin County's financial 
assistance efforts; roughly $1M for a commercial rent assistance program; $500K for Aspen Community 
Foundation and Aspen to Parachute relief programs; $200K for a revolving loan program for local small 
businesses; $200K as a loan to ACRA for marketing support; and other various programs.  Remaining funds 
are being requested for reappropriation to support the two Environmental Health staff and temporary 
communication staff that have been assisting with continued public outreach, education and enforcement.

$480,000

000 ‐ Nonclassified Subtotal: $480,000

Outdoor Lighting Regulation Review: Aspen’s outdoor lighting regulations were last overhauled in 1999, 
with some minor amendments in 2003.  Although the lighting code adequately served its purpose for many 
years, it has become obvious that changes in lighting technology (particularly LED lighting) have made the 
existing regulations an ineffective regulatory tool.  In 2019, City Council approved $50,000 in supplemental 
funds to the 2020 budget for this project.  Staff capacity prohibited the Department from pursuing this work 
in 2020.  This request will carry forward those funds and enable staff to proceed with this project in 2021.  

$50,000

Affordable Housing Technical Assistance Project: This previously approved budget request provides 
technical assistance related to ongoing affordable housing goal coordination with the Land Use Code.  The 
balance of this fund is allocated to two ongoing contracts: (1)Design Workshop for specific improvements to 
the Multi‐Family Replacement section of the code; (2)White and Smith related to a legal sufficiency review 
and other consultation services in support of proposed code changes.

$36,450

Historic Preservation Benefits Outreach Program: When City Council identified amendments and 
reductions to historic preservation benefits as a priority in 2018, staff requested funds for anticipated public 
outreach.  Although outreach, such as an online survey, was completed, staff did the work in‐house and the 
Council funding was not used.  Adoption of the requested amendments took until summer 2019 to 
complete. 

Council approved rollover of the unused funds into 2020 to allow staff to use the money to promote 
remaining benefits.  In 2020, staff contracted with an architectural conservator to spend $24,999 to 
complete technical analysis and recommendations on the deterioration issues affecting ten historic 
downtown structures which are constructed of masonry that has been repeatedly painted over the last few 
decades.  Paint has the potential to destroy the integrity of the masonry over time.  A related issue is the 
preservation of original cast iron storefronts on several Victorian era commercial structures.  This study will 
be completed in early 2021 and distributed to affected property owners and HPC for further discussion.

The remaining funds are intended to be used in 2021 for public education tools about Aspen's designated 
properties,  such as creating a book, brochures, or marker program.  These public‐facing projects are in 
response to Council feedback and direction over the previous two years regarding public perception of the 
HP program.

$35,000

Electronic Permitting System: Council previously approved these funds in conjunction with the 
implementation of the City’s permits management system.  These funds will be used for staff to acquire 
Salesforce certifications, which will strengthen our internal capacity to maintain the system; train staff on 
the upgrade to the Salesforce platform planned for this year; and train new customers on the system’s 
functionality.

$30,870

Affordable Housing Cash‐in‐Lieu Project: This fund covers professional services for White and Smith and 
TischlerBise in the update of the affordable housing fee‐in‐lieu calculation.  The work is already under 
contract and the money obligated.  Work is anticipated to be completed by Q3 2021.

$25,070
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Exhibit D ‐ Operation Carry Forwards

2021 OPERATIONAL CARRY FORWARDS
Department/Description Amount

Contract Support for Processing Land Use Cases and Reviewing Building Permits: As part of the Fall 2020 
Supplemental, Council approved ComDev's request for $100,000 for contractor support to review and 
process Planning Land Use Cases and Building Permits.  The request indicated that the work would begin in 
2020, but would extend into 2021, and that an operational carry forward of the balance in the professional 
services accounts would be required for use in 2021.  Contracts are currently in place for this work.  This 
request will carry forward the funds for those contracts. 

$25,000

Lift 1A Planning Project: As the City is a stakeholder in the Lift Corridor project, items may arise over the 
course of the project during 2021 that will warrant funding.  For example, the City has financially contributed 
to the development of a wayfinding signage program with other stakeholders to ensure that signage among 
the stakeholders is coordinated and minimized throughout the site.  Further design development may be 
needed in the future.  Additionally, the ordinances that were approved by the electorate require City 
participation in certain areas of the project, such as the development of legal agreements, and funds may be 
needed to ensure that the City’s obligations are met.

$14,130

Uphill Economy Project: The ongoing Uphill Economy Project is a Council‐approved, inter‐departmental 
economic development and environmental conservation program.  Funds were allocated in 2018‐2019 for 
the development of plans and program in support of the project.  In 2020, staff completed a stakeholder‐
driven rebranding exercise and collaborated with regional partners to develop video content supporting 
uphill safety and awareness.  This carry forward request will ensure sufficient funds to cover final costs of 
the rebranding and video projects which have not yet been invoiced to ComDev.  All funds anticipated to be 
spent prior to Q3, 2021.

$9,660

Historic Preservation Review Sheets: In 2017, Community Development staff undertook enforcement on an 
historic preservation project where it was found that work was taking place contrary to HPC approvals and 
building permits.  The enforcement action resulted in a decision that a $30,000 financial assurance the 
owner was required to post during construction would  not be refunded.  Council approved moving the 
forfeited funds into ComDev's operating budget to create new processes to prevent future violations.  Phase 
1 of this project was completed in 2018, and resulted in a number of suggested Phase 2 implementation 
steps.  Phase 2 moved forward with a consultant mapping improvements to the preservation review and 
permitting process.  With the remaining funds in this project, staff would like to assemble construction 
details for typical historic preservation challenges, such as how to properly insulate an historic home in a 
manner that retains historic integrity and avoids unique deterioration issues that could be triggered in older 
structures.

$3,120

122 ‐ Community Development ‐ Planning Subtotal: $229,300

Contract Support for Processing Land Use Cases and Reviewing Building Permits: As part of the Fall 2020 
Supplemental, Council approved ComDev's request for $100,000 for contractor support to review and 
process Planning Land Use Cases and Building Permits.  The request indicated that the work would begin in 
2020, but would extend into 2021, and that an operational carry forward of the balance in the professional 
services accounts would be required for use in 2021.  Contracts are currently in place for this work.  This 
request will carry forward the funds for those contracts. 

$71,120

123 ‐ Community Development ‐ Building Subtotal: $71,120

001 ‐ General Fund Total: $780,420

Energy Efficiency Upgrades at Affordable Housing Properties: In 2020, Council appropriated $500,000 for 
energy efficiency upgrades at affordable housing rental properties, with a goal to improve aging housing 
stock, reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions, improve livability, and reduce the utility bills for 
tenants and tax payers. Due to COVID‐19, it was not possible to implement this program. Staff will present 
Council with options to move the program forward in Summer 2021, and begin to implement the program 
shortly thereafter.

$470,000

132 ‐ REMP Fund Total $470,000
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Exhibit D ‐ Operation Carry Forwards

2021 OPERATIONAL CARRY FORWARDS
Department/Description Amount

COVID‐19 Housing Recovery Fund: In 2020, Council appropriated up to $1.5M for rental and mortgage 
assistance for individuals in deed restricted affordable housing.  City funds were initially utilized to support a 
Pitkin County financial assistance program, but that program was terminated after June 2020.  Since that 
time, staff has been discussing options to support this same group of individuals through other existing 
programs and anticipates that more support can be provided through these avenues if funding is continued.  
This request is to carry forward a portion of these funds for the same purpose: $1,022,541 remained at the 
end of 2020; however, to preserve fund balance for other housing development initiatives, roughly half is 
only being requested for reappropriation.

$500,000

150 ‐ Housing Development Fund Total $500,000

COVID‐19 Childcare Recovery Fund: In 2020 Kids First supported young children, their families and the 
childcare programs with emergency financial aid, rent relief, funding for reduced group size allowed, funding 
for emergency closures due to COVID‐19, and reimbursement for the extra PPE and cleaning products they 
needed.  In large part because of this support, all licensed programs have opened and are operating. The 
enrollment is still lower than usual, approximately 70% overall, but it varies quite a lot from one program to 
another. There is also continued uncertainty about having to close due to positive cases or to quarentine. 
This has caused stress among childcare programs and for families. With our funding we have been able to 
support programs during these closures and at the same time take that burden of payment from parents. 
This request is to carry forward funds for the same purpose.

$609,240

152 ‐ Kids First Fund Total: $609,240

Aggregate Equipment/Maintenance/Repair Carry Forwards $611,790

Aggregate PC Replacement Carry Forwards $301,930

Aggregate Workstation Replacement Carry Forwards $32,887

Other Operational Carry Forward Requests Total: $946,607

Total Operational Carry Forward Requests: $3,306,267
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Exhibit E ‐ Capital Carry Forwards

2021 CAPITAL CARRY FORWARDS

Project Title Project Description
2020 Carry 
Forward 

51059 Core City Network ‐ AMP ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $195,700
51301 Core City Network ‐ AMP ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $57,500

 Information Technology Subtotal: $253,200
.
51112 City Offices ‐ 425 Rio Grande City Offices ‐ 425 Rio Grande $12,035,767
51114 City Offices ‐ Existing Rio Grande Building City Offices ‐ Existing Rio Grande Building $1,700,000
50074 Pedestrian Mall ‐ Planning and Design (ONLY) Planning and design of the pedestrian mall improvement including: electrical, 

stormwater and water infrastructure.  As well as to  improve pedestrian safety, 
ADA accessibility, and drainage.

$234,385

51113 City Offices ‐ Armory Renovation City Offices ‐ Armory Renovation $176,696
 Asset Management Subtotal: $14,146,848

50829 Electrical Restraint Devices and Cameras Replacement of tasers. $9,793
Police Subtotal: $9,793

50486 Garmisch Bus Stop and Pedestrian Improvements Complete an area on Garmisch that will allow RFTA BRT stop locations as well as 
allow safe bicycle/pedestrian movement.

$288,010

50488 Ute Avenue Traffic Calming and Trail Connection Installation and land acquisition to complete missing sidewalk/trail connection 
on Ute Avenue. Study corridor and develop construction plans which address 
pedestrian safety concerns and excessive traffic speeds.

$122,320

50487 Hallam Street Roadway Improvements at Yellow 
Brick Building

Install pedestrian and traffic calming features to increase safety. Storm water 
infrastructure would be modified to alleviate drainage issues.

$65,000

51257 CDOT Joint Project on Concrete Roundabout Design 
and Construction

The roundabout at the entry to Aspen will be placed in concrete with 
reinforcement to reduce potholing and issues during winter in a joint project 
with CDOT.  City of Aspen will pay for 50% of this work.

$55,000

50844 Phase 1 Main St Improvements to signals with CDOT 
Coordination

Modifying 4 intersection signals on Main St $40,000

Engineering Subtotal: $570,329

50952 ARC Downstair Remodel The Recreation Department is planning on remodeling the downstairs of the ARC 
for additional space for classes.

$92,308

51212 Training Room ARC Remodel Phase 3 This is to remodel the existing shooting room in the basement of ARC with a 
professional training facility.  This would include synthetic turf, equipment.

$7,734

50956 Water Feature Replacement ‐ 2019 Replacement of water features in Moore Pools $61,857
50360 AIG Cooling Tower replacement Replacement of the cooling tower serving the refrigeration plant. $26,532
50407 Pool Slide Stairs Replacement Replacement of stairs leading to water slide in the Aspen Recreation Center $18,534
51206 Zamboni Battery Replacements ‐ 2020 Replacement of Zamboni battery. $12,000

 Recreation Subtotal: $218,965

51270 Design and Implementation of Improvements to Red 
Brick Arts Public Spaces

Red Brick Center for the Arts will oversee the creation of design options by an 
architect for improving the public spaces such as the main corridor, conference 
room, bathrooms, interior signage, exterior and interior doors.  Quality and 
functionality of the public spaces are important to the tenant experience, artistic 
programming, safety and energy efficiency of the facility. The design process will 
include a meeting with the architects and tenants to gather input on the design 
selections.  Red Brick Arts will begin Phase I improvements of items identified as 
priority and achievable in 2020.  

$92,000

Rebrick Center of the Arts Subtotal: $92,000

000 ‐ Asset Management Fund Total: $15,291,135 
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51186 Galena Plaza and Pedestrian Corridor Construction of the new Galena Plaza and the associated pedestrian corridor 
from Main Street down to Rio Grande Place, including the Courthouse trail.

$29,384

51189 Cozy Point Ranch ‐ Main House Upgrades Address deficiencies in main Cozy Point Ranch, ranch house as identified in the 
Capital Asset Plan.

$11,652

50993 Herron Park Playground Replacement Replacement of the play structure at Herron Park.  The existing structure is 
antiquated and does not meet current playground safety codes.

$10,000

51003 John Denver Sanctuary Interop ‐ Implementation Implementation of the John Denver Sanctuary Interpretive Plan.  Project includes 
the construction of an informational signs at the entrance to the Sanctuary, 
miscellaneous interpretive signage and IT based interpretative programs to 
provide visitors a deeper insight into the sanctuary.

$9,954

51188 Urban Forest Canopy Cover Survey Updated inventory of the ground cover canopy provided by the urban forest. $5,000

51065 Old Stage Trail Surface Rebuild Repair and replace the asphalt along portions of the Old Stage Trail where there 
has been significant damage created by tree roots.  Project includes installation 
of root barrier and reconstruction of the subsurface structure.

$138,382

50343 Slaughterhouse Bridge Concert Repair and Railing Repair undermined concrete trail and install a railing to safeguard trail users. $46,796

50986 Irrigation Efficiency Improvements On going project to implement irrigation efficiency improvements throughout 
parks and city spaces.  First project slated for Red Brick Center for the Arts.

$43,145

51182 Trail Striping ‐ 2020 Contracted services for the stenciling and striping of the trails surface for safety 
and traffic control.

$25,000

51185 Core City Network ‐ Parks ‐ 2020 Replacement of network equipment. $2,500
100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund Total: $321,812

51428 Wheeler Masonry Restoration Repair weathered stones and grout joints from the original construction of the 
building.

$1,378,865

51041 Wheeler Building and Site Improvements ‐ 2019 Renovation of existing elevator, remodel service entrance & Parking lot 
refurbishment

$783,411

51357 Projector Replacement Our current projector has reached the end of it's lifespan and technology has 
surpassed it.  Movies now are made in 4K and our current projector cannot 
handle the new technology.

$175,000

51226 Ticketing System Components Ticketing System (POS) equipment and components related to ticketing/ box 
office operations

$1,397

51228 Website Improvements and Upgrades Updates to existing Wheeler Opera House websites $39,190
51229 Interior Updates ‐ Operating System and 
Paint/Patch/Repairs

Improvements to Front of House and other public spaces. $54,886

51231 Production Improvements ‐ Lighting and Audio Upgraded equipment and components for the Wheeler performance spaces, 
including purchase of a new lighting console.

$38,899

51042 Core City Network ‐ Wheeler ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $6,000
51232 Core City Network ‐ Wheeler 2020 Replacement of network equipment. $2,500

120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund Total: $2,480,148

51109 CMAQ Grant for WE‐Cycle Stations and Equipment Additional stations and equipment for the bike sharing program funded by the 
State CMAQ grant award of $149,022 and local match of $15,489 from Pitkin 
County and COA $15,489 (Resolution #80‐2018)

$180,000

51159 Rubey Park Maintenance ‐ 2020 Annual maintenance and repair of the Rubey Park Transit facility $20,000
141 ‐ Transportation Fund Total: $200,000
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51289 Burlingame Phase 3 ‐ New Construction Buildings 8‐
15 (79 units)

Burlingame Phase 3 ‐ New Construction Buildings 8‐15 (79 units). $278,067

51225 Lumber Yard Housing Development Lumber Yard Housing Development. Budget Team Comments: future funding of 
$156,100,000 is currently in 2021‐2030, in the 10‐year capital plan. $500,000 in 
2021, $300,000 in 2022, $300,000 in 2023, $35,000,000 in 2024, $35,000,000 in 
2025  and $85,000,000 in 2028‐2030.

$48,780

50542 PPP Development Rental Housing City‐commissioned development of rental housing at 802 Main, 517 Park Circle 
and 488 Castle Creek

$3,171,135

51298 Forest Service Farm Bill Forest Service Farm Bill $50,000
150 ‐ Housing Development Fund Total: $3,547,982

51163 Core City Network ‐ Kids First ‐ 2020 Replacement of network equipment. $1,250
152 ‐ Kids First Fund Total: $1,250

51164 Mill and Gibson WQ Improvement Improvements to the outfall to remove pollutants from stormwater runoff in 
that basin, as well as necessary upgrades to improve capacity of Gibson Ave 
stormwater pipe.

$100,000

51021 Mud and Debris Flow Alert System ‐ 2019 The Mud and Debris Flow Study completed in 2018 suggested the installation of 
an alert system on top of Aspen Mountain to provide notice to the community 
when conditions are favorable for a potential mud or debris flow event on Aspen 
Mountain.

$50,000

50849 Master Planning ‐ River Management Plan Phase II Identify and evaluate water management options for feasibility and effectiveness 
at improving river health on the Roaring Fork River in Aspen.

$60,000

50126 SW Master Planning 2016 Effort to better define the existing conditions (infrastructure, water quality, 
hydrology, etc.) in the watershed and to determine capital projects needed to 
protect the river from urban impacts or improve the overall health of the river.

$31,637

50850 Master Planning ‐ Riparian Area Master Plan Identify and evaluate areas for riparian health protection and restoration. $14,222
160 ‐ Stormwater Fund Total: $255,859

50937 WTP Campus ‐ Exterior Building Improvements Repair to water treatment facility building exteriors. Improvements to include 
additional snow fences, repair to metal roof, and replacement of exterior stucco 
and coatings. 

$40,200

51130 WATER Aspen Intelligent Metering (AIM) ‐ Network ‐ 
2020

Additional AIM Network infrastructure to support water meters outside of 
electric service area (downtown and Burlingame areas)

$1,150,525

50132 New Equipment Storage Building 50/50 project cost split between water and electric utility to construct an 
approximately 48’ x 36’ dry storage building.

$773,567

51131 Non‐Compliant Meter Replacement ‐ 2020 Replacement of water system meters older than 1985 $511,600
50571 12 Inch Line to Tiehack Tank Feed Interconnect city's Tiehack water tank with Highlands system to increase level of 

service and create loop for Tiehack/Buttermilk customers.
$327,976

51140 Water Rights ‐ Transfer Mechanisms Engineering and legal services to investigate and draft language to Alternative 
Transfer Mechanisms (ATMs) for the City 's water rights portfolio

$185,082

51149 Maroon Creek Headgate/Pipeline ‐ 2020 Installation of man access points, existing pipeline survey, reinforced concrete 
pipeline point repair to prep for in‐situ lining

$155,539

50942 Integrated Resource Plan Project to develop an integrated water resource, treatment, and 
conveyance/distribution master plan.

$120,327

51146 Fleet‐Water ‐ 2020 Replacement of Water fleet vehicles: GMC 2500 and Toyota Tacoma. $75,000
51138 Woody Creek Parcel Engineering studies to support development of Woody Creek parcel into water 

storage reservoir.
$73,902

50745 Backwash Pond ‐ Master Plan & Solids Mitigation Create Master Plan for capital improvements to Backwash Pond that includes 
Solids Mitigation

$66,255
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50568 Thomas Reservoir Valves Remove original valves which do not seal correctly. $57,062
51134 Distribution System Flowmeters at Zone Breaks Installation of flow meters at zone breaks pressure reducing valves and pump 

stations. 
$55,598

50927 Fleet ‐ Water ‐ 2019 Replacement of bobcat S 330 $45,000
50755 Gauging Stations ‐ 2018 Installation of new USGS gauging station on Castle Creek and a new NRCS snow 

telemetry (SNOTEL) site.
$40,000

50939 Maroon Creek Hydro Building Repairs Improvements and repair to maroon creek hydro building. $39,036
50556 Water Site Maintenance Annual maintenance and repaving of water campus property, roads and parking 

lot
$19,659

51079 Core City Network ‐ Water ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $8,356
51156 Core City Network ‐ Water ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $7,500
50265 Core City Network ‐ Water ‐ 2016 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $1,163

421 ‐ Water Utility Fund Total: $3,753,347

50594 Electric AMI ‐ Mesh Network Installation of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) backbone for electric, and 
possibly water, distribution systems including collector units, routers, software, 
Radio Frequency (RF) tools, as well as electric meters capable of two‐way 
communication.

$806,313

51271 Electric System Assessment: Projects Identified ‐ 
2020

Infrastructure analysis is underway.  Upon completion, it is anticipated that 
additional maintenance on existing infrastructure will be required throughout 
the system

$350,000

50895 Electric System Grid Resiliency Project System Assessment defined projects to improve electric grid resiliency to 
include: Fusing Study and Implementation Fusing Improvements, Over‐Current 
Protection Analysis, Ruedi Expansion, Future Project Analysis, Aspen Recreation 
Center Generator.

$89,350

51141 Fleet ‐ Electric ‐ 2020 Replacement of fleet vehicles: Ford F250 and Ford F150 $45,000
50897 Core City Network ‐ Electric ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $3,500
51144 Core City Network ‐ Electric ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $2,500
50266 Core City Network ‐ Electric ‐ 2016 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $1,395

431 ‐ Electric Utility Fund Total: $1,298,058

51273 Fleet ‐ Parking ‐ 2020 Parking garage Ventrac tractor replacement $27,000
50605 Kiosk ‐ Airport Parking Kiosk replacement $12,063
51026 Core City Network ‐ Parking ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $6,000
50267 Core City Network ‐ Parking ‐ 2016 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $5,600
51285 Core City Network ‐ Parking ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $5,000

451 ‐ Parking Fund Total: $55,663

51008 Core City Network ‐ Golf ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $10,350
50618 Electrical ‐ Golf and Nordic Clubhouse Facility maintenance to the electrical systems of the Golf and Nordic Clubhouse.  $7,410

51302 Core City Network ‐ Golf ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $5,000
50271 Core City Network ‐ Golf ‐ 2016 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $2,045

471 ‐ Golf Course Fund Total: $24,805

50630 Truscott Exterior Painting Bld 400‐1000 Paint exterior siding, facia and trim: bldg. 400,500, and 600 in 2019. $350,000
50643 Truscott 100 Laundry Room Equipment Replacement Replace washers and dryers with high efficiency large capacity coin or card vend 

machines.
$124,000

50644 Truscott Bollard Light Replacement Replace exterior bollard lights throughout property $68,000
51072 Truscott Phase I ‐ 400‐1000 Roof and Gutter 
Replacement

Replace Roofs and gutter on buildings 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 900, and 1,000 $62,295

50645 Truscott 600 and 900 Laundry Rm. Equipment 
Replacement

Replace washers and dryers with high efficiency machines. $47,000

51220 Truscott 100 Building Exterior Painting ‐ 2020 Repaint the exterior of the 100 building. $35,000
51221 Truscott Ph 1 Hot Water Storage Tank Replacement ‐ 
2020

Replace water storage tanks as needed. $20,000

50652 Truscott Garage Door Replacement Replace garage door at maintenance garage $4,000
50717 Core City Network ‐ Truscott ‐ Out Years Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment. $1,250

491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund Total: $711,545
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51066 Marolt ‐ Full Exterior Paint & Repair Full Exterior Paint & Repair‐ All buildings $34,815
51167 Marolt ‐ Exterior Painting ‐ 2020 One building per year, including siding and fascia repair $29,000

492 ‐ Marolt Housing Fund Total: $63,815

51429 Renovation of 705 Cemetery Lane Units within the current City of Aspen inventory have been occupied for decades 
without significant improvements. As these units turnover, the City needs to 
perform renovations to make them livable for new tenants. The prior City 
Manager unit on Cemetery Lane will be renovated and converted into two units, 
providing additional housing in the city.

$325,364

50231 540 Employee Housing ‐ Construction Construction of eight new employee housing units at 540 East Main Street $104,142
51306 Renovation of 20 Water Place Units within the current City of Aspen inventory have been occupied for decades 

without significant improvements. As these units turnover, the City needs to 
perform renovations to make them livable for new tenants. 20 Water Place need 
carpet, paint, and countertop replacements, plus changes to plumbing for 
kitchen and laundry locations. These renovations will give this unit extended 
useful life and help the City to ensure an appropriate level of housing for its staff.

$43,793

505 ‐ Employee Housing Fund Total: $473,299

51235 Network Services ‐ 2020 2020 Network Services investments [NOTE: New City Offices IT will be factored 
into when some of these investments are made]:
‐ Backup (software, installation, Production & Disaster Recovery (DR) media 
agents) ‐ $65k
‐ Firewall investments: $36k
‐ Active Directory Upgrades: $10k
‐ Storage Area Network (SAN) Refresh/Upgrades: $80,600
‐ Virtualization & Computing Infrastructure: $139,800
‐ Virtual Desktop Infrastructure: 32k

$287,300

50237 Galena Plaza Fiber Mitigation of campus and metro fiber network impact by Galena Plaza 
reconstruction. An alternate route will need to be constructed to maintain 
services during construction.

$79,709

51055 Small Cell ‐ 2019 This project is to create a Neutral Host/Multi‐Carrier wireless Small Cell cellular 
radio access node on a City owned building. This initiative will inform future 
Small Cell implementations.

$60,000

51236 Fiber Optic Implementation ‐ 2020 2020 Fiber Implementation: Repair/replace fiber cable and/or fiber splices found 
bad or failing: $30k; Correct Streets fiber currently vulnerable to weather and 
exposure damage: $30k; Expand fiber and/or conduit during Small Cell and other 
construction projects: $35k

$56,506

51043 Fiber Investments ‐ 2019 This project provides a route, and extends our existing ring, from 7th Street to 
Streets utilizing existing 6" conduit owned by Water (use of this conduit requires 
agreement from the Water team). This fiber reroute results in a better path for 
the fiber North Ring and resolves existing fiber issues south of streets.

$55,736

51240 CBRS PAL Radio Spectrum License In collaboration with Pitkin County, purchase CBRS mid‐band radio spectrum 
license for uses including public safety, City/County operations and commercial 
wireless capacity augmentation: $15k

$15,000

51243 Streets SmartBunker Streets is a critical location for City and Pitkin County communications (including 
911).  The current IT physical environment should be improved to include proper 
equipment enclosure, cooling and network connections. An APC SmartBunker (or 
alternative) would create this better technology physical environment: $37,500

$12,612

50819 Microsoft Active Directory Upgrade This request is to upgrade City Domain Controllers (i.e., Microsoft Active 
Directory) from Windows Server 2008 version to Windows Server 2016 version.

$11,635
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51107 Streets Generator Critical communication infrastructure supporting City of Aspen and Pitkin County 
facilities up Castle Creek, Maroon Creek and down Highway 82 (including E911) 
require reliable, continuous power at the Streets facility. This project implements 
a gas powered generator for Streets to power communications and Streets 
facility (e.g., emergency lights, garage doors) capabilities in the event of a power 
outage. Project costs for this Streets Generator are estimated as not to exceed 
$30,000.

$4,069

51044 Network Services ‐ 2019 Sophos Virus Protection Software Lease $35,502
51237 Cybersecurity 2020 2020 Cybersecurity: Cybersecurity Audit: Contract with 3rd party cybersecurity 

firm to perform a security audit and make recommendations for security 
vulnerability remediations ‐ $25k; Nessus Pro Vulnerability Scanner + consulting: 
$5,500

$30,500

510 ‐ Information Tech. Fund Total: $648,569

Total Capital Carry Forward: $29,127,285
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Exhibit F ‐ Technical Adjustments

2021 TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENTS
Department/Description Operating Capital Debt Transfer

Merit Pay (Previously Approved): Full year funding of merit pay increases for employees 
that were approved in the 2020 fall supplemental (Ordinance 19 Series 2020) were not 
incorporated into the 2021 adopted budget. This will provide full year funding in 2021 for 
those increases. The 2021 increase is more than 60% increase because this is a full year's 
funding, whereas 2020 increase represented a maximum of 8 months of increase for those 
with a review date on 4/1/2020, decreasing for those with later reviews. Someone with a 
review on 10/1/2020 would have only added 3 months of increased costs in 2020, but 12 
full months in 2021.

001 ‐ General Fund 277,600$  
100 ‐ Parks and Open Space Fund 61,600$    
120 ‐ Wheeler Opera House Fund 12,840$    
141 ‐ Transportation Fund 10,450$    
152 ‐ Kids First Fund 14,470$    
160 ‐ Stormwater Fund 10,890$    
421 ‐ Water Utility Fund 48,990$    
431 ‐ Electric Utility Fund 34,940$    
451 ‐ Parking Fund 24,350$    
471 ‐ Golf Course Fund 16,340$    
491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund 3,190$      
492 ‐ Marolt Housing Fund 2,960$      
510 ‐ Information Technology Fund 8,210$      

Citywide Total: $526,830 $0 $0 $0

City Hall Audio Visual Increase (Previously Approved): Increase appropriations to provide 
the needed technology to improve the Council Chambers production equipment for 
meeting broadcasts, linking other meeting spaces into a livestream platform for public 
spaces and overflow rooms, and to allow for improved remote participation and 
presentation opportunities in today's world. Approved by Resolution 22 (Series 2021) on 
February 23, 2021.

$312,550

Galena Plaza Conceptual Design Plan (Previously Approved): Increase appropriations to 
provide conceptual design plan to include the area south of the new plaza extension to the 
alleyway to the south by Charles Cunniffe Architects. Approved by Change Order #34 on 
October 27, 2020.

$237,770

City Facilities COVID‐19 HVAC Measures: In order to allow staff and community to return to 
city facilities safely, HVAC upgrades were required. Improvements include improved 
circulation, enhanced filtration, and other remedial upgrades. This was an emergency 
procurement, presented to Council via memo on 1/11/2021.

$102,750

119 ‐ Asset Management Subtotal: $0 $653,070 $0 $0

000 ‐ Asset Management Plan Fund Total: $0 $653,070 $0 $0

Truscott Office Remodel for APCHA (One‐time): Transfer of $400,000 to 620 ‐ Housing 
Administration Fund for costs related to remodeling and moving into new offices in 
Truscott. Previously approved for $400,000 by Council via memo on 12/18/2020. Increased 
costs in materials, and the discovery of building deficiencies related to the project have 
increased the total cost by $75,000.

$475,000

Transfer to IT Fund (Previously Approved): Transfer from the General Fund to the 510 IT 
Fund.  Equal to 50% of the total Broadband fiber project.  Remaining funds to come from a 
DOLA grant award.

$221,450

Isis Building Interest Payment for Debt (One‐time): Transfer of $27,190 to the 250 ‐ Debt 
Service Fund for the required semiannual debt interest payment associated with the 
outstanding Certificate of Participation (COP) payments following the refinancing that took 
place October 2020.  Absent lease payments by the tenant that would otherwise cover this 
cost, the General Fund is required to fund this obligation.

$27,190

000 ‐ Unclassified Subtotal: $502,190 $0 $0 $221,450
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Exhibit F ‐ Technical Adjustments

2021 TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENTS
Department/Description Operating Capital Debt Transfer

Paydown of General Fund Loan from Wheeler Opera House: The City's General Fund 
received $1.2 million in CARES act funding in 2020 to offset costs related to providing 
emergency COVID‐19 services to the community. The $3.5 million loan from the Wheeler 
Opera House Fund, to be paid back by the General Fund, will be shortened to 7 years at an 
updated interest rate. The net effect is to reduce the General Fund's yearly payments, 
starting in April 2022, to $343,488 per year.

$859,527

112 ‐ Mayor and Council Subtotal: $0 $0 $0 $859,527

Sales Tax & Business License System Increased Costs (On‐going): The City implemented the 
MuniRevs and LodgingRevs systems to address two distinct issues: 1) to migrate away from 
the previous sales tax and business license software (Innoprise) that was failing and being 
hosted on a shared server; and 2) to address the Community's concerns around the short‐
term rental industry and to identify and gain compliance from these businesses that have 
sprung up throughout Aspen neighborhoods.  The Finance Dept successfully moved to the 
two new platforms in early 2020, but delayed their roll out to the business community until 
Fall 2020 due to the pandemic.  With these systems now in full operation, billing has 
transitioned from early pricing agreements and was slated to begin pricing based on # of 
business accounts and identified lodging properties.  Looking at the count of businesses and 
properties, the City has reached out to the vendor to negotiate new fixed price 
arrangements to provide stability to the billing and to advocate for a low cost option as we 
continue to see these counts rise.  The  increase to the agreement is approximately $15,000; 
but is fully supported by  increased tax and business license collections being remitted as a 
result of these software solutions.

$15,000

117 ‐ Finance Department Subtotal: $15,000 $0 $0 $0

Waste Diversion Program Staffing (One‐time): On December 7, 2020, Council approved 
additional funding to hire a temporary employee and fund small scale waste diversion 
programming such as a seasonal compost "take out" container collection and the purchase 
of collection containers for businesses.  The additional employee will work to continue 
existing waste reduction services such as managing the Rio Grande recycling center, working 
with special events and enrolling new residents and businesses in the composting program 
to allow for our Sr. Environmental Health Specialist to put together a long range waste 
reduction strategy for council evaluation.

$100,000

431 ‐ Environmental Health Subtotal: $100,000 $0 $0 $0

001 ‐ General Fund Total:      617,190                  ‐                    ‐       1,080,977 

Tourism Promotion Fund Release of Excess Revenue (One‐time): Appropriation is needed 
to release excess funding received in 2020 to ACRA.

$170,800

130 ‐ Tourism Promotion Fund Total: $170,800 $0 $0 $0

Fleet Replacement: Revenue from 491/492 and 641/642 was not transferred into the 620 
Housing Development Fund to pay for capital costs related to project 51422 ‐ Fleet.

$9,300

491 ‐ Truscott I Housing Fund Total: $9,300 $0 $0 $0

Fleet Replacement: Revenue from 491/492 and 641/642 was not transferred into the 620 
Housing Development Fund to pay for capital costs related to project 51422 ‐ Fleet.

$9,300

492 ‐ Marolt Housing Fund Total: $9,300 $0 $0 $0

146



Exhibit F ‐ Technical Adjustments

2021 TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENTS
Department/Description Operating Capital Debt Transfer

Roaring Fork Broadband (Previously approved): Roaring Fork Broadband (RFB) is a 10‐year 
fiber‐based communications infrastructure investment made feasible by regional 
partnerships, a 50% DOLA grant match opportunity and Holy Cross Energy’s (HCE) Roaring 
Fork Valley 2021 fiber implementation. RFB partners include Pitkin County, City of Aspen, 
Town of Snowmass Village, Town of Basalt, Glenwood Springs, DOLA, NWCCOG Project 
THOR and Holy Cross Energy. RFB delivers fiber optic infrastructure capable of serving 
unserved and underserved Roaring Fork Valley communities including Basalt, Snowmass 
Village and community resources like Cozy Point Ranch and Brush Creek Park & Ride. It also 
enhances the Pitkin County public safety network and connects the new HCE fiber network 
to Aspen Fiber and the Project THOR Northwest Colorado regional network. NOTE: This 
funding request is contingent upon successful award of a 50% ($221,500) DOLA grant with 
grant review results anticipated end on March 2021.

$442,900

510 ‐ Information Technology Fund Total: $0 $442,900 $0 $0

Total Technical Adjustments ‐ Operating / Capital / Transfers: 1,333,420  1,095,970  ‐              1,080,977   

147



 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:   City Council  
 

FROM: Sara Ott, City Manager 
Pete Strecker, Finance Director 

 

MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 

RE:   2021 Spring APCHA and Component Unit Supplemental Ordinance 6 
 
 
Request of Council: Staff is requesting Council approval of needed budgetary adjustment to 
the Housing Administration Fund (APCHA operations), Truscott Phase II Fund, and Aspen 
Country Inn Fund. In total, the supplemental requests an increase of $976,402 in expenditures, 
and $505,000 in additional revenues. The majority of these increases are related to a $475,000 
payment from the City of Aspen General Fund to APCHA for the completion of office space in 
Truscott, previously approved on 12/28/2020, and capital carry forwards.  
 

  Original Budget 
Spring 

Supplemental 
Proposed 2021 Budget 

Proj. Opening Balance $1,674,362  $540,954  $2,215,316  

Original Revenues $3,987,074  $0  $3,987,074  

New Revenues (Exh B) $0  $505,000  $505,000  

Revenues $3,987,074  $505,000  $4,492,074  

Base $2,660,154  $0  $2,660,154  

New Requests (Exh B) $231,655  $47,470  $279,125  

Technical (Exh C) $0  $45,880  $45,880  

Operating Budget $2,891,809  $93,350  $2,985,159  

Original $1,013,520  $0  $1,013,520  

Carry Forwards (Exh E) $0  $408,052  $408,052  

Technical (Exh C) $0  $475,000  $475,000  

Capital Outlay $1,013,520  $883,052  $1,896,572  

Debt Service (Exh C) $535,210  $0  $535,210  

Total Appropriations $4,440,539  $976,402  $5,416,941  
    

Proj. Ending Balance $1,220,897  $69,552  $1,290,449  

 
Budget Ordinance Changes Included in Second Reading:  
 Staff is requesting that the transfer from the General Fund to the Housing Development 

fund (Exhibit F) be increased by $75,000, to $475,000, because of unforeseen increased 
costs to the APCHA office remodel project at 18 Truscott Place. This project was 
previously authorized by Council on 12/18/2020. After the project began, deficiencies in 
the building were found and determined to be out of compliance with the City’s life safety 
and Americans with Disabilities Act standards. Additionally, construction and materials 
costs have increased since the project was initially proposed. The additional $75,000 was 
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determined to be directly linked to the remodel and should be allocated to the APCHA 
project. 

 The original ordinance mistakenly did not include capital carry forward requests for 
previously approved capital projects in the Housing Administration Fund and the Truscott 
Phase II Fund. Major projects include finalizing HomeTrek and the repair of stairs and 
railings at Truscott II. 

 
Previous Actions:  Council adopted the original 2021 Budget for the Housing Administration 
(APCHA) Fund, and Smuggler Housing Fund (Resolution 93 (Series 2020)), and for the Truscott 
II and Aspen Country Inn Fund (Resolution 94 (Series 2020)) in November 2020. Council passed 
the first reading of Ordinance 6 on April 27, 2021. 
 
Recommendations: Staff recommends first reading approval of the revised spending plan for 
2021 (Exhibits B – E) summarized in Exhibit A. 
 
City Manager Comments:  
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ORDINANCE No. 6 

(Series of 2021) 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING AN INCREASE IN THE 

 HOUSING ADMINISTRATION FUND OF $799,172; 
 TRUSCOTT PHASE II FUND $173,330; 
 ASPEN COUNTRY INN FUND $3,900. 

 
WHEREAS,  by  virtue  of  Section  9.12  of  the Home  Rule  Charter,  the  City  Council may make 
supplemental appropriations; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Manager has certified that the City has unappropriated current year revenues 
and/or  unappropriated  prior  year  fund  balance  available  for  appropriations  in  the  following 
funds:  Housing Administration Fund, and APCHA Development Fund. 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council is advised that certain expenditures, revenue and transfers must be 
approved. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO: 
 
Section 1 
Upon the City Manager’s certification that there are current year revenues and/or prior year fund 
balances  available  for  appropriation  in  the  above‐mentioned  funds,  the  City  Council  hereby 
makes supplemental appropriations as itemized in the Exhibit A. 
 
Section 2 
If any section, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is for any reason 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court or competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed 
a separate, distinct and  independent provision and such holding shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portion thereof. 
 
INTRODUCED,  READ,  APPROVED  AND  ORDERED  PUBLISHED  AND/OR  POSTED  ON  FIRST 
READING on the 27th day of April 2021. 
 
ATTEST: 

 
 
________________________          ________________________     
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                 Torre, Mayor 
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A public hearing on the ordinance shall be held on the 11th day of May 2020, in the City 
Council Chambers, City Hall, Aspen, Colorado. 
 

FINALLY ADOPTED AFTER PUBLIC HEARING on the 11th day of May 2021. 
 

 
                     
                 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________          ________________________     
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                   Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 
 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 

________________________     
Jim True, City Attorney          
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 2021 APPROPRIATIONS BY FUND
Exhibit A

Revised 
Opening 
Balance

2021 Adopted 
Revenue

2021 Spring 
Supplemental 

Revenue

2021 Amended 
Revenue 
Budget

2021 Adopted 
Expense

2021 Spring 
Supplemental

2021 Amended 
Expense Budget

2021 Ending 
Balance

Trust Fiduciary Funds
Housing Administration Fund* $629,740 $2,376,740 $505,000 $2,881,740 $2,673,319 $799,172 $3,472,491 $38,989
Smuggler Housing Fund $415,817 $75,134 $0 $75,134 $78,530 $0 $78,530 $412,421
Truscott Phase II Fund $1,109,082 $1,162,180 $0 $1,162,180 $1,328,880 $173,330 $1,502,210 $769,052
Aspen Country Inn Fund $60,677 $373,020 $0 $373,020 $359,810 $3,900 $363,710 $69,987
Subtotal Trust and Agency Funds $2,215,316 $3,987,074 $505,000 $4,492,074 $4,440,539 $976,402 $5,416,941 $1,290,449

*Revised opening fund balance includes a Burlingame single family home held in inventory with an approximate value of $1 million.152



Exhibit B ‐ Revenue 

Department/Description New Revenue

Truscott Office Remodel for APCHA: Transfer of $400,000 to 620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund for costs 
related to remodeling and moving into new offices in Truscott. Previously approved by Council via memo 
on 12/18/2020. Increased costs in materials, and the discovery of building deficiencies related to the 
project have increased the total cost by $75,000.

$475,000

Fleet Replacement: Revenue from 491/492 and 641/642 was not transferred into the 620 Housing 
Development Fund to pay for capital costs related to project 51422 ‐ Fleet.

$30,000

620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund Total $505,000

Total Revenue / Transfers In: $505,000

2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL REVENUE DETAIL
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Exhibit C ‐ New Requests

Department/Description FTE
Operating 
(One‐time)

Operating 
(On‐going) Capital

Partial Restoration of Compensation: The City and APCHA responded quickly to COVID in 2020, 
reducing their spend across the organization with the premise that the worst case scenario 
could include a deep cut to the economy and would require many years to heal.  However, as 
actual revenues exceeded the dire environment planned for and as the vaccine rollout and 
uptake has accelerated, the organization is now poised to re‐prioritize some previously delayed 
programs that were tabled during the initial 2021 budget setting effort. Included in this list are 
merit pay and other compensation / recognition programs that were withheld from the budget 
process and are requested to be partially restored.

$24,330 $23,140

620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund Total: ‐   $24,330 $23,140 $0

Total New Requests ‐ Operating / Capital: ‐   $24,330 $23,140 $0

2021 SPRING SUPPLEMENTAL NEW REQUESTS
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Exhibit D ‐ Technical Adjustments

2021 TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENTS

Department/Description Operating Capital

Truscott Office Remodel for APCHA: Transfer of $400,000 to 620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund for costs 
related to remodeling and moving into new offices in Truscott. Previously approved by Council via memo 
on 12/18/2020. Increased costs in materials, and the discovery of building deficiencies related to the 
project have increased the total cost by $75,000.

$475,000

Merit Pay (Previously Approved): Full year funding of merit pay increases for employees that were 
approved in the 2020 fall supplemental (Ordinance 19 Series 2020) were not incorporated into the 2021 
adopted budget. This will provide full year funding in 2021 for those increases. The 2021 increase is more 
than 60% increase because this is a full year's funding, whereas 2020 increase represented a maximum of 8 
months of increase for those with a review date on 4/1/2020, decreasing for those with later reviews. 
Someone with a review on 10/1/2020 would have only added 3 months of increased costs in 2020, but 12 
full months in 2021.

$20,110

Workers Compensation: WC was mistakenly not included in the 2021 Base Budget and should be included.
$11,460

Workstation Replacement Carryforward (100%): Annual carry forward for workstation replacement costs.
$2,910

620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund Total $34,480 $475,000

Fleet Replacement: Cash from funds 491/492 and 641/642 was not paid into the 620 Housing 
Development Fund to pay for capital costs related to project 51422 ‐ Fleet.

$7,500

641 ‐ Truscott Phase II Fund $7,500 $0

Fleet Replacement: Cash from funds 491/492 and 641/642 was not paid into the 620 Housing 
Development Fund to pay for capital costs related to project 51422 ‐ Fleet.

$3,900

642 ‐ Aspen Country Inn Fund $3,900 $0

Total Technical Adjustments ‐ Operating / Capital / Transfers: $45,880 $475,000
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Exhibit E ‐ Capital Carry Forwards

2021 CAPITAL CARRY FORWARDS

Project Title Project Description
2020 Carry 
Forward

50744 Housing Info Mgmt System and 
Efficiency Reforms Solutions (HomeTrek)

The HomeTrek is a system and database to track and manage the 
entire 3,000 unit deed restricted workforce housing inventory. 
HomeTrek is a process improvement that automates internal  
functions currently performed on paper and in Excel and, 
importantly, provides APCHA’s customers the ability to interact 
with APCHA in an online environment.

$233,922

51174 Core City Network ‐ APCHA ‐ 2020 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $2,500

51096 Core City Network ‐ APCHA ‐ 2019 Replacement of core network switching and routing equipment $5,800

620 ‐ Housing Administration Fund Total $242,222

51290‐51290 Truscott II Study Truscott II study of the property. $25,933

51291‐51291 Repair of Stair Tread Covers
Stair and railing sandblasting and painting, epoxied stair treads 
and installation. $139,897

641 ‐ Truscott Phase II Fund Total $165,830

Total Capital Carry Forward: $408,052
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council 
 
FROM: Ben Anderson, Principal Long-Range Planner 

 
THROUGH:  Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 
   
MEMO DATE: April 30, 2021 
 
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 
RE: Second Reading, Proposed Amendments to the Land Use Code: 
 Ordinance #10, Fee-in-Lieu 
 Ordinance #11, AH Credits 
 Ordinance #12, Multi-Family Replacement 
 Ordinance #13, Lodging Credits and Incentives 
            
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL: 
At a work session on April 12, 2021, Community Development staff presented proposed 
Amendments to the Land Use Code in response to Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020. Following Council direction given at the work session, staff is proposing four (4) 
separate ordinances. This memo additionally provides updates to questions and 
comments provided by Council at First Reading on April 27, 2021. 
 
Ordinances #10, #11, #12 and #13, Series of 2021 propose changes to Chapters 26.470; 
Growth Management Quota System and 26.540, Certificates of Affordable Housing 
Credits.   
 
Council is requested to review the Ordinances in a public hearing and staff recommends 
approval of Ordinances 10-13 at Second Reading.  
 
SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:   
Following several discussions in work sessions with staff, Council passed Policy 
Resolution #079, Series of 2020 in October of 2020. This resolution (Exhibit A) approved 
pursuit of code amendments in four areas:  
 

1) Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu – update calculation and methodology for 
updating over time. 

 
2) Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program – improvements to provide 
clarity and optimize effectiveness of the program.  
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3) Existing Credits and Incentives within affordable housing mitigation 
requirements – bring equity to mitigation requirements across development 
types. 

 
4) Multi-Family Replacement requirements – clarify and simplify and ensure that 
redevelopment scenarios continue to meet community goals and expectations. 

 
Over the last 18 months, with consultant support, staff has held discussions with 
representatives of the development community in evaluating and now proposing code 
amendments in response to the Policy Resolution and the previous discussions with 
Council.  The proposed amendments respond to Council direction, feedback from the 
development community, staff and consultant expertise, and were shaped to further 
optimize and improve the Land Use Code’s support for affordable housing development. 
 
The following Review Criteria apply to all Amendments to the text of the Land Use Code: 
 
26.310.050  Amendments to the Land Use Code Standards of review - Adoption. 
In reviewing an application to amend the text of this Title, per Section 26.310.020(B)(3), Step 
Three – Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall consider: 

A. Whether the proposed amendment is in conflict with any applicable portions of this Title. 

B. Whether the proposed amendment achieves the policy, community goal, or objective cited 
as reasons for the code amendment or achieves other public policy objectives. 

C. Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with the community character of the City 
and is in harmony with the public interest and the purpose and intent of this Title. 

EXHIBIT J provides a brief presentation of staff’s response to these criteria. 

 
STAFF DISCUSSION: 
A comprehensive discussion of these topics was included in the staff memos from the 
4/12/21 Work Session and First Reading on 4/27/21 – included as Exhibit B.     
 
The following provides a summary of each Ordinance and a response to Council 
comments and questions at First Reading.   
 
Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu (FIL); Ordinance #10, Series of 2021 
Following a review of the existing FIL calculation methodology and an analysis for legal 
sufficiency in 2019 and 2020, the consultant team of TischlerBise and White and Smith 
Planning and Law Group worked with staff in creating a new FIL calculation and 
methodology for regular updates.  
 
The report describing this effort is attached as Exhibit C. 
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Ordinance #10, Series of 2021 would do three (3) things: 
 

1) Establish a new Fee-in-Lieu Schedule by Category using a new calculation 
method. 

   Proposed Fee-in-Lieu Schedule: 
 
   Category 1: $408,054      
   Category 2:  $376,475    
   Category 3:  $345,691 
   Category 4: $302,879 
   Category 5: $250,375 

 
2) Require an annual update in January – using the National Construction Cost 
Index (CCI) from the Engineering News Record. 
 
3) Require a new calculation of the FIL using new cost and revenue figures, every 
five (5) years. 
 
Exhibit D provides a redline version identifying the proposed rescinded and 
adopted change to 26.470.050. 

 
Response to First Reading Discussion: 
 
1) Rental Income Assumptions in the FIL 
 
As a reminder, the FIL calculation has two components – cost and revenue.  In general, 
the cost side of the equation has received little comment or concern. There has been 
general consensus that the inclusion of costs from actual projects and land purchases is 
an improvement and the effect of averaging across different types of projects is a 
successful response.  
 
On the revenue side of the equation, however, we have received a few comments of 
concern – both from Council members and members of the development community: 
 

• Just as on the cost side – revenues can vary significantly from project to project, 
why not use actual revenues (less actual operating expenses) and average just as 
the calculation does for project costs? 

 
• The operating expense assumption of 50% is way too high – and does not reflect 

reality. 
 

• The operating expense assumption of 50% is way too low – and does not reflect 
reality. 
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• Why give so much focus to APCHA’s sales and rental rates? They have not been 
re-evaluated for a while – and the figures as stated are maximums.  Do all projects 
pursue the maximum sales and rental rates? 

 
• By giving so much weight to the APCHA sales and revenue streams – the 

increases to the FIL from the current FIL – are not consistent across Categories.  
(Category 2 is increasing by roughly 11% and Category 4 by roughly 27%).  This 
is going to cause negative impacts to other policy desires. 

 
Staff’s response to these concerns 
 

1) The FIL is a generalized measure of what it costs to build a new unit of housing 
per FTE.  The proposed methodology is the best effort to utilize actual costs from 
actual projects – balanced by the anticipated revenues using sales and rental 
figures in the APCHA Guidelines.  

 
2) It was important to incorporate both sales and rental revenue – because both sales 

and rental units have recently been produced and are likely to be produced in the 
coming years. 

 
3) The methodology for both cost and revenues – was intended to get as close as 

possible to evaluate a new unit produced in 2021 – not consider revenues or costs 
related to existing units that were produced at some time in the past.  This is 
important to consider.  The FIL is an impact fee for the generation of new 
employees and the building of new housing for future accommodation.  While staff 
understands the deferred maintenance and capital reserve requirements of aging 
units in the existing inventory, staff does not believe it is appropriate to resolve this 
issue through the FIL. 

 
4) On the rental revenue assumption of a 50% operating expense, staff and the 

consultants evaluated a number of different approaches and points of view in an 
effort to arrive the most accurate measure of these future revenue streams. 
We have recommended 50% after evaluating literature and descriptions of 
project proformas.  In the industry – we saw estimates of between 20% and 80%.  
In the evaluation it became clear that actual costs were highly variable – and 
entirely dependent on project specific qualities.  Examples: 

 
• What quality are the appliances and other fixtures? 
• What materials were used and what type of maintenance was 

anticipated? 
• Does the project have an elevator? 
• Does the project have on-site management? 
• What utilities and services are included in the rent? 
• What taxes and other fees are levied?  
• To what degree is the project setting aside capital or deferred 

maintenance reserves? 
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           Attempting to estimate these types of costs by project in itself would an exercise 
 filled with assumptions.   Nonetheless, staff will track these data points as we 
 move forward to consider in future updates if a different approach is important to 
 consider.   

 
5) While Council could consider adjusting the 50%, due to the degree of potential 

variability across projects, in staff and the consultant’s view, it is a reasonable 
estimate of the operating expenses of a project. The following link is for a 2019 
Survey by the National Apartment Association (NAA) that provides further support 
for the 50% assumption:  
 
https://www.naahq.org/news-publications/units/september-2019/article/2019-naa-
survey-operating-income-expenses-rental 
 

6) The effect of the operating expense assumption is reduced as the rental revenue 
per FTE is averaged with sales revenue per FTE. 
 

7) The full cause of the different percentages of increase from the existing FIL per 
category is dependent on the relationship of sales and rental values from the 
APCHA guidelines.  The sales and rental revenue per FTE as extrapolated from 
the APCHA Guidelines are not linear in relationship to each other – and this 
relationship changes across Categories. 
 

8) While staff understands the potential policy implications of the different percentage 
of proposed increase by Category, it was important to the methodology to focus 
on a consistent evaluation of costs and revenues. In the interest of internal 
consistency and the ultimate defensibility of the FIL itself, we felt it best not to also 
attempt to resolve other policy questions by way of the FIL update – whether 
impact to the AH Credits program, or the types of units the FIL may incentivize. 

 
Staff’s Recommendation 
 

1) Utilize the revenue methodology as proposed. Staff can begin to monitor actual 
operating expenses on recently completed rental projects. 

 
Alternatives 
             

1) Eliminate rental revenue from the revenue calculation – and use sales revenue 
solely. This would have the effect of eliminating the assumptions necessary in 
deriving rental income but would also reduce the FIL from that proposed across all 
categories.  While not recommended, staff and the consultant can evaluate this 
alternative.   
 

2) Create a new methodology for a precise, project specific calculation of operating 
expenses.  Staff does not recommend this path – as it would significantly delay the 
implementation of a new FIL and additional consultant costs would be incurred.  It 
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is also unclear if it would translate into a significantly different outcome than that 
currently proposed.   

 
2) Consideration of setting required mitigation to a single Category for all 
development types.  
 
This comment from Councilmember Richards was received and understood by staff.  
While it is not a topic that can resolved through the FIL update, it has been included on 
the affordable housing working topics that staff will further evaluate.  
 
Improvements to Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program; 
Ordinance #11, Series of 2021 
In conversations with the development community, and in staff’s observation, there is 
consensus that while Aspen’s AH Credits program has been a success, there are 
fundamental issues with the program that prevent it from fully realizing its potential. Staff 
has identified these issues and continues to evaluate and explore potential solutions.  The 
proposed code amendments do not address these fundamental issues, but instead are 
smaller, incremental improvements that may have the effect of allowing a specific 
affordable housing project to become more viable.   
 
Ordinance #11, Series of 2021 would do four (4) things: 
 

1) Provide clarity that AH Credits projects can be pursued in conjunction with 
other state or federal incentives for affordable housing development.  

 
2) Allow for phased issuance of AH certificates to correspond with construction  
phasing.  

 
3) Establish a Multiplier of 1.2 (20% bonus) for FTEs generated within a designated 
historic structure. 

 
4) Provide flexibility for credit issuance in the deed-restricting of existing free-
market, multi-family residential development by clarifying value of credit issuance 
by unit size / FTE standard.  
 
Exhibit E provides a redline version identifying the proposed rescinded and 
adopted changes to several sections of Chapter 26.540. 

 
Response to First Reading Discussion: 
 
1) Multiplier for units located in a designated historic structure 
 
Councilmembers Richards and Mullins requested additional information on the potential 
outcomes of the multiplier.  Here is an example:  
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• Three (3), two (2) bedroom units in a designated historic structure, deed 
restricted at Category 3.  

 
 Current Value of Credits:  
 3 x 2.25 FTE = 6.75 FTE x $345,691 (Cat 3 FIL) =  
 Approx. Value of $2,333,414 
 
 With Multiplier  
 6.75 x 1.2 = 8.1 FTE x $345,691 =  
 Approx. Value of $2,800,097 

 
The Multiplier brings roughly $467,000 of additional value to the project’s 
generated AH Credits for the units within the historic structure.  The trade-off is 
that the project would “artificially” create an additional 1.35 FTEs worth of credit – 
that would not actually house employees.  Staff believes this to have minimal and 
limited impact and if it has the effect of allowing a project to proceed that otherwise 
would not, the larger outcome justifies the trade-off.  Staff does not view this as an 
additional benefit to historic preservation, but instead as an incentive towards the 
development of affordable housing.   

 
Multi-Family Replacement; Ordinance #12, Series of 2021 
With assistance from consultants at Design Workshop, staff is evaluating the current 
regulations regarding Multi-Family Replacement though analysis of redevelopment 
scenarios in existing multi-family properties.  This study continues and is not yet ready in 
proposing policy or regulatory changes.  At this time, the proposed amendment would 
clarify and clean-up the existing code but would not make any substantial changes.  
 
Ordinance #12, Series of 2021 would do two (2) things: 
 

1) Adopts minor changes to the multi-family replacement section of the code that 
clarify and clean-up the section but does not establish any policy or regulatory 
changes.   
 
2) Cleans up a scrivener’s error from a previous code amendment. 
 
Exhibit F provides a redline version identifying the proposed rescinded and 
adopted changes to Sections 26.470.100.D and 26.470.080.D7.e. 

 
Response to First Reading Discussion: 
Councilmember Hauenstein raised a question about one of the development scenarios 
that is described by current code (100% Affordable) and a potential opportunity for 
creating additional incentive.  Staff is not ready at this time to propose any changes to the 
policy – but it is anticipated that a much more significant code change proposal within 
Multi-Family Replacement will be ready for Council consideration in mid-summer, 2021.  
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Lodge Credit and Incentives within the affordable housing mitigation 
system; Ordinance #13, Series of 2021 
The mitigation reduction incentive for density and unit size has tended not to translate 
into the lodge outcomes that were desired. Often projects are designed within the code 
language to meet the letter of the regulation, but not necessarily the intent. Even if the 
desired outcomes were fully realized, it seems that community and Council desires for 
affordable housing is now of a higher priority than the type of lodge product that is being 
produced.   
 
In the code amendments responding to the 2016 Moratorium, Council removed the 
automatic credit for commercial Net Leasable in redevelopment scenarios.  Instead, 
commercial projects need to show that this area was previously mitigated before receiving 
the credit. Staff recommends that lodge uses be consistent with other commercial 
mitigation requirements in this regard.  In an important difference, staff does not 
recommend that mitigation for existing units be phased in over time.  Instead redeveloped 
lodge units would be mitigated at 65%. 
 
Ordinance #13, Series of 2021 would do two (2) things: 

 
1) Eliminate the Lodge Unit Density and Size Incentive in determining AH 
mitigation rates.  
 
2) Eliminate the automatic credit for existing lodge units in redevelopment 
scenarios in the calculation of a projects employee generation.   

 
Exhibit G provides a redline version identifying the proposed rescinded and 
adopted changes to several sections of Chapter 26.470. 
 

Response to First Reading Discussion: 
Council did not raise comment or have questions about this topic.   

 
PUBLIC OUTREACH: The nature of the proposed code amendments suggests that the 
general public would have limited interest in these particular changes. Notice has been 
provided as required – newspaper and agenda posting. P&Z’s consideration was also 
held in a public hearing on April 20 and APCHA’s Board of Directors were informed and 
held discussion at their meeting on April 21.  Draft minutes of the P&Z hearing are not yet 
ready, but Council may view the WebEx meeting here: video.apz.20210420.mp4  P&Z 
recommended approval of the proposed Ordinances, but did communicate a 
recommendation that Council and staff  continue to work on more significant 
improvements to the AH Credits Program – See Exhibit H for P&Z’s recommendation.   
 
Special effort was made to announce this process to Aspen’s development community 
through Community Development’s newsletter and in two virtual presentations held via 
Zoom on April 6th and 7th.  Approximately 25 individuals participated in the two sessions. 
Notes from these presentations and the ensuing discussions can be found as Exhibit 
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CONCLUSION:  Staff is proposing amendments to four areas of the Code – resulting in 
four separate ordinances: 
 
 1) Ordinance 10 of 2021 – Fee-in-Lieu 
 2) Ordinance 11 of 2021 – Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program 

3) Ordinance 12 of 2021 – Multi-Family Replacement  
4) Ordinance 13 of 2021 – Lodge Credit and Incentives 

 
Staff recommends approval of the four Ordinances at Second Reading. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ALTERNATIVES: N/A 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends approval of the Ordinances at Second 
Reading.  
 
RECOMMENDED MOTIONS: Council will need to open a public hearing and vote 
separately on each Ordinance. 
 
“I move to approve Ordinance #010, Series of 2021.”  (FIL) 
 
“I move to approve Ordinance #011, Series of 2021.” (AH Credits)  
 
“I move to approve Ordinance #012, Series of 2021.” (Multi-Family) 
 
“I move to approve Ordinance #013, Series of 2021.”  (Lodge Credit and Incentive) 
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
 
EXHIBITS: 
EXHIBIT A – Policy Resolution No. 079, Series of 2020 
EXHIBIT B – Staff Memo, Work Session, April 12, 2021 
EXHIBIT C – Draft, Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu Study – Phase II 
EXHIBIT D – Redline, Fee-in-Lieu; Ord. 10 
EXHIBIT E – Redline, AH Credits; Ord. 11 
EXHIBIT F – Redline, Multi Family Replacement; Ord. 12 
EXHIBIT G – Redline, Lodge Credit and Incentives; Ord. 13 
EXHIBIT H – P&Z Resolution #03, Series of 2021  
EXHIBIT I – Notes from outreach sessions – April 6 and 7, 2021 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council  

FROM: Ben Anderson, Principal Long-Range Planner 

THROUGH:  Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 

MEMO DATE: April 7, 2021 

MEETING DATE: April 12, 2021 

RE: Work Session Discussion – Proposed Land Use Code 
Amendments – GMQS and Affordable Housing Credits 

REQUEST OF COUNCIL: This work session’s purpose is to review proposed Land Use 
Code amendments related to Policy Resolution #079, Series of 2021 (Exhibit A). These 
amendments reflect the first phase of responses to coordination between the LUC and 
Council’s affordable housing goals.  The proposed amendments would impact the Growth 
Management Quota System and Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits chapters of 
the LUC.  Staff anticipates presenting Ordinances to Council to codify these amendments 
on April 27th (First Reading) and May 11th (Second Reading).   

Direction from Council is desired as staff finalizes the proposed amendments and related 
code language. See Exhibit B for a table outlining the specific questions of Council 
requesting direction.   

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND: 
Following several discussions in work sessions with staff, Council passed Policy 
Resolution #079, Series of 2020 in October of 2020. This resolution (Exhibit A) approved 
pursuit of code amendments in four areas:  

1) Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu – update calculation and methodology for
updating over time.

2) Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program – improvements to provide
clarity and optimize effectiveness of the program.

3) Existing Credits and Incentives within affordable housing mitigation
requirements – bring equity to mitigation requirements across development
types.

4) Multi-family Replacement requirements – clarify and simplify and ensure that
redevelopment scenarios continue to meet community goals and expectations.

Exhibit B - Work Session 
Memo
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Over the last 18 months, with consultant support, staff has held discussions with 
representatives of the development community in evaluating and now proposing code 
amendments in response to the Policy Resolution and the previous discussions with 
Council. 
 
STAFF DISCUSSION: 
This memo covers individually each of the four topic areas outlined above.  Each section 
includes staff recommendations for Council action at the upcoming ordinance hearings 
and questions for Council to answer to inform staff work in preparation for those hearings. 
 
Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu (FIL)      
In 2019 and 2020, staff worked with consultants Julie Herlands of TischlerBise and Tyson 
Smith of White and Smith in the drafting of the Fee-in-Lieu Assessment and 
Recommendations Report.  This study evaluated aspects of Aspen’s affordable housing 
mitigation system and specifically the FIL for legal sufficiency and soundness related to 
previous calculation methodologies. The report provided recommendation for a new 
calculation, using adjusted methodologies. It is essential to note for Council that 
determining a community-specific, legally defensible fee-in-lieu rate is a highly specialized 
exercise rooted in national best practices and clear methodologies.  Staff supported 
industry leading experts in this process and suggests Council accept their 
recommendations. 
 
In Fall of 2020, Julie and Tyson, working with staff began work towards a new calculation 
of the FIL.  The following describes the methodology and resulting proposed update to 
the FIL. 
 
Desired Outcomes: 
 

• Reflective of actual costs and revenues of affordable housing in Aspen’s 
development context.  

• Simple, direct, repeatable. 
• Legally defensible and following best practices in determining impact fees. 
• Identify a total development cost – land, hard and soft construction costs – 

on a per square foot of net livable basis – and by FTE (full-time equivalent). 
• Clear process for annual and 5-year updates. 

 
Projects utilized in determining development costs: 
 
 Construction Costs: 
  Burlingame III (Phase 2B) – estimates at submission of building permit;  
   79 Units, 193 FTEs, City of Aspen 150 Fund 
  802 W. Main – completed project; 10 units, 17.5 FTEs, Public/Private  
  517 Park Circle – completed project; 11 units, 21.25 FTEs, Public/Private 
  488 Castle Creek – completed project; 24 units, 47 FTEs, Public Private 
  210 W. Main – completed project; 8 units, 18 FTEs, Private, AH Credits 
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Land Costs: 
834 W. Hallam – in construction; .15 acre, 7 units, 18.75 FTEs, Private,   

AH Credits 
611 W. Main – Land Use/HP Approvals; .21 acre, 7 units, 14.75 FTEs,  

Private, AH Credits 
802 W. Main – completed project; .21 acre, 10 units, 17.5 FTEs,  

Private/Public 
  517 Park Circle – completed project; .33 acre, 11 units, 21.25 FTEs,  

Public/Private 
  488 Castle Creek – completed project; .82 acre, 24 units, 47 FTEs,  

Public/Private 
1020 E. Cooper – proposed project/under appeal, .10 acre, 12.75 FTE,  

Private, AH Credits 
  Lumberyard – land purchase/planned development; 7.75 acres,  

549 FTEs* City of Aspen 150 Fund    
*FTE density averaged from other projects 

Methodology: 
 

1) Utilizing public sector, private sector, and public/private partnership affordable 
housing projects, staff and the consultant team identified actual land and 
construction (hard and soft) costs for recent projects and land purchases. 
 
2) Costs for both land and construction were analyzed by project to the square foot 
of net livable development and averaged across the projects. Using the Code 
determined calculation of 400 square feet per full time equivalent (FTE) employee, 
a total cost of constructing affordable housing per FTE was identified. 
 
3) Utilizing the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) Guidelines, 
established sales and rental rates by Category and bedroom count were used in a 
calculation to identify the anticipated revenue stream per FTE for completed 
projects.  Two important assumptions were included for the rental revenue stream: 
a) revenue (rental income) was calculated over a 15 year period with a 2% annual 
increase in the rental rate; and b) rental revenue was reduced by 50% to 
acknowledge common maintenance and operations costs. Sales and rental 
revenue were then averaged per FTE, by Category. 
 
4) The per FTE revenue amount for each Category (identified in #3 above) was 
subtracted from the total development cost per FTE (identified in #2 above).  The 
remainder of each calculation subtracting the Category revenue from the total cost 
per FTE results in the Category Fee-in-Lieu schedule above. 
 

Total development cost per FTE  –  Revenue per FTE by category  = 
 

Fee-in-Lieu by Category 
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Calculation Outcomes:  
Note: See Exhibit B for a complete set of tables identifying costs and revenues. 
 

Cost  Per Square Foot – Net Livable Per FTE 
Land $422.00 $168,800.00 
Construction – Soft Costs $186.70 $74,681.92 
Construction – Hard Costs $501.34 $200,535.03 
Total  $1,110 $444,017 

 
Revenue Sales – Per FTE Rental Per FTE AVG. Per FTE 

Category 1 $30,130 $37,763 $33,946 
Category 2 $67,519 $63,530 $65,525 
Category 3 $102,839 $89,780 $96,309 
Category 4 $161,810 $116,433 $139,121 
Category 5 $227,872 $155,378 $191,625 

 

Fee-in-Lieu Costs/FTE Revenues/FTE Proposed FIL 

Category 1 $444,017 $33,946 $410,071 
Category 2 $444,017 $65,525 $378,492 
Category 3 $444,017 $96,309 $347,708 
Category 4 $444,017 $139,121 $304,896 
Category 5 $444,017 $191,625 $252,392 

 
 

Fee-in-Lieu Current FIL 
Adopted 2018 Proposed FIL % Increase 

from 2018        
Category 1 $381,383 $410,071 7.5% 
Category 2 $342,599 $378,492 10.4% 
Category 3 $306,550 $347,708 11.8% 
Category 4 $238,687 $304,896 21.7% 
Category 5 $168,290 $252,392 50.0% 

 
Note: Categories 2 and 4 are highlighted as these are the primary Categories for mitigation 
requirements. The values for Categories 1, 3, and 5 are used primarily for the conversion between 
mitigation requirements or a starting point for the value of AH Credits.   
  
Analysis: 

1. The fee-in-lieu (FIL) was last calculated in 2015 using Burlingame Phase 2A 
and estimates of future projects at 802 W. Main, 488 Castle Creek, 517 Park Circle, 
and Burlingame Phase 2B.  A flat 7% increase across all categories was approved 
by Council in 2018 to arrive at the Current FIL.  The 7% increase was generated 
by an evaluation of the construction cost index from The Engineering News 
Record, as described in the current Land Use Code language.  
 
2. Following the completion of the Fee-in-Lieu Assessment and Recommendations 
Report, staff and the consultant team utilized actual projects costs across private, 
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public, and public/private partnership development.  Additionally, APCHA sales 
and rental rates were both accounted for on the revenue side of the equation.  
Assumptions were made related to rental revenue per FTE – but by averaging per 
FTE revenue between sales and rental revenue – staff is confident that this is a 
sound methodology that accounts for an evaluation of the revenues that would 
come into a project.  
 
3. Staff and the consultant team felt strongly about the inclusion of the Lumberyard 
project within the calculation for land costs.  While of a different scale from the 
other projects and has the effect of reducing the average of the land cost/FTE, it 
is a future project that is in the near horizon and needed to be included. To keep 
consistency, the average density of FTEs across the other projects was applied to 
the Lumberyard to arrive at the estimated number of FTEs.  The resulting number 
was in the ballpark of the project planning that Council has been involved with.   
 
4. The revenue side of the equation is important in that it is what differentiates 
between the Category FILs.  Costs per FTE are fixed across Categories. It is the 
revenue that varies.   
 
5. Categories 2 and 4 are the most important Categories – as these are the 
Categories at which mitigation most typically occurs – Category 2 for single-family 
and duplex residential development and Category 4 for commercial, lodging, and 
multi-family residential development.  Staff does note the difference in the 
significance of the proposed increase between Cat. 2 and Cat. 4.  The difference 
is entirely dependent on APCHA’s sales and rental rates for the Categories.   
 
6.  Land costs per FTE in the proposed methodology remain relatively flat in 
comparison to 2015 (keep in mind that the proposed methodology uses land that 
was all purchased prior to the pandemic-driven real estate market). Construction 
costs per FTE are up by roughly 42% since the 2015 FIL calculation (comparing 
BG 2A – 2015 with BG 2B – 2021). 
 
7.  The FIL is important as a foundation to the GMQS chapter of the LUC.  It has 
implications to the success of the AH Credits program.  It certainly has impacts to 
viability and costs associated with individual development projects.  While all of 
these relationships were in the back of the mind as this proposed methodology 
was being crafted, it must be understood that at the center of this effort was one 
goal: to most accurately and directly understand the costs associated with the 
development of affordable housing. 
 
8. Update methodology. Staff and the consultant team are recommending two 
concrete steps in defining future updates to the FIL calculation.  First, the FIL is 
proposed to be updated annually using the Engineering News Record’s National 
Construction Cost Index.  It is proposed that in the first quarter of each year, staff 
would propose an update using the most recent index.  This would require passage 
of an Ordinance by Council.  Secondly, it is recommended that a new calculation 
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of development costs (land and construction) is completed every five (5) years. 
This full recalculation would include a consideration of any changes to APCHA 
sales and rental figures.  Approval of the updated calculation would similarly 
require approval by Ordinance.     

 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
 1. Adopt the revised Fee-in-Lieu rates by Category.  
 

2. Council will review and consider an annual increase of the FIL utilizing the 
Engineering News Records’ most recent National Construction Index – proposed 
for consideration by Ordinance in the first quarter of each year.   
 
3. FIL will be recalculated every five (5) years utilizing the proposed methodology 
in evaluating actual land acquisitions and recent construction projects as possible.    

 
Questions for council: 
 
 1) Does Council generally support the approach in the proposed methodologies  

for calculation and regular updates to the FIL? 
 
2) Is there any additional information that Council desires for presentation on the 
FIL topic during the consideration of the Ordinance for the amendment? 

 
Improvements to Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program  

 
The Affordable Housing Credits program has been a success. Housing for roughly 110 
FTEs has been completed to date – and more units are in the pipeline under construction 
or in land use review. These units are delivered to the community with no hard cost to the 
City’s 150 Fund and no soft costs to staff time and organizational capacity. In 
conversations with the development community, there are several concerns with the 
program that prevent it from providing the necessary incentives to fully compete with free-
market development.  
 
Two issues are prominent.  First, banks and other financing entities have difficulty 
recognizing the value of Aspen’s AH credits when underwriting project financing.  
Secondly, the value of credits is ultimately dependent on the demand for credits. Short 
and long-term demand from those needing to mitigate for free-market commercial and 
residential development, particularly at any significant quantity, is difficult to predict.  
There may be solutions or improvements to both of these dilemmas, but these would 
likely require significant changes to growth management policies, and City intervention 
into the credit market in ways that the program was initially designed to avoid.  
 
Given the ability of the Credits program to deliver units to the community, there is a 
community interest in ensuring the program works for developers seeking to use it.  The 
proposed amendments to improve the AH Credit program do not resolve these two 
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fundamental issues, but instead, are smaller scale improvements designed to help 
potential projects cross the threshold to viability. To be sure, they are incremental 
adjustments, but hopefully give additional encouragement to the development of AH 
Credits projects. Staff will continue to evaluate the feasibility of addressing the more 
fundamental issues.   
 
Recommended Code Changes: 
 

1) Provide clarity that AH Credits projects can be pursued in conjunction with 
other state or federal incentives for affordable housing development.  
 
The code is unclear about this – and it has been interpreted in the past that an AH 
Credits project could not also pursue programs like the Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC).  While staff does not believe this was an intended interpretation, 
there has been confusion. The code change would simply provide clarity to the 
topic.  As LIHTC and other incentive programs are often directed toward the 
development of units for low income individuals and families – this could have the 
effect of generating more lower Category units through the AH Credits program.   

 
2) Allow for phased issuance of AH certificates to correspond with construction  
phasing.   
 
As proposed, this would allow 30% of approved credits to be issued at completion 
of foundation; 30% at framing/roofing inspection; and 40% at issuance of 
Certificate of Occupancy.  A performance bond or other instrument guaranteeing 
the ability to complete the project would be a necessary condition of pursuing this 
option – but staff has heard that this could be an important tool to help with projects 
that are being self-financed – or financed outside of traditional mechanisms. 
Pursuit of this option would be a choice made by the developer at the time of land 
use review. 
 
3) Multiplier for FTEs generated within a designated historic structure 
 
A few, recent AH Credits projects have been proposed on designated historic 
properties within Victorian-era structures.  Combining the constraints of an existing 
structure that is required to be preserved with limitations on the mass and scale of 
new construction on site – and the additional costs of bringing an old building up 
to current standards, makes these projects challenging.  This proposed change 
would grant a multiplier of 1.2 to the FTEs generated by units within the designated 
structure.  Staff has been presented with a significant range of additional costs 
associated with locating AH units within a designated structure, rather than new 
construction.  A multiplier of 1.2 seems a measure that could add additional 
incentive without fundamentally compromising the relationship of the AH Credits 
program to AH mitigation requirements.  It is important to note that this multiplier 
would only be available to the units within a designated structure – not to units in 
new construction in the same project. 
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Example: Three (3), two (2) bedroom units in a designated historic structure, deed 
restricted at Category 3.  
 
Current Value of Credits:  
3 x 2.25 FTE = 6.75 FTE x $306,550 (Cat 3 FIL) = Approx. Value of $2,069,213 
 
With Multiplier  
6.75 x 1.2 = 8.1 FTE x $306,550 = Approx. Value of $2,480,325 

 
The Multiplier brings roughly $400,000 of additional value to the project’s 
generated AH Credits for the units in the historic structure.  The trade-off is that 
the project would “artificially” create an additional 1.35 FTEs worth of credit – that 
would not actually house employees.  Staff believes this to have minimal and 
limited impact and if it has the effect of allowing a project to proceed that otherwise 
would not, the larger outcome justifies the trade-off.   
 
4) Flexibility for credit issuance in deed-restricting existing free-market, multi-family 
residential development. 
 
One path to generate AH Credits is to improve and then deed-restrict existing free-
market, multi-family residential units. If units are upgraded to meet APCHA 
development standards, AH Credits for this kind of project can be issued using the 
same calculation for FTEs based on bedrooms as new construction. Staff has 
encountered proposed projects where the size of the unit (small) combined with 
bedroom count – could not meet APCHA unit size standards. In this proposal – 
these types of units would rely on the 400 square feet per FTE figure in the LUC 
to generate the possible number of credits – rather than the bedroom count.  This 
would provide clarity when evaluating the potential for credit issuance in existing, 
often older, multi-family developments. 

 
Staff Recommendation: 
 

1)  Adopt the four (4) proposed amendments to the Certificates of Affordable 
Housing Credits program. 
 
2) Continue to study the feasibility of more significant changes to the credits 
program. 

 
Questions for Council:  
 
 1) Does Council support staff’s proposed amendments to the AH Credit program? 
 
 2) Does Council support staff continuing efforts to evaluate possible solutions to 
 underlying, fundamental issues within the credit program?  
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Multi-Family Replacement – Improvements and Updates 
Staff has been working with a consultant team from Design Workshop to do two primary 
things: 1) to respond to some basic confusion that property owners and the development 
community has when working in this section of the code that has been amended multiple 
times over its 30+ year history; and 2) To study the development scenarios that result 
from this policy/regulation – so to better understand the realities of likely development 
outcomes.  
 
From this effort, which is still on-going, staff intends to come forward with what will likely 
be a proposal for significant change to how redevelopment of existing multi-family is dealt 
with in the GMQS chapter of the code.  We are not proposing any significant change at 
this time for the following reasons: 
 

1) This is a very important, and very complex section of the code.  Because of the 
trends in Aspen’s real estate market in the last year, it is becoming even more 
important and complex. Staff wants to make sure that we get any proposed 
changes right. 
 
2) The analysis of the development scenarios – using a new tool that we have 
developed with the consultant team – is showing some things that we expected to 
see, but other outcomes that we did not.  Staff needs to better understand the 
implications of this more clearly before making specific recommendations. 
 
3) This is a topic that will require a robust conversation with the community 
(property owners, the development community, etc.). The gathering and 
communications limitations of this last year have significantly curtailed staff’s ability 
to conduct outreach. Staff followed Pitkin County’s excellent efforts to engage on 
significant proposed changes to their GMQS system. The limitations of the current 
context were shown to be difficult to overcome and that process has been 
postponed by the BOCC. Staff sees changes to multi-family replacement as being 
similar in nature and scope.  We recommend pursuing any proposed changes on 
this topic when staff can provide the community with more normal engagement 
opportunities. 

 
While staff recommends deferring any significant changes to sometime in the second half 
of 2021, we are proposing minor changes to the text of multi-family replacement to clear 
up some misunderstandings and scrivener’s errors from previous amendments which add 
to the confusing nature of the section of the code.  No policy or regulatory changes are 
proposed, only clarification and clean-up of the text. 
 
Staff would also like to present Exhibit C.  This document was created by the consultant 
team to provide a simple illustration of how multi-family replacement actually works 
related to the code requirements.  This will be an important tool as we have conversations 
about potential changes. 
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Staff Recommendation: 
 

1) Adopt minor changes to the multi-family replacement section of the code that 
clarify and clean-up, but do not change policy or regulatory outcomes at this time. 
 
2) With the support of the consultant team – continue to study and evaluate 
development scenarios and potential responses. 
 
3) Return to Council later in 2021 with proposals for substantial policy and 
regulatory changes in support of improved development outcomes and affordable 
housing goals.   

 
Questions for Council: 
 

1) Does Council support staff’s recommendation of a clean-up and clarification of 
multi-family replacement in this round of amendments – and deferring more 
substantial policy and/or regulatory changes until more study can been completed 
and a more robust engagement process can be pursued. 

 
Incentives and Credits within the affordable housing mitigation system 
From previous discussions with Council, staff identified four (4) specific policies to study 
and evaluate as potential amendments.  In summary, these existing credits/incentives 
have the effect of reducing AH mitigation requirements for different development types.  
 

1) Lodge Unit Density and Size Incentive – this reduces the required mitigation of 
a lodge project if a project utilizes land efficiently and provides smaller unit sizes. 
The reduction is on a sliding scale that reduces required mitigation from 65% to as 
low as 10%.  This reduction was part of the conversation related to Lift One Lodge 
and Gorsuch Haus as their mitigation requirements were being evaluated by 
Council.  Both projects were fully code compliant in the required mitigation – but 
both took full advantage of this incentive in significantly reducing mitigation. it is 
important to note that in a lodge scenario this incentive applies to all related uses 
– commercial, residential, etc. in the same project.  
 
2) Existing Lodge Unit Credit – Under current code, in a redevelopment scenario 
that would trigger demolition, the new lodge would receive a credit of units for 
existing against the new unit count – regardless of whether there was ever 
mitigation provided for the existing units. 
 
3) Existing Residential Floor Area Credit – Under current code, a single-family or 
duplex, when redeveloped (triggering demolition), receives a credit for existing 
Floor Area towards the new Floor Area – regardless of whether there was ever 
mitigation provided for the existing unit(s). 
 
4) Exemption for Residential sub-grade area – In residential (primarily single-family 
and duplex) development and redevelopment scenarios, the vast majority of the 
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sub-grade area is exempt from the Floor Area calculations that determine AH 
mitigation requirements. While this issue also intersects with mass and scale 
questions in zone district dimensional limitations, this discussion can be isolated 
to the mitigation context.   

 
Recommended Code Changes: 
At this time staff is recommending the elimination of the Lodge Incentive and Credit (1 
and 2, above), but is recommending deferral to later in 2021 on the Residential Credit 
and Exemption (3 and 4, above). 
 
Lodge Incentive and Credit – Staff recommends that these aspects of the code be 
removed for the following reasons: 
 

1) The mitigation reduction incentive for density and unit size has tended not to 
translate into the lodge outcomes that were desired. Often projects are designed 
within the code language to meet the letter of the regulation, but not necessarily 
the intent. Even if the desired outcomes were fully realized, it seems that 
community and Council desires for affordable housing is now of a higher priority 
than the type of lodge product that is being produced.  
 
2) In the code amendments responding to the 2016 Moratorium, Council removed 
the automatic credit for commercial Net Leasable in redevelopment scenarios.  
Instead, commercial projects need to show that this area was previously mitigated 
before receiving the credit. Staff recommends that lodge uses be consistent with 
other commercial mitigation requirements in this regard.  In an important 
difference, staff does not recommend that mitigation for existing units be phased 
in over time.  Instead redeveloped lodge units would be mitigated at 65%. 
 
3) If a project could show evidence of previous mitigation for existing units, 
consistent with commercial development, the existing credit would be applied. 

 
Residential – Credit for Existing Floor Area and Sub-Grade Exemption 

 
1) Staff, while supportive of the potential changes to residential mitigation is not 
recommending these changes at this time and instead recommends deferral to a 
future process This could be considered in coordination with amendments to multi-
family replacement as described above, and analysis of the affordable housing 
mitigation requirements for other residential uses.     
 
To get a sense of the scale and impact of these possible changes from current 
code, staff offers the following scenario: 
 

• R-6 Zone District – 3,240 square feet of allowable Floor Area. 
• Existing home of 2,900 square feet of Floor Area is proposed for 

demolition. Existing home has no evidence of previously mitigating. 
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• New, proposed home will build to maximum allowable Floor Area and 
will additionally include a 3,000 square foot basement (currently 
exempt). 

 
Current Mitigation Requirements: 

3,240 sf (proposed FA) – 2,900 sf (existing FA) = 340 sf (new FA) 
340 sf = .05 FTE  = $17,130 of Cat. 2 Fee-in-Lieu 

 
 Removal of Existing Floor Area Credit: 
  3,240 sf of FA = .52 FTE = $178,151 of Cat 2 Fee-in-Lieu 
 
 Removal of Sub-Grade Exemption: 
  340 sf of new FA + 3,000 sf of Sub-Grade area = 3,340 of total new FA 
  3,340 sf = .53 FTE = $181,577 of Cat. 2 Fee-in-Lieu 
 

Removal of both Existing Floor Area Credit and Sub-Grade Exemption: 
  3,240 (Above Grade) + 3,000 (Sub-Grade) = 6,240 of new FA 
  6,240 sf = 1.01 FTE = $346,025 of Cat. 2 Fee-in-Lieu 
    

Based on previous conversations with Council, there are numerous reasons to 
support this policy change.  First, this would bring equity in terms of mitigation 
across development types. Second, this would begin to capture the employee 
generation that is occurring in residential development and re-development 
scenarios that is not currently captured.  Third, residential development and 
redevelopment are driving many of the perceptions and real impacts of “growth” 
that have been discussed with Council. These policy changes would be a major 
step toward responding to these issues.  
 
However, staff cannot recommend these changes at this time for the following 
reasons: 
 

• Staff has similar concerns to community engagement limitations discussed 
above related to multi-family replacement.  These would represent major 
changes in how residential development is financially evaluated and 
designed.   

 
• The last residential generation/mitigation study was conducted with current 

code in place.  Staff believes a robust analysis of these potential changes 
related to the previous residential analysis – and perhaps the need for a 
new study to justify these mitigation requirements would be necessary. 

 
• Staff believes that this type of change would need to be connected to clearly 

stated and specific goals related to affordable housing. Similarly, clear 
policy statements about the current impacts of residential development / 
redevelopment to community “growth” patterns would be needed in support 
of these changes. 
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Staff Recommendation: 
 

1) Eliminate the Lodge Unit Size and Density Incentive and Existing Lodge Unit 
Credit. 
 
2) Continue to study and evaluate the justification and impacts of eliminating the 
existing residential floor area credit and sub-grade exemption.  No related code 
changes are proposed at this time.   
 
3) Continue to discuss and build policy around affordable housing and growth 
management goals to provide a basis for future code changes in this area. 

 
Questions for Council: 
 

1)  Does Council support the elimination of the Lodge Unit Size and Density 
Incentive, and Credit for Existing Units as proposed?  
 
2) Does Council support the deferral of consideration of changes to the Credit for 
Existing Residential Floor Area and Sub-Grade Exemption. 
 
3) Does Council support staff continuing to work on providing support and 
justification to these types of code changes?  This would include pursuing the 
expertise of consultant / professional services and additional budget requests 
(Staff has included a Spring Supplemental request for funds to cover the cost of 
this work.). 

 
CONCLUSION:  Dependent on the outcomes of this work session, staff intends to return 
to Council with proposed LUC amendments on the topics described above: 
 
  First Reading: April 27th  
  Second Reading: May 11th 
 
Prior to the review of the Ordinance, staff will be presenting these proposed changes to 
the Planning and Zoning Commission on Tuesday, 4/20; and the APCHA Board on 
Wednesday, 4/21.  Recommendations from these boards to Council will be provided.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  At this time, N/A. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ALTERNATIVES: N/A 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: See above and in Exhibit B.  
 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
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EXHIBITS: 
 
EXHIBIT A – Policy Resolution No. 079, Series of 2020 
EXHIBIT B – Summary Table of Staff Recommendations and Questions for  
                      Council 
EXHIBIT C – Full Tables for Fee-in-Lieu Calculation 
EXHIBIT D – Summary of Current Multi-Family Replacement Requirements  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 
The City of Aspen retained TischlerBise, in partnership with White & Smith Planning and Law Group, to 
calculate an updated Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu (FIL). The updated calculation reflects Phase II of a 
two-phase effort, where Phase I was an evaluation of policy-based and methodological aspects of the 
City’s current program intended to serve as a guide for the Phase II FIL update. Phase I findings are 
provided in the report, Fee-in-Lieu Assessment and Recommendations Report, prepared by White & Smith 
and TischlerBise for the City of Aspen in March 2020.1  
 
This report herein reflects findings from the Phase II effort to update the FIL with a cost-driven approach; 
delineate land, soft costs, and construction costs separately per square foot; and update and project 
revenue streams from sales and rental income from affordable units. Combined, these components are 
used to determine an updated FIL schedule.  
 
Key features of the Phase II analysis are:  
 

• A cost-driven approach to the FIL calculations is used to capture the full costs of construction. The 
update includes costs based on recent and representative housing projects and the City’s share 
of those costs to develop the units. 

• Land acquisition, soft costs, and construction costs are analyzed separately.  
• Costs are determined on a per square foot of net livable area basis, which simplifies the initial 

calculation as well as the annual adjustments. The cost per square foot is converted to a cost per 
full-time equivalent (FTE) employee using applicable factors to determine the FIL.   

• Average estimated revenues are projected from sales and rentals of affordable units and applied 
as offsets in the FIL calculation.  

  

 
1 White & Smith and TischlerBise, Fee-in-Lieu Assessment and Recommendations Report, City Council Review Draft, 
prepared for City of Aspen, March 13, 2020.  
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For annual updates to the FIL schedule, it is recommended that the City of Aspen use the Engineering 
News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI). Specifically, TischlerBise recommends that the City:  
 

• Use the National ENR CCI, rather than a city-specific CCI, which is more susceptible to price 
fluctuations due to localized labor markets, weather, and other trends; and 

• Adjust costs on an annual basis consistently. 
• Update the Fee-in-Lieu Study no later than every five years to account for changes in economic 

and other conditions in the City.   
 

Overview of a Fee in Lieu  
The City of Aspen FIL is used to mitigate affordable housing impacts generated from development. 
Residential and nonresidential development in the City of Aspen is required to mitigate impacts on the 
need for affordable housing, under the Growth Management Quota System (GMQS) chapter of the City 
of Aspen Land Use Code, in one of several ways, including pursuant to a fixed, FIL schedule. Impacts are 
determined by a formula articulated in Chapter 26.470 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, which sets out 
employee generation rates (full time equivalent employees (FTE) per one thousand (1,000) square feet of 
new net developed space) and mitigation requirements. Applying this formula generates the number of 
FTEs required to be mitigated from development.  

The City has decided as a matter of policy to limit FILs to a share of new development’s impact on the 
need for additional employee housing, not in excess of its proportionate impact.  There are three key 
elements the City evaluates to meet this objective: impact, proportionality, and benefit.  
 

• Demonstrate an Impact: New development creates additional demands on some, or all, 
public/capital facilities, including housing. If supply is not increased to satisfy that additional 
demand, the availability of public facilities and affordable housing for the entire community 
deteriorates.  The City of Aspen has determined that new residential and nonresidential 
development creates additional demand for housing that is affordable to the new employees 
that new development brings. 

• Demonstrate Proportionality: The U.S. Supreme Court set out a proportionality standard in 
the Nollan and Dolan cases, decided in 1987 and 1994, respectively. Although these judicial 
standards may not apply to legislatively-adopted, generally-applicable regulatory fees, this 
report establishes proportionality through the procedures used to identify development-
related demand for additional affordable housing.  

• Demonstrate Benefit: Conversely, the City maintains and will continue to maintain 
segregated accounts earmarking FIL revenues, solely for purposes of offsetting the impact to 
the City’s affordable housing stock that new development generates. In addition, the City 
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ensures by ordinance it will expend FIL revenues received in a timely manner to sufficiently 
benefit development that mitigates its housing impacts through payment of the FIL.  

 
This Phase II report addresses the above principles.  
 

Summary of Fee in Lieu (FIL) Calculation 
The FIL calculated here represents the cost per FTE to the City to provide affordable housing in the City of 
Aspen. Figure 1 provides the summary schedule of FIL per FTE.   
 

Figure 1. Summary of Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu  

 

 

  

PROPOSED Fee in Lieu by Category Fee in Lieu per FTE

Category 1 $408,054
Category 2 $376,475
Category 3 $345,691
Category 4 $302,879
Category 5 $250,375

187



DRAFT AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE IN LIEU STUDY 
City of Aspen, Colorado 

 
 
 

 
5 

OVERVIEW OF FEES-IN-LIEU  

Fees-in-lieu are used to mitigate affordable housing impacts from new development. Residential and 
nonresidential development in the City of Aspen is required to mitigate impacts on the need for affordable 
housing, under the City’s Growth Management Quota system, in one of several ways, including pursuant 
to a fixed, FIL schedule. Impacts are determined by a formula articulated in Chapter 26.470 of the City of 
Aspen Land Use Code, which sets out employee generation rates (full time equivalent employees (FTE) 
per one thousand (1,000) square feet of new net developed space) and mitigation requirements. Applying 
this formula generates the number of FTEs required to be mitigated from development.  

Several mitigation options are allowed by the City’s Growth Management Quota System (GMQS), 
including payment of an Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu (FIL).2 The City of Aspen’s FIL has been in place 
since the mid-1980s. To date, payment of FIL is most frequently used by developers mitigating less than 
0.1 of an FTE, likely due to the fact that fee-in-lieu is accepted in this situation by-right, while 
developments creating 0.1 FTE or more may elect to mitigate using fee-in-lieu only by special request to 
the City Council (see § 26.470.110, Land Use Code).3 

 

Current City of Aspen Fee-in-Lieu Program 
The City’s current Fee-in-Lieu program is described thoroughly in the Phase I report, Fee-in-Lieu 
Assessment and Recommendations Report.   

The current methodology and assumptions on which the fee is calculated was a cost-driven approach and 
is summarized in the Growth Management Quota System (GMQS) chapter of the City of Aspen Land Use 
Code. The current FIL schedule was adopted in 2015 and an update was done in 2018 that adjusted the 
FIL schedule for inflation using the Engineering News Record (ENR).  

The amount of the FIL varies by Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) housing unit categories, 
which are established according to household income levels. Current (2020) income target limits are 
shown below in Figure 2. Free-market residential development is expected to mitigate with Category 2 
units (or lower) and commercial development is expected to mitigate with Category 4 units. Category 
designation determines the price at which a unit sells or rents. (See Revenue Analysis section for further 
detail.) 

 
2 See City of Aspen Land Use Code § 26.470.090 for discussion of mitigation options.  
3 For further detail on these aspects of the program, see White & Smith and TischlerBise, Fee-in-Lieu Assessment and 
Recommendations Report, City Council Review Draft, prepared for City of Aspen, March 13, 2020. .   
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Figure 2. APCHA Household Income Target Levels per Housing Category 

 

 

Key Considerations for the FIL Update  
Three key considerations are important to highlight in the FIL update: 

1. Because the intent is for the City to use FIL revenues to build affordable housing, the full costs 
captured in the FIL reflect the estimated costs to the City to deliver affordable housing. 
 

2. The full calculation of the FIL accounts for factors other than costs; for example, revenues that 
will offset some costs. Both costs and revenues are addressed herein. 
 

3. Third, methodologies used to calculate fees-in-lieu generally follow those used for impact fees or 
other one-time regulatory fees with the cost to build the facility or housing units  as the principal 
component, though not the sole component, of the methodology. However, methodologies for 
calculating affordable housing fees-in-lieu vary somewhat, according to the specific circumstances 
of a given community.  
 

The City has decided as a matter of policy to limit FILs to a share of new development’s impact on the 
need for additional employee housing, not in excess of its proportionate impact. There are three key 
elements the City evaluates to meet this objective: impact, proportionality, and benefit. 

• Demonstrate an Impact: New development creates additional demands on some, or all, 
public/capital facilities, including housing. If supply is not increased to satisfy that additional 
demand, the availability of public facilities and affordable housing for the entire community 
deteriorates.  The City of Aspen has determined that new residential and nonresidential 
development creates additional demand for housing that is affordable to the new employees 
that new development brings. 

• Demonstrate Proportionality: The U.S. Supreme Court set out a proportionality standard in 
the Nollan and Dolan cases, decided in 1987 and 1994, respectively.  Although these judicial 
standards may not apply to legislatively-adopted, generally-applicable regulatory fees, this 

APCHA Housing Target Household Income Level AMI Percentage Range
Category 1 Low-Income Below 50% AMI
Category 2 Lower Moderate Income 50.1 - 85% AMI
Category 3 Upper Moderate Income 85.1 - 130% AMI
Category 4 Middle Income 130.1 - 205% AMI
Category 5 and RO Upper Middle Income 205.1 - 240% AMI
AMI = Area Median Income (for Pitkin County)

Source: APCHA Employee Housing Regulations, May 2020
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report establishes proportionality through the procedures used to identify development-
related demand for additional affordable housing.  

• Demonstrate Benefit: Conversely, the City maintains and will continue to maintain 
segregated accounts earmarking FIL revenues, solely for purposes of offsetting the impact the 
City’s affordable housing stock that new development generates. In addition, the City ensures 
by ordinance it will expend FIL revenues received in a timely manner in order to sufficiently 
benefit development that mitigates its housing impacts through payment of the FILs.  

 

In any case, most generally-accepted methodologies in today’s practice use the principles above to guide 
calculation of housing impact fees or fees-in-lieu, regardless of applicable legal standards to legislative, 
regulatory fees.  
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ASPEN FEE-IN-LIEU METHODOLOGY 

The City of Aspen Affordable Housing FIL calculation uses a cost-driven methodology. Components of the 
FIL include land acquisition costs, soft costs and fees, and construction costs.  
 
Figure 3 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the FIL. It is intended to read like an outline, 
with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the FIL components. The FIL is derived from the 
product of the cost per square foot to build affordable housing multiplied by the amount of square feet 
per FTE less projected future revenues generated from rent and sales of affordable units. 
 

Figure 3. Affordable Housing FIL Methodology Chart 

 
  

AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FEE-IN-

LIEU PER FTE

Cost per Square Foot 
to Deliver Affordable 

Housing

Land Cost per Sq. Ft.

Plus Soft Cost per Sq. 
Ft. 

Plus Construction 
Cost per Sq. Ft. 

Multiplied by Square 
Feet of Affordable 
Housing per FTE

Less Revenue 
per FTE
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING FIL COMPONENTS AND COSTS  

The City of Aspen Affordable Housing FIL reflects the cost to the City of Aspen to deliver the affordable 
housing needed to offset new development’s impacts. The components include land acquisition, soft costs 
(pre-development activities such as architecture and engineering; professional services; entitlement fees, 
building permit fees, and other fees; and all other non-construction related costs), and construction costs.  
 

Land Acquisition Costs 
TischlerBise obtained data from the City on land purchases made by both the City and private sector for 
recent affordable housing projects that reflect similar costs the City is expected to incur on future projects. 
These purchases reflect a range of types, sizes, and locations of sites typical for future affordable housing 
projects. The sites below in Figure 4 are used to derive an average cost per square foot used in the FIL 
calculation.  
 

Figure 4. Land Acquisition Costs for Affordable Housing Projects 

 

 
 
As shown, the average cost per square foot for land appropriate for affordable housing is $417. The cost 
factor is derived per net livable square foot using actual project data (and estimated for the future 
Lumberyard project (number 7 above) as plans are currently being developed). This cost factor will be 
applied to net livable square feet of affordable housing per FTE to derive the FIL. Further detail on land 
costs is provided in the Appendix.  
 
  

Property 
No. 

Year 
Purchased

Purchaser Sale Price Acres Gross Sq. Ft.
Net Livable 

Sq. Ft.
$/Net Sq. Ft.

1 2020 Private $2,683,000 0.10 4,379 4,966 $540
2 2019 Private $3,125,000 0.15 6,600 6,499 $481
3 2019 Private $3,200,000 0.21 9,000 7,508 $426
4 2007 City $3,700,000 0.21 9,148 6,800 $544
5 2007 City $4,121,547 0.33 14,375 7,950 $518
6 2007 City $5,371,923 0.82 35,719 17,300 $311
7 2007, 2020 City $29,500,000 10.50 457,380 294,578 $100

AVERAGE (rounded) $417
* Net square footage and FTEs are estimated based on average of the other properties in this data set (64 percent Floor Area Ratio (FAR)). 
Source: City of Aspen
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Soft Costs and Construction Costs 
The next two components in the FIL equation are soft costs and construction costs. Soft costs include such 
items as: architectural and engineering services, plans, and studies; building permit fees; utility connection 
fees; and any other non-construction related expenses that must be incurred to develop or deliver 
affordable housing. Construction costs include all labor and materials for site development and vertical 
construction.  
 
The affordable housing projects used to determine estimated costs include a mix of projects developed 
by the City, private development, and public-private partnerships, which reflect the costs the City would 
incur to deliver the affordable housing needed to meet new development’s demand.   
 
The affordable housing projects used in the analysis are as follows:  

• Burlingame Phase 3: City constructed owner-occupied units. Project is 84,160 net livable 
square feet that includes 79 units, housing 193 FTEs, and anticipated to be completed 2021-
22.  

• 802 West Main Street: Developed by Aspen Housing Partners, a public-private partnership, 
the project includes 10 rental units, 6,800 net livable square feet housing 17.5 FTEs, and is 
complete.  

• 517 Park Circle: Developed by Aspen Housing Partners, a public-private partnership, the 
project includes 11 rental units, 7,950 net livable square feet housing 21.25 FTEs, and is 
complete.  

• 488 Castle Creek: Developed by Aspen Housing Partners, a public-private partnership, the 
project includes 24 rental units, 17,300 net livable square feet housing 47 FTEs, and is 
complete.  

• 210 West Main: Developed by a private developer, the project includes 8 rental units, 7,200 
net livable square feet housing 18 FTEs, and is complete.  
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Figure 5. Soft Costs and Construction Costs for Affordable Housing Projects 

 

 
As shown, average costs for the above recent projects are $187 and $501 per net livable square foot for 
soft costs and construction costs, respectively, resulting a combined total of $688 per square foot.  
 
 

Revenue Analysis  
The sale and rental of affordable units will generate revenues that offset the costs of delivering affordable 
housing. The FIL is reduced by this revenue stream to account for potential double payment from a FIL as 
well as collection of rental income and/or sale proceeds that are available to pay for development of 
housing units. The City anticipates that future affordable housing units will be available both for sale and 
for rent. To accommodate the potential future mix of rental and for sale units, TischlerBise recommends 
projecting revenue by unit category averaging for sale and for rent units. Revenue from the sale of an 
affordable housing unit is a one-time revenue source and can readily be reflected as a one-time offset. 
Revenues from rental units require additional assumptions regarding the amount of rental revenue that 
is available to pay for construction over a specified period of time.  

The first step in the revenue calculation is to document allowable sale prices and rental rates. Maximum 
sale prices and rental rates are set by the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) by category and 
size of unit. Current (2020) APCHA maximum sales and rental rates for deed-restricted units are shown in 
Figure 6. These figures reflect base year gross amounts.  

Project Source Developer
Soft Costs 

and Fees*^
Construction 

Costs^
TOTAL COSTS

Net Livable 
Sq. Ft.

$/Net Sq. Ft. $/Net Sq. Ft. $/Net Sq. Ft.

Burlingame 2B (Phase 3) [1] City $9,993,753 $51,842,596 $61,836,349 84,160 $119 $616 $735
802 West Main [1] PPP $1,676,394 $3,441,020 $5,117,414 6,800 $247 $506 $753
517 Park Circle [1] PPP $1,779,759 $3,465,847 $5,245,606 7,950 $224 $436 $660
488 Castle Creek [1] PPP $3,646,333 $8,204,250 $11,850,584 17,300 $211 $474 $685      
210 West Main [2] Private $961,982 $3,416,151 $4,378,133 7,200 $134 $474 $608        

AVERAGE (rounded) $187 $501 $688
PPP = Public-Private Partnership
* Includes such items as: architectural and engineering services, plans, and studies; building permit fees; utility connection fees; and any other construction-related expenses.
^ In current (2021) dollars. 
[1] Source: City of Aspen
[2] Source: King Louise LLC

Soft Costs 
and Fees

Construction 
Costs

Total Costs
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Figure 6. Maximum Sale Prices and Monthly Rental Rates for Deed-Restricted Housing Units by Category and Size 
per APCHA 

 

The second step in the revenue calculation is to adjust both sales and rental revenue streams to reflect 
the amount of funding available to offset costs to deliver affordable housing. Therefore, the following 
adjustments are necessary.   

• Maximum sale prices are  reduced by two percent to reflect APCHA commission. (In other 
words, 98 percent of the maximum sale price is assumed to be available to offset the cost to 
deliver affordable housing units.) 
 

• Rental revenue is adjusted as follows:  
o Maximum rents are assumed to increase annually by two percent per APCHA over a 

15-year period.  
o Fifty percent of rental income is reserved for ongoing non-construction related 

expenses such as operating and maintenance, utilities, taxes and insurance, reserves, 
administration, and management, and therefore is not available to offset 
construction costs.  

 

Adjusted revenues are shown below in Figure 7. 

MAXIMUM SALES PRICES FOR NEWLY DEED-RESTRICTED OWNERSHIP UNITS (BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT)

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5
Studio $44,000 $100,000 $168,000 $278,000 $394,000
1 Bedroom $56,000 $121,000 $183,000 $297,000 $427,000
2 Bedroom $67,000 $148,000 $217,000 $330,000 $464,000
3 Bedroom $78,000 $182,000 $253,000 $365,000 $494,000

MAXIMUM MONTHLY RENTAL RATES FOR DEED-RESTRICTED RENTAL UNITS (BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT)

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category RO
Studio $531 $947 $1,415 $1,878 $2,575
1 Bedroom $658 $1,112 $1,576 $2,060 $2,754
2 Bedroom $780 $1,278 $1,742 $2,227 $2,920
3 Bedroom $904 $1,429 $1,913 $2,393 $3,089

Source: APCHA Employee Housing Regulations, May 2020
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Figure 7. Estimated Revenue from For Sale and For Rent Units 

 

 

As noted above, a mix of unit types (for sale and for rent) in a range of categories and sizes is anticipated 
to be provided in the future. To determine potential revenue generated by unit category to apply to the 
FIL calculation, averages of sale and rental income per FTE per unit category is averaged. Figure 8 
summarizes average revenues per category per FTE from: 

• For sale units at the top,  
• Rental units in the middle, and  
• Combined averages at the bottom.  

 

For example, for a Category 1 unit, estimated sales revenue of $30,130 per FTE and projected rental 
income of $37,763 per FTE is averaged to project $33,946 per FTE in revenue for a Category 1 unit.  

Figure 8. Estimated Average Revenues by Unit Category 

 

FOR SALE UNITS SALES REVENUES BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT (2020 APCHA Regulations)

Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE
Studio/0 Bedroom 1.25 $43,120 $34,496 $98,000 $78,400 $164,640 $131,712 $272,440 $217,952 $386,120 $308,896
1 Bedroom 1.75 $54,880 $31,360 $118,580 $67,760 $179,340 $102,480 $291,060 $166,320 $418,460 $239,120
2 Bedroom 2.25 $65,660 $29,182 $145,040 $64,462 $212,660 $94,516 $323,400 $143,733 $454,720 $202,098
3 Bedroom 3.00 $76,440 $25,480 $178,360 $59,453 $247,940 $82,647 $357,700 $119,233 $484,120 $161,373

AVERAGE $60,025 $30,130 $134,995 $67,519 $201,145 $102,839 $311,150 $161,810 $435,855 $227,872
* Sale price reduced by 2% to account for APCHA Commission

FOR RENT UNITS RENTAL REVENUE BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT AFTER NON-CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES (2020 APCHA Regulations)

Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE
Studio 1.25 $55,362 $44,290 $98,735 $78,988 $147,529 $118,023 $195,801 $156,641 $268,471 $214,777
1 Bedroom 1.75 $68,603 $39,202 $115,938 $66,250 $164,315 $93,894 $214,777 $122,730 $287,133 $164,076
2 Bedroom 2.25 $81,323 $36,144 $133,245 $59,220 $181,622 $80,721 $232,188 $103,195 $304,441 $135,307
3 Bedroom 3.00 $94,251 $31,417 $148,988 $49,663 $199,450 $66,483 $249,495 $83,165 $322,061 $107,354

AVERAGE $74,885 $37,763 $124,226 $63,530 $173,229 $89,780 $223,065 $116,433 $295,526 $155,378
^ Rental income reflects a 15-year total, increased annually by 2%, and reduced by 50% to reflect non-construction related expenses. 
Sources: APCHA Employee Housing Regulations, May 2020; City of Aspen; TischlerBise calculations. 

FTEs per 
Unit

FTEs per 
Unit

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

FOR SALE UNITS

Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE
AVERAGE $30,130 $67,519 $102,839 $161,810 $227,872

FOR RENT UNITS

Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE Per FTE
AVERAGE $37,763 $63,530 $89,780 $116,433 $155,378

COMBINED FOR SALE AND FOR RENT UNITS

Avg. Per FTE Avg. Per FTE Avg. Per FTE Avg. Per FTE Avg. Per FTE
AVERAGE (rounded) $33,946 $65,525 $96,309 $139,121 $191,625

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5
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Average revenue per FTE (from combined for sale and for rent units) as shown above is subtracted from 
the  total cost per FTE of delivering affordable housing to determine the cost per FTE, which is the resulting 
Fee in Lieu amount.  

 

Occupancy Standards 
Another key component in the FIL calculation is the demand factor—i.e., the amount of square feet per 
FTE generated by new development required to be mitigated. Per the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the 
standard of 400 square feet per FTE is used to convert square footages to number of FTEs housed. Further 
the standard of 400 square feet per FTE is used to derive the FIL per FTE.  

Figure 9. Affordable Housing Minimum Square Feet per Unit Type and Occupancy Standards 

 

  

Unit Type/Size Minimum Sq. Ft.
Occupancy Standard* (Number of 

FTEs Housed/Mitigated)

Studio 500 1.25

1 Bedroom 700 1.75

2 Bedroom 900 2.25

3 Bedroom 1200 3.00

4 or more bedrooms 0.5 per bedroom
* 400 square feet per employee per City of Aspen Land Use Code §26.470.050(F)

FTE = Full-time Equivalent employees

Source: City of Aspen Land Use Code, §26.470.050(D)(Table 4) and §26.470.050(F)
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING INPUT FACTORS AND FIL  

Components used to calculate the Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu are shown in the boxed area at the top 
of Figure 10. The FIL calculation is the sum of the cost components per square foot multiplied by the 
demand factor of 400 square feet per FTE (as cited above). 
 
The middle portion of Figure 10 shows the total cost per FTE to provide affordable housing. This figure is 
calculated by multiplying the total cost per square foot by the square feet per FTE to derive the cost per 
FTE by unit category ($1,105 per square foot x 400 square feet per FTE = $442,000 per FTE). As shown, the 
cost per FTE is the same per unit category.4  
 
To determine the FIL per unit category, revenues per category are subtracted from the total cost as 
described above. This provides the net cost per FTE, the resulting FIL.  
 
For example, for a Category 1 unit:  
 Total cost per FTE:   $442,000  

Minus revenue per FTE:  - $33,946 
 Net Cost or FIL:    $408,054 
 
This is repeated for each unit category.  
 

 
4 For further detail, a 1 bedroom unit, mitigating 1.75 FTEs, is estimated at a cost of $773,500 to deliver.   
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Figure 10. Affordable Housing Fee in Lieu 

 

 

 

  

Cost Component Inputs per Sq. Ft.

Land Cost per Sq. Ft $417
Soft Cost per Sq. Ft. $187
Construction Cost per Sq. Ft. $501
Total Cost per Sq. Ft. $1,105

Sq. Ft. per FTE 400

Cost by Category
Total Cost per 

Category per FTE
Category 1 $442,000
Category 2 $442,000
Category 3 $442,000
Category 4 $442,000
Category 5 $442,000

Average Revenues by Category Revenue per FTE

Category 1 $33,946
Category 2 $65,525
Category 3 $96,309
Category 4 $139,121
Category 5 $191,625

PROPOSED Fee in Lieu by Category Fee in Lieu per FTE

Category 1 $408,054
Category 2 $376,475
Category 3 $345,691
Category 4 $302,879
Category 5 $250,375
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Comparison to Current Impact Fees 
The updated proposed FIL result in an increase in amounts across all categories. Figure 11 shows the 
difference for each unit category when compared to the current FIL schedule.  

Figure 11. Comparison of Proposed and Current Fee-in-Lieu Schedules  

 

 
 
 
 
  

PROPOSED Fee in Lieu by Category Fee in Lieu per FTE

Category 1 $408,054
Category 2 $376,475
Category 3 $345,691
Category 4 $302,879
Category 5 $250,375

CURRENT Fee in Lieu by Category^ Fee in Lieu per FTE

Category 1 $381,383
Category 2 $342,599
Category 3 $306,550
Category 4 $238,687
Category 5 $168,290
Category 6* $142,114
Category 7* $111,438
^ City of Aspen Land Use Code, Chapter 26.470

* Categories 6 and 7 are no longer used. 

Category 1 $26,671
Category 2 $33,876
Category 3 $39,141
Category 4 $64,192
Category 5 $82,085

DIFFERENCE between Proposed and Current FIL per FTE
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IMPLEMENTATION 

 

Annual Updates 
TischlerBise recommends that the City of Aspen annually update the FIL schedule using the Engineering 
News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI).5 This is a reasonable and less burdensome way of 
capturing annual cost changes than tracking individual development project data. Further, it is 
recommended that the National ENR CCI is used, not the city-specific CCI, which is more susceptible to 
price fluctuations due to localized labor markets, weather, and other trends; and that the City makes the 
annual adjustment consistently each year. 

A full update to the Fee-in-Lieu Study is recommended to be done every three to five years to account for 
changes in economic and other conditions in a community. This is standard practice for impact fees and 
other one-time, regulatory fee studies.  

 
  

 
5 ENR provides two main cost indices: Construction Cost Index (CCI) and the Building Cost Index (BCI). Labor 
assumptions vary between the two indices: CCI includes 200 hours of common labor at the 20-city average of 
common labor rates; BCI includes 68.38 hours of skilled labor at the 20-city average rates of bricklayers, carpenters, 
and structural ironworkers. Building materials are the same in both indices.  
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APPENDIX 

Further supporting detail on cost and revenue components is provided in this section.  

Figure 12. Detail on Land Acquisition Costs for Affordable Housing Projects  

 

Figure 13. Detail on Soft Costs and Construction Costs for Affordable Housing Projects 

 

Figure 14. Detail on Revenue by Category and Type of Unit  

 

Property 
No. 

Year 
Purchased

Purchaser Sale Price Acres Gross Sq. Ft.
Net Livable 

Sq. Ft.
Housing 

Units
FTEs $/Net Sq. Ft. $/FTE

Gross 
Sq.Ft./FTE

Net 
Sq.Ft./FTE

1 2020 Private $2,683,000 0.10 4,379 4,966 5 12.75        $540 $210,431 343               389
2 2019 Private $3,125,000 0.15 6,600 6,499 7 18.75        $481 $166,667 352               347
3 2019 Private $3,200,000 0.21 9,000 7,508 7 14.75        $426 $216,949 610               509
4 2007 City $3,700,000 0.21 9,148 6,800 10 17.50        $544 $211,429 523               389
5 2007 City $4,121,547 0.33 14,375 7,950 11 21.25        $518 $193,955 676               374
6 2007 City $5,371,923 0.82 35,719 17,300 24 47.00        $311 $114,296 760               368
7 2007, 2020 City $29,500,000 10.50 457,380 294,578 743.93      $100 $39,654 615               396

AVERAGE (rounded) $417
* Net square footage and FTEs are estimated based on average of the other properties in this data set (64 percent Floor Area Ratio (FAR)). 
Source: City of Aspen

Project Source Developer
Soft Costs 

and Fees*^
Construction 

Costs^
TOTAL COSTS

Housing 
Units

Net Livable 
Sq. Ft.

FTEs $/Net Sq. Ft. $/FTE $/Net Sq. Ft. $/FTE $/Net Sq. Ft. $/FTE

Burlingame 2B (Phase 3) [1] City $9,993,753 $51,842,596 $61,836,349 79 84,160 193.00 $119 $51,781 $616 $268,614 $735 $320,396
802 West Main [1] PPP $1,676,394 $3,441,020 $5,117,414 10 6,800 17.50 $247 $95,794 $506 $196,630 $753 $292,424
517 Park Circle [1] PPP $1,779,759 $3,465,847 $5,245,606 11 7,950 21.25 $224 $83,753 $436 $163,099 $660 $246,852
488 Castle Creek [1] PPP $3,646,333 $8,204,250 $11,850,584 24 17,300 47.00 $211 $77,582 $474 $174,559 $685 $252,140      
210 West Main [2] Private $961,982 $3,416,151 $4,378,133 8 7,200 18.00 $134 $53,443 $474 $189,786 $608 $243,230        

AVERAGE (rounded) $187 $72,471 $501 $198,538 $688 $271,008
PPP = Public-Private Partnership
* Includes such items as: architectural and engineering services, plans, and studies; building permit fees; utility connection fees; and any other construction-related expenses.
^ In current (2021) dollars. 
[1] Source: City of Aspen
[2] Source: King Louise LLC

Soft Costs and Fees Construction Costs Total Costs

FOR SALE UNITS SALES REVENUES BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT (2020 APCHA Regulations)

Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE Sales Price* Per FTE
Studio/0 Bedroom 1.25 $43,120 $34,496 $98,000 $78,400 $164,640 $131,712 $272,440 $217,952 $386,120 $308,896
1 Bedroom 1.75 $54,880 $31,360 $118,580 $67,760 $179,340 $102,480 $291,060 $166,320 $418,460 $239,120
2 Bedroom 2.25 $65,660 $29,182 $145,040 $64,462 $212,660 $94,516 $323,400 $143,733 $454,720 $202,098
3 Bedroom 3.00 $76,440 $25,480 $178,360 $59,453 $247,940 $82,647 $357,700 $119,233 $484,120 $161,373

AVERAGE $60,025 $30,130 $134,995 $67,519 $201,145 $102,839 $311,150 $161,810 $435,855 $227,872
* Sale price reduced by 2% to account for APCHA Commission

FOR RENT UNITS RENTAL REVENUE BY CATEGORY AND SIZE OF UNIT AFTER NON-CONSTRUCTION EXPENSES (2020 APCHA Regulations)

Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE Rental Income^ Per FTE
Studio 1.25 $55,362 $44,290 $98,735 $78,988 $147,529 $118,023 $195,801 $156,641 $268,471 $214,777
1 Bedroom 1.75 $68,603 $39,202 $115,938 $66,250 $164,315 $93,894 $214,777 $122,730 $287,133 $164,076
2 Bedroom 2.25 $81,323 $36,144 $133,245 $59,220 $181,622 $80,721 $232,188 $103,195 $304,441 $135,307
3 Bedroom 3.00 $94,251 $31,417 $148,988 $49,663 $199,450 $66,483 $249,495 $83,165 $322,061 $107,354

AVERAGE $74,885 $37,763 $124,226 $63,530 $173,229 $89,780 $223,065 $116,433 $295,526 $155,378
^ Rental income reflects a 15-year total, increased annually by 2%, and reduced by 50% to reflect non-construction related expenses. 
Sources: APCHA Employee Housing Regulations, May 2020; City of Aspen; TischlerBise calculations. 

COMBINED FOR SALE AND FOR RENT UNITS AVERAGE REVENUE FROM SALES AND RENTAL INCOME

Avg. Revenue Avg. Per FTE Avg. Revenue Avg. Per FTE Avg. Revenue Avg. Per FTE Avg. Revenue Avg. Per FTE Avg. Revenue Avg. Per FTE
Studio $49,241 $39,393 $98,367 $78,694 $156,084 $124,867 $234,121 $187,296 $327,295 $261,836
1 Bedroom $61,742 $35,281 $117,259 $67,005 $171,827 $98,187 $252,918 $144,525 $352,797 $201,598
2 Bedroom $73,492 $32,663 $139,142 $61,841 $197,141 $87,618 $277,794 $123,464 $379,580 $168,702
3 Bedroom $85,346 $28,449 $163,674 $54,558 $223,695 $74,565 $303,598 $101,199 $403,090 $134,363

AVERAGE (rounded) $67,455 $33,946 $129,611 $65,525 $187,187 $96,309 $267,108 $139,121 $365,691 $191,625

FTEs per 
Unit

FTEs per 
Unit

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5
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26.470.050. Calculations 
E. Employee housing fee-in-lieu payment. Whenever a project provides employee housing via a fee-in-
lieu payment, in part or in total, the amount of the payment shall be based upon the following (fee-in-lieu
is only allowed for Categories 1-4, Categories 5-7 is calculated only for use in the Housing Certificates
Program):

Fee-In-Lieu (per FTE):       Category 1: $381,383.31 
Category 2:  $342,599.02 
Category 3: $306,549.65 
Category 4: $238,687.04 
Category 5: $168,289.60 
Category 6: $142,114.19 
Category 7: $111,438.36 

Fee-in-Lieu (per FTE): Category 1: $408,054 
Category 2: $376,475 
Category 3: $345,691 
Category 4: $302,879 
Category 5: $250,375 

Payment shall be calculated on a full-time-equivalent employee (FTE) basis according to the Affordable 
Housing Category designation required by this Title. Unless otherwise stated in this Title or in a 
Development Order, Fee-in-Lieu payments shall be collected by the City of Aspen Building Department 
upon prior to and as a condition of Building Permit issuance.  

The Fee-In-Lieu rates shall be updated every five years and adopted by city council ordinance. During 
intermediate years, The City may choose to update the fee-in-lieu schedule, by ordinance, based on the 
change in the engineering news record inflation index. This 5-year update shall evaluate and include cost 
analysis of new private and public sector affordable housing projects that have been completed or are 
otherwise appropriate since the previous update.  During the intermediate years, Community Development 
staff shall propose to City Council an annual update (in January) to the Fee-in-Lieu schedule via Ordinance, 
utilizing the most recent National Construction Cost Index provided by the Engineering News Record. If 
the annual increase is approved, updated Fee-in-Lieu figures shall be rounded to the nearest dollar.  

The following methodology was used to determine the above fee-in-lieu schedule: The subsidy per FTE 
was calculated by subtracting unit sales revenue per FTE from the total development costs per FTE. Total 
development cost per FTE was determined by using an average of recent City of Aspen projects and 
foreseeable future City of Aspen projects for which land has already been acquired and program/density 
has been deliberated, where in each case actual land costs were used in the calculation. The Program/Density 
projections for future projects were based upon assumptions suitable for the respective neighborhood, 
public outreach, and program/density review by City Council. Development cost calculations included all 
“hard” and “soft” costs associated with development. 

The following methodology (as depicted in a comprehensive report conducted by TischlerBise, Affordable 
Housing Fee-in-Lieu Study, Phase II in Spring of 2021) was used to determine the above Fee-in-Lieu 
schedule:   
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1) Utilizing recent public sector, private sector, and public private partnership affordable housing 
projects, staff and the consultant team identified actual land and construction (hard and soft) costs 
for a number of recent projects and land purchases. 

2) Costs for both land and construction were analyzed by project to the square foot of net livable 
development and averaged across the projects. Using the Code determined calculation of 400 square 
feet per full time equivalent (FTE) employee, a total cost of constructing affordable housing per 
FTE was identified. 

3) Utilizing the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) Guidelines, established sales 
and rental rates by Category and bedroom count were used in a calculation to identify the revenue 
stream per FTE.  Two important assumptions were included for the rental revenue stream: a) revenue 
(rental income) was calculated over a 15 year period with a 2% annual increase in the rental rate; 
and b) rental revenue was reduced by 50% to acknowledge common maintenance and operations 
costs. Sales and Rental Revenue were then averaged per FTE. 

4) The per FTE revenue amount for each Category (identified in #3 above) was subtracted from the 
total development cost per FTE (identified in #2 above).  The remainder of each calculation 
subtracting the Category revenue from the total cost per FTE results in the Category Fee-in-Lieu 
schedule above. 

(Ord. No XX-2021) 
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Chapter 26.540 
CERTIFICATES OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREDIT 

Sections: 
26.540.010 Purpose 
26.540.020 Terminology 
26.540.030 Applicability and prohibitions 
26.540.040 Authority 
26.540.050 Application and fees 
26.540.060 Procedures for establishing a credit 
26.540.070 Review criteria for establishing an affordable housing credit 
26.540.080 Procedures for issuing a certificate of affordable housing credit 
26.540.090 Authority of the certificate 
26.540.100 Transferability of the certificate 
26.540.110 Exchanging category designation of an affordable housing certificate 
26.540.120 Extinguishment and re-issuance of a certificate 
26.540.130 Amendments 
26.540.140 Appeals 

26.540.010 Purpose 
There are two main purposes of this chapter: to encourage the private sector to develop affordable 
housing; and to establish an option for housing mitigation that immediately offsets the impacts of 
development. A Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit is issued to the developer of affordable 
housing that is not required for mitigation. Another entity can purchase such a Certificate and use 
it to satisfy housing mitigation requirements. Establishing this transferable Certificate creates a 
new revenue stream that can make the development of affordable housing more economically 
viable. Establishing this transferable Certificate also establishes an option for mitigation that 
reflects built and occupied affordable housing, thereby offsetting the impacts of development 
before those impacts are felt. This Chapter describes the process for establishing, transferring and 
extinguishing a Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit.  

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1; Ord. No. 34-2015, §1) 

26.540.020 Terminology 
Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit (Credit or Certificate).  A transferable document 
issued by the City of Aspen acknowledging and documenting the voluntary provision of affordable 
housing which is not otherwise required by this Title or by a Development Order issued by the 
City of Aspen. The Certificate documents the Category Designations and number of employees 
housed by the affordable housing.   The Credit is irrevocable and assignable.  A Certificate of 
Affordable Housing Credit is a bearer instrument.  

Establishing a Credit.  The process of the City of Aspen acknowledging the voluntary provision 
of affordable housing through issuance of a transferable Credit. 

Extinguishing a Credit.  The process of the City accepting a Credit to satisfy affordable housing 
requirements of a development. 
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Category Designation.  A classification system used to reflect different sales price and rental rate 
restrictions of affordable housing as set forth in the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority 
Guidelines.   

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.030 Applicability and prohibitions 
A. This Chapter applies to all Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit.  Housing credits may 
only be established from affordable housing created on a voluntary basis and designated at any 
Category with established cash-in-lieu rates in the Housing Guidelines, including the deed-
restriction of unrestricted units (buy-down units).   

1. City of Aspen Housing Credits may be used within the city limits of the City of Aspen as 
provided in this Title, and may be used in other jurisdictions as may be authorized by that 
jurisdiction. City of Aspen Housing Credits may only be established from development 
within the City of Aspen boundaries. 

2. Affordable Housing projects may establish City of Aspen Housing Credits in conjunction 
with other state and federal affordable housing incentive programs, such as, but not limited 
to the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC). 

 
3. A Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit may be sold, assigned, transferred, or 

conveyed.  Transfer shall be evidenced by an assignment of ownership on the actual 
certificate document.  Upon transfer, the new owner may request the Community 
Development Director re-issue the Credit Certificate acknowledging the new owner. 

4. The market for Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit is unrestricted and the City shall 
not prescribe or guarantee the monetary value of a Credit. 

5. The Community Development Director shall establish policies and procedures for the 
printing of certificates, their safe-keeping, issuance, re-issuance, record-keeping, and 
extinguishments. 

6. Projects seeking approval to develop affordable housing in exchange for Certificates of 
Affordable Housing Credit may be subject to additional reviews pursuant to this Title. 

7. Fractional units are eligible for the establishment of Housing Credits if deed restricted as 
for-sale or are subject to an agreement with the City requiring the unit to be permanently 
deed restricted.  For example, if a development project is required to mitigate 2.4 FTEs and 
is proposing on-site units that house 3 FTEs, the additional 0.6 FTEs proposed that are not 
required for mitigation are eligible for establishment as a Certificate of Affordable Housing 
Credit. 

8. Any affordable housing units created for the establishment of Housing Credits, including 
fractions thereof, which are part of a mixed-use building shall be deed restrict as for-sale.  
Units that are part of a 100% affordable housing project may be for-rent. 

B. This Chapter does not apply to the following: 
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1. Affordable housing created to address an obligation of a Development Order or which is 
otherwise required by this Title to mitigate the impacts of development.   

2. Affordable housing units created prior to the adoption of Ordinance No. 6, Series of 2010.   

3. Affordable housing units developed by, or in association with: the City of Aspen, Pitkin 
County, the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority, or similar government or non-
governmental organization (NGO) that receives public funds for the purpose of building 
affordable housing.  

4. Dormitory units. 

5. The creation of voluntary affordable housing units deed restricted at a Category which a 
cash-in-lieu rate has not been established in the Housing Guidelines.  

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1; Ord. No. 34-2015, §2) (Ord. No. XX-2021) 

26.540.040 Authority 
The Planning and Zoning Commission, in accordance with the procedures, standards and 
limitations of this Chapter and of Chapter 26.304, Common Development Review Procedures, 
shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny an application for the establishment of a Certificate 
of Affordable Housing Credit. 

The Community Development Director, in accordance with the procedures, standards and 
limitations of this Chapter and of Section 26.304, Common Development Review Procedures, is 
authorized to issue, re-issue, exchange Category designations, and extinguish a Certificate of 
Affordable Housing Credit.   

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.050 Application 
All applications shall include the information required under Chapter 26.304, Common 
Development Review Procedures. In addition, all applications must also include the following 
information. 

1. The net livable square footage of each unit and proposed number of bedrooms. 

2. If applicable, the conditions under which reductions from net minimum livable square footage 
requirements are requested according to Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines and 
a copy of the recommendation from APCHA related to the units. 

2.3.Proposed Category designation for each unit 

3.4.Proposed Category Designation of sale or rental restriction for each unit. This should include 
and conditions that APCHA will require related to either the sale and/or rental of the units  
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5. Proposed employees housed by the affordable housing units in increments of no less than one-
one-hundredth (.01) according to Section 26.470.100050.D2 – Employees Housed.(Table 4, FTEs 
Housed) 

6.. For projects approved by the Historic Preservation Commission that include affordable housing 
units within a designated structure, provide a calculation for the Credits generated within the 
designated structure that includes a multiplier of 1.2 x the employees housed per paragraph 5, 
immediately above.  This multiplier recognizes the additional costs related to preservation efforts 
of designated structures.  The multiplier does not apply to units/Credits established in non-historic 
structures in the same project. 
 
7. For projects that are converting (without demolition) existing free-market (single family, duplex, 
or multi-family) units into Category, deed-restricted units for the purpose of establishing 
affordable housing credits, the application shall additionally contain the following: 
 

a. Recommendation from APCHA that identifies the development standards for a project 
or unit being accepted into a deed restriction by APCHA.  The application should 
specifically reference APCHA’s evaluation of the property and any necessary 
improvements to the property necessary to meet APCHA requirements.  Eventual issuance 
of credits will be conditioned on fulfilling the identified development requirements. 

 
b. A precise evaluation, conducted by an architect or other qualified party that identifies   
the existing net livable area of the unit is required.  If a unit is below APCHA’s minimum    
net livable area based on the number of bedrooms (as established by APHCA’s      
Guidelines), a 400 square feet per FTE calculation will be utilized instead of the bedroom  

4. count, in determining the number of Credits that will be generated by the project. 
 

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) (Ord. No. XX-2021) 

26.540.060 Procedures for establishing an affordable housing credit 
A development application to establish a certificate of Affordable Housing Credit shall be 
reviewed pursuant to the Common Development Review Procedures set forth at Chapter 26.304, 
and the following procedures and standards.  The City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission 
shall review a recommendation from the Community Development Director and shall approve, 
approve with conditions, or deny an application to establish Certificates of Affordable Housing 
Credit.  This requires a one-step process as follows:   

A. Step One – Review before the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

1. Purpose:  To determine if the application meets the standards for authorizing establishment 
of a Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit 

2. Process:  The Planning and Zoning Commission shall approve, approve with conditions, 
or deny the application after considering the recommendation of the Community 
Development Director. 

3. Standards of review:  26.540.070 
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4. Form of decision:  Planning and Zoning Commission decision shall be by resolution.  The 
resolution may include a description or diagram of the affordable housing. 

5. Notice requirements: The requirements of 26.212.060 shall apply.  No public hearing 
notice is required. 

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.070 Review criteria for establishing an affordable housing credit 
An Affordable Housing Credit may be established by the Planning and Zoning Commission if all 
of the following criteria are met.  The proposed units do not need to be constructed prior to this 
review. 

A. The proposed affordable housing unit(s) comply with the review standards of Section 
26.470.0870.4(a-d).D.7.a-g 

B. The affordable housing unit(s) are not an obligation of a Development Order and are not 
otherwise required by this Title to mitigate the impacts of development.  

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.080 Procedure for issuing a certificate of affordable housing credit 
Once the Planning and Zoning Commission has approved an Affordable Housing Credit through 
adoption of a Resolution, and a Certificate of Occupancy has been issued for the affordable housing 
unit(s), the Community Development Director shall issue a Certificate of Affordable Housing 
Credit in a form prescribed by the Director.   

A. The Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit shall include the following information: 

A. The Planning and Zoning Resolution approving the establishment of Affordable Housing 
Credits for a project shall identify one of two possible paths for the eventual issuance of established 
credits: 
 
1.  Upon completion of the project and the presentation of a Certificate of Occupancy and APCHA 
deed restriction for the completed affordable units, 100% of the approved Certificates shall be 
issued in a form prescribed by the Community Development Director; or,  
 
2. Upon presentation of a performance bond, letter of credit, or other financial instrument 
acceptable to the City Attorney in guaranteeing the eventual completion of the project, a project 
developer will receive phased issuance of Affordable Housing Credits per the following schedule: 
 

• 30% of approved Credits at completion of Foundation inspection  
• 30% of approved Credits at completion of Framing / Roofing inspection  
• 40% of approved Credits at presentation of Certificate of Occupancy and the 

APCHA deed restriction 
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3.  The bond, letter of credit, or other financial instrument shall be presented and reviewed with 
the submission of the building permit and will be for an amount of 100 % of the total project 
valuation. 
 
4.  Approval of phased issuance of Affordable Housing Credits must be included in the Planning 
and Zoning Commission Resolution. No phased issuance shall occur until the City Attorney has 
reviewed and approved the provided financial instrument.  
 
5.  If phased issuance is approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission Resolution and the 
project developer determines ultimately not to pursue the phased issuance, Credits will be issued 
per Paragraph 1 at the time of the completed project. 
 
B. Upon successful completion of the requirements of Paragraph 1 or 2 above, the issued 
Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit shall include the following information: 
 

1. A number of the Certificate in chronological order of their issuance. 

2. Parcel identification number, legal address and the street address of the affordable housing. 

3. The Category Designation and number of employees housed by the affordable housing 
units, according to Section 26.470.100.2 – Employees Housed, in increments of no less 
than one-one-hundredths (.01).  

(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1; Ord. No. 34-2015, §3) (Ord. No. XX-2021) 

 
26.540.090 Authority of the Certificate 
The Certificate may be utilized in whole or in part, including fractions of an FTE no less than .01 
FTE, to satisfy affordable housing mitigation requirements in accordance with other applicable 
sections of this Title.  
(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.100 Transferability of the certificate 
A. A Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit may be sold, assigned, transferred, or conveyed in 
whole or in part, in increments no less than one-one-hundredth (.01). Transfer of Title shall be 
evidenced by an assignment of ownership on the actual certificate document. Upon transfer, the 
new owner may request the City re-issue the Certificate acknowledging the new owner. Re-
issuance shall not require re-review by the Planning and Zoning Commission.  

B. The sale, assignment, conveyance or other transfer or change in ownership of a Certificate of 
Affordable Housing Credit shall be recorded in the real estate records of the Pitkin County Clerk 
and Recorder and must be reported by the grantor to the City of Aspen Community Development 
Department within five (5) days of such transfer.  The report of such transfer shall disclose the 
Certificate number, the grantor, the grantee and the total value of the consideration paid for the 
Certificate.  Failure to timely or accurately report such transfer shall not render the Credit void. 

C. The market for Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit is unrestricted and the City shall not 
prescribe or guarantee the monetary value of a Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit. 
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(Ord. No. 6-2010, §5; Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.110 Converting category designation of an affordable housing certificate 
Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit represent a number of employees housed at a specific 
Category designation.  Projects seeking extinguishment of a Credit to satisfy affordable housing 
mitigation standards of this Title may have a different Category Designation requirement than an 
existing Certificate represents.  This section sets forth a process to convert a Certificate of a certain 
Category Designation for a Certificate of a different Category Designation. This process amends 
the number of employees housed to create an equivalency.  This Section relies on the Affordable 
Housing Dedication Fees (aka Fee-in-Lieu) stated in the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority 
Guidelines, as are amended from time to time.  

To convert a Certificate of a certain Category Designation for a Certificate of a different Category 
Designation, the following steps are necessary: 

Step 1. Multiply the employees housed stated on the existing Certificate by the per 
employee Fee-in-Lieu fee for the Category Designation as stated in the APCHA 
Guidelines.   

Step 2. Divide the resulting number from step 1 by the Fee-in-Lieu fee for the Category 
Designation of the proposed Certificate. 

The resulting number from step 2 shall be the employees housed for the proposed Certificate.  The 
Community Development Director shall re-issue a Certificate using this number of employees 
housed and specifying the proposed Category Designation. 

Example:  An owner of a Category 3 Certificate wishes to exchange the Certificate for a 
Category 2 Certificate.  The existing Certificate states 2.25 employees housed. 

Step 1. Employees housed multiplied by Category 3 per-FTE Fee-in-Lieu.  
2.25 X $217,567 = $489,525.75 
Step 2. Number from step 1 divided by Category 2 per-FTE Fee-in-Lieu.  
$489,525.75 / $230,583 = 2.12 

In this example, the Community Development Director would re-issue a Certificate stating 
2.12 employees housed and a Category 2 designation.  Please note that the Aspen/Pitkin 
County Housing Authority Fee-in-Lieu rates change from time to time.  The rates used for this 
calculation shall be those in effect upon request for conversion.     

The conversion of a Certificate’s Category Designation shall be approved by the Community 
Development Director and shall not require additional review by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission.   

(Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.120 Extinguishment and Re-Issuance of a Certificate 
E. Unless otherwise stated in a Development Order, extinguishing all or part of a Certificate of 
Affordable Housing Credit shall occur prior to issuance of a Building Permit for the development 
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for which the housing mitigation is required. Extinguishment shall be evidenced by an assignment 
of ownership on the actual certificate document to “the City of Aspen for extinguishment.” 

B. Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit may be extinguished to satisfy affordable housing 
requirements of this Title if the Community Development Director finds the following standards 
met: 

1. All other necessary approvals for the proposed development, as required by this Title, have 
been obtained and the applicant has submitted the necessary information, pursuant to 
Section 26.304.075, Building Permit. 

2. The applicant has submitted authentic Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit in the 
number and Category Designation required for the development. 

3. The Certificate owner has assigned ownership of the Certificates to “the City of Aspen for 
extinguishment.”   

C. When all of a Certificate is extinguished, the city shall void the Certificate.  When part of a 
Certificate is extinguished, the city shall issue a Certificate citing the remaining FTEs in 
increments of no less than .01 of employees housed. 

(Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.130 Amendments 
Amendments to an affordable housing project that occur during additional review(s) required by 
this Title or other amendments which do not change the essential nature of the project may be 
approved by the Community Development Director.  Revisions to the number or Category 
Designation of the affordable housing units and Credit Certificates to be issued shall be reflected 
in a revised development order.   

Revisions to the number or Category Designation of the affordable housing units and Credit 
Certificates to be issued, proposed after all approvals are granted, shall require re-review pursuant 
to the standards and procedures of this Chapter.      

(Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 

26.540.140 Appeals 
An applicant aggrieved by a determination made by the Community Development Director or 
Planning and Zoning Commission, pursuant to this Chapter, may appeal the decision to the City 
Council, pursuant to the procedures and standards of Chapter 26.316, Appeals. 

(Ord. No. 32-2012, §1) 
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26.470.100        Planning and Zoning Commission applications. 

D. Demolition or redevelopment of multi-family housing.  The City's neighborhoods have traditionally
been comprised of a mix of housing types, including those affordable by its working residents.  However,
because of Aspen's attractiveness as a resort environment and because of the physical constraints of the
upper Roaring Fork Valley, there is constant pressure for the redevelopment of dwellings currently
providing resident housing for tourist and second-home use.  Such redevelopment results in the
displacement of individuals and families who are an integral part of the Aspen work force.  Given the
extremely high cost of and demand for market-rate housing, resident housing opportunities for displaced
working residents, which are now minimal, will continue to decrease.

Preservation of the housing inventory and provision of dispersed housing opportunities in Aspen have been 
long-standing planning goals of the community.  Achievement of these goals will serve to promote a 
socially and economically balanced community, limit the number of individuals who face a long and 
sometimes dangerous commute on State Highway 82, reduce the air pollution effects of commuting and 
prevent exclusion of working residents from the City's neighborhoods. 

The Aspen Area Community Plan established a goal that affordable housing for working residents be 
provided by both the public and private sectors.  The City and the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority 
have provided affordable housing both within and adjacent to the City limits.  The private sector has also 
provided affordable housing.  Nevertheless, as a result of the replacement of resident housing with second 
homes and tourist accommodations and the steady increase in the size of the workforce required to assure 
the continued viability of Aspen area businesses and the City's tourist-based economy, the City has found 
it necessary, in concert with other regulations, to adopt limitations on the combining, demolition or 
conversion of existing multi-family housing in order to minimize the displacement of working residents, to 
ensure that the private sector maintains its role in the provision of resident housing and to prevent a housing 
shortfall from occurring. 

The combining, demolition (see definition of demolition.), conversion, or redevelopment of multi-family 
housing shall be approved, approved with conditions or denied by the Planning and Zoning Commission 
based on compliance with the following requirements (see definition of demolition.): 

1. Requirements for combining, demolishing, converting or redeveloping free-market multi-family
housing units:  Only one (1) of the following two (3) options is required to be met when
combining, demolishing, converting or redeveloping a free-market multi-family residential
property.  To ensure the continued vitality of the community and a critical mass of local working
residents, no net loss of density (total number of units) between the existing development and
proposed development shall be allowed.

a. One-hundred-percent replacement.  In the event of the demolition of free-market multi-
family housing, the applicant shall have the option to construct replacement housing
consisting of no less than one hundred percent (100%) of the number of units, bedrooms and
net livable area demolished.  The replacement units shall be deed-restricted as resident
occupied (RO) affordable housing, pursuant to the Guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County
Housing Authority.  In summary, this option replaces the demolished free-market units with
an equal number of units, bedrooms and net livable area of deed-restricted, Resident
Occupied (RO) development. An applicant may choose to provide the mitigation units at a
lower category designation.  Each replacement unit shall be approved pursuant to Subsection 
CD, Affordable housing, of this Section.
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When this one-hundred-percent standard is accomplished, the remaining development on 
the site may be free-market residential development with no additional affordable housing 
mitigation required as long as there is no increase in the number of free-market residential 
units on the parcel.  Free-market units in excess of the total number originally on the parcel 
shall be reviewed pursuant to Section 26.470.110, subsection HJ or KI, Residential 
Development – sixty (60%) or seventy (70%) percent affordable as required. 

 
b. Fifty-percent replacement.  In the event of the demolition of free-market multi-family 

housing and replacement of less than one hundred percent (100%) of the number of previous 
units, bedrooms or net livable area as described above, the applicant shall be required to 
construct affordable housing consisting of no less than fifty percent (50%) of the number of 
units, bedrooms and the net livable area demolished.  The replacement units shall be deed-
restricted as Category 4 housing, pursuant to the guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County 
Housing Authority.  In summary, this option  replaces the free-market units – with 50% of 
the new units, bedrooms and net livable area allowed as free market units and 50% of the 
new units, bedrooms and net livable area required as deed-restricted, Category 4, affordable 
housing units.   An applicant may choose to provide mitigation units at a lower category 
designation.  Each replacement unit shall be approved pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.100.CD, 
Affordable housing. 

 
When this fifty-percent standard is accomplished, the remaining development on the site 
may be free-market residential development as long as additional affordable housing 
mitigation is provided pursuant to Section 26.470.080 – General Requirements, and there is 
no increase in the number of free-market residential units on the parcel.  Free-market units 
in excess of the total number originally on the parcel shall be reviewed pursuant to Section 
26.470.100, subsection HJ or IK, Residential Development – sixty (60%)  or seventy (70%) 
percent affordable as required. 

 
c. One-hundred percent affordable housing replacement. When one-hundred-percent of the 

free-market multi-family housing units are demolished and are solely replaced with deed-
restricted affordable housing units on a site that are not required for mitigation purposes, 
including any net additional dwelling units, pursuant to Section 26.470.110.D, Affordable 
Housing; all of the units in the redevelopment are eligible for a Certificate of Affordable 
Housing Credit, pursuant to Section 26.540 Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit. Any 
remaining unused free market residential development rights shall be vacated.  

 
2. Requirements for demolishing deed-restricted, affordable multi-family housing units:  In the 

event a project proposes to demolish or replace existing deed-restricted affordable housing units, 
the redevelopment may increase or decrease the number of units, bedrooms or net livable area 
such that there is no decrease in the total number of employees housed by the existing units.  
The overall number of replacement units, unit sizes, bedrooms and category of the units shall 
comply with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines. 

 
3. Location requirement.  Multi-family replacement units, both free-market and affordable, shall 

be developed on the same site on which demolition has occurred, unless the owner shall 
demonstrate and the Planning and Zoning Commission determines that replacement of the units 
on site would be in conflict with the parcel's zoning or would be an inappropriate solution due 
to the site's physical constraints. 
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When either of the above circumstances result, the owner shall replace the maximum number of 
units on site which the Planning and Zoning Commission determines that the site can 
accommodate and may replace the remaining units off site, at a location determined acceptable 
to the Planning and Zoning Commission, or may replace the units by extinguishing the requisite 
number of affordable housing credits, pursuant to Sec. 26.540, Certificates of Affordable 
Housing Credit.   

 
When calculating the number of credits that must be extinguished, the most restrictive 
replacement measure shall apply.  For example, for an applicant proposing to replace one 1,000 
square foot three-bedroom unit at the 50% rate using credits, the following calculations shall be 
used: 

 
• 50% of 1,000 square feet = 500 square feet to be replaced.  At the Code mandated rate of 1 

FTE per 400 square feet of net livable area, this requires 1.25 credits to be extinguished; or 
 

• A three-bedroom unit = 3.0 FTE’s.  50% of 3.0 FTE’s = 1.50 credits to be extinguished.   
 

Therefore, the applicant must extinguish 1.50 credits to replace a three-bedroom unit at the 50% 
rate.  The credits to be extinguished would be Category 4 credits. 
2.  

 
3.4.Fractional unit requirement.  When the affordable housing replacement requirement of this 

Section involves a fraction of a unit, fee-in-lieu may be provided only upon the review and 
approval of the City Council, to meet the fractional requirement only, pursuant to Paragraph 
26.470.110.C, Provision of required affordable housing via a fee-in-lieu payment. 
 

4.1.Location requirement.  Multi-family replacement units, both free-market and affordable, shall 
be developed on the same site on which demolition has occurred, unless the owner shall 
demonstrate and the Planning and Zoning Commission determines that replacement of the units 
on site would be in conflict with the parcel's zoning or would be an inappropriate solution due 
to the site's physical constraints. 

When either of the above circumstances result, the owner shall replace the maximum number of 
units on site which the Planning and Zoning Commission determines that the site can 
accommodate and may replace the remaining units off site, at a location determined acceptable 
to the Planning and Zoning Commission, or may replace the units by extinguishing the requisite 
number of affordable housing credits, pursuant to Sec. 26.540, Certificates of Affordable 
Housing Credit.   

 
When calculating the number of credits that must be extinguished, the most restrictive 
replacement measure shall apply.  For example, for an applicant proposing to replace one 1,000 
square foot three-bedroom unit at the 50% rate using credits, the following calculations shall be 
used: 

 
• 50% of 1,000 square feet = 500 square feet to be replaced.  At the Code mandated rate of 1 

FTE per 400 square feet of net livable area, this requires 1.25 credits to be extinguished; or 
 

• A three-bedroom unit = 3.0 FTE’s.  50% of 3.0 FTE’s = 1.50 credits to be extinguished.   
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Therefore, the applicant must extinguish 1.50 credits to replace a three-bedroom unit at the 50% 
rate.  The credits to be extinguished would be Category 4 credits. 
 

5. Timing requirement.  Any replacement units required to be deed-restricted as affordable housing 
shall be issued a certificate of occupancy, according to the Building Department, and be 
available for occupancy at the same time as, or prior to, any redeveloped free-market units, 
regardless of whether the replacement units are built on site or off site. 
 

6. Redevelopment agreement.  The applicant and the City shall enter into a redevelopment 
agreement that specifies the manner in which the applicant shall adhere to the approvals granted 
pursuant to this Section and penalties for noncompliance.  The agreement shall be recorded 
before an application for a demolition permit may be accepted by the City. 
 

7. Growth management allotments.  The existing number of free-market residential units, prior to 
demolition, may be replaced exempt from growth management, provided that the units conform 
to the provisions of this Section.  The redevelopment credits shall not be transferable separate 
from the property unless permitted as described above in Subparagraph 4, Location requirement. 
 

8. Exemptions.  The Community Development Director shall exempt from the procedures and 
requirements of this Section the following types of development involving Multi-Family 
Housing Units.  An exemption from these replacement requirements shall not exempt a 
development from compliance with any other provisions of this Title: 
8.  
a. The replacement of Multi-Family Housing Units after non-willful demolition such as a 

flood, fire, or other natural catastrophe, civil commotion, or similar event not purposefully 
caused by the land owner. The Community Development Director may require 
documentation be provided by the landowner to confirm the damage to the building was in-
fact non-willful.  

 
To be exempted, the replacement development shall be an exact replacement of the previous  
number of units, bedrooms, and square footage and in the same configuration.  The  
Community Development Director may approve exceptions to this exact replacement 
requirement to accommodate changes necessary to meet current building codes; improve 
accessibility; to conform to zoning, design standards, or other regulatory requirements of 
the City; or, to provide other architectural or site planning improvements that have no 
substantial effect on the use or program of the development.  (Also see Chapter 26.312 – 
Nonconformities.)  Substantive changes to the development shall not be exempted from this 
Section and shall be reviewed as a willful change pursuant to the procedures and 
requirements of this Section. 

  
b. The demolition of Multi-Family Housing Units by order of a public agency including, but 

not limited to, the City of Aspen for reasons of preserving the life, health, safety, or general 
welfare of the public. 
b.   

c. The demolition, combining, conversion, replacement, or redevelopment of Multi-Family 
Housing Units which have been used exclusively as tourist accommodations or by non-
working residents.  The Community Development Director may require occupancy records, 
leases, affidavits, or other documentation to the satisfaction of the Director to demonstrate 
that the unit(s) has never housed a working resident.  All other requirements of this Title 
shall still apply including zoning, growth management, and building codes.) 
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c.   
d. The demolition, combining, conversion, replacement, or redevelopment of Multi-Family 

Housing Units which were illegally created (also known as “Bandit Units”).   Any 
improvements associated with Bandit Units shall be required to conform to current 
requirements of this Title including zoning, growth management, and building codes.   
Replaced or redeveloped Bandit Units shall be deed restricted as Resident Occupied 
affordable housing, pursuant to the Guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing 
Authority. 
d.   

e. Any development action involving demising walls or floors/ceilings necessary for the 
normal upkeep, maintenance, or remodeling of adjacent Multi-Family Housing Units. 
e.   

f. A change order to an issued and active building permit that proposes to exceed the 
limitations of remodeling/demolition to rebuild portions of a structure which, in the opinion 
of the Community Development Director, should be rebuilt for structural, safety, 
accessibility, or significant energy efficiency reasons first realized during construction, 
which were not known and could not have been reasonably predicted prior to construction, 
and which cause no or minimal changes to the exterior dimensions and character of the 
building.  

 

Formatted: Indent: Left:  1.06",  No bullets or
numbering

Formatted: Indent: Left:  1.06",  No bullets or
numbering

Formatted: Indent: Left:  1.06",  No bullets or
numbering

217



26.470.050. Calculations. 
A. General.  Whenever employee housing or fee-in-lieu is required to mitigate for employees
generated by a development, there shall be an analysis and credit for employee generation of the
existing project, prior to redevelopment, and an employee generation analysis of the proposed
development.  The employee mitigation requirement shall be based upon the incremental employee 
generation difference between the existing development and the proposed development.  Unless
otherwise exempted by this Chapter, the employee mitigation requirement shall be based upon the
total employee generation of the proposed development.  Except for the conversion between
residential and lodge uses outlined in Section 26.470.140, Reconstruction limitations, cCredits are 
not given for changes between the land use categories outlined in Table 1.  For instance, a change
in use from commercial net leasable area to free-market residential units does not generate a credit.

B. Employee generation rates.  Table 3 establishes the employee generation rates are the result
of the Employee Generation Study, an analysis sponsored by the City during the fall and winter of
2012 considering the actual employment requirements of over one hundred (100) Aspen
businesses.  This study is available at the Community Development Department.  Employee
generation is quantified as full-time equivalents (FTEs) per one thousand (1,000) square feet of
net leasable space or per lodge bedroom.

Table 3, Employee Generation Rates 

Zone District 
Employees Generated per 1,000 Square 
Feet of Net Leasable Space 

Commercial Core (CC) 
Commercial (C-1) 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 
Commercial Lodge (CL) commercial space 
Lodge (L) commercial space 
Lodge Preservation (LP) commercial space 
Lodge Overlay (LO) commercial space 
Ski Base (SKI) commercial space 

4.7 

Mixed-Use (MU) 3.6 
Service Commercial Industrial (S/C/I) 3.9 
Public1 5.1 
Lodge Preservation (LP) lodge units .3 per lodging bedroom 
Lodge (L), Commercial Lodge (CL), Ski Base 
(SKI) and other zone district lodge units 

.6 per lodging bedroom 

1 For the Public Zone, the study evaluated only office-type public uses, and this 
number should not be considered typical for other non-office public facilities.  Hence, 
each Essential Public Facility proposal shall be evaluated for actual employee 
generation. 

Each use within a mixed-use building shall require a separate calculation to be added to the total 
for the project.  For commercial net leasable space within basement or upper floors, the rates 
quoted above shall be reduced by twenty-five percent (25%) for the purpose of calculating total 
employee generation.  This reduction shall not apply to lodge units. 

Exhibit G - Ord.13 Redlines 
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For lodging projects with flexible unit configurations, also known as "lock-off units," each separate 
"key" or rentable division shall constitute a unit for the purposes of this Section, such that 
employee generation is assessed on the configuration with the most number of rentable units.  
Timeshare units and exempt timeshare units are considered lodging projects for the purposes of 
determining employee generation.  Free-market residential units included in a lodge development 
and which may be rented to the general public as a lodge unit, shall be counted as a lodge key in 
the calculation of employee generation. 
 

A. Employee generation review.  All essential public facilities shall be reviewed by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission to determine employee generation, pursuant to Section 
26.470.110D.  In addition, any applicant who believes the employee generation rate is 
different than that outlined herein may request an employee generation review with the 
Planning and Zoning Commission during a duly noticed public hearing, pursuant to Section 
26.304.060.E.  In establishing employee generation, the Planning and Zoning Commission 
shall consider 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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26.470.070 Exempt development. 
The following types of development shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter.  
Development exempt from growth management shall not be considered exempt from other 
chapters of the Land Use Code.  Where applicable, exemptions are cumulative. 
 
 
G. Remodeling or replacement of existing lodge development.  Remodeling or replacement of  

existing lodge buildings and portions thereof shall be exempt from the provisions of growth 
management, provided that demolition is not triggered, no additional net leasable square footage 
or lodge units are created, and there is no change in use.  However, reduction of lodging units shall 
require approval pursuant to Section 26.470.110(F).  If redevelopment involves an expansion of 
the number of or size of individual lodge units, only the replacement of existing lodge units/keys 
shall be exempt.  Existing, prior to demolition, net leasable square footage and lodge units shall be 
documented by the City Zoning Officer prior to demolition.   Also see definition of demolition, 
Section 26.104.100. 
 
H.G. Special events.  Special events permitted by the City shall be exempt from this Chapter. 

 
I.H. Accessory dwelling units and carriage houses.  The development of accessory dwelling 

units 

(ADUs) and carriage houses shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter but subject to the 
provisions of Chapter 26.520, Accessory Dwelling Units and Carriage Houses. 
 
J.I. Retractable canopies and trellis structures.  Trellis structures and retractable canopies 

appended to a commercial or lodging structure shall be exempt from growth management provided 
that:  a) there is no expansion of floor area; and b) the canopy or trellis structure is not enclosed 
by walls, screens, windows or other enclosures.  Awnings shall be exempt from this Chapter. 
 
K.J. Public infrastructure.  The development of public infrastructure such as roads, bridges, 

waterways, utilities and associated poles, wires, conduits, drains, hydrants and similar items 
considered essential services shall be exempt from growth management.  Essential public facilities 
shall not be exempt and shall be reviewed pursuant to Section 26.470.110.D, Essential public 
facilities. (Also see definition of essential services, Section 26.104.100) 
 
(Ord. No. 6, 2019, §4) 
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26.470.080. General Review Standards. 
All Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council applications for growth management 
review shall comply with the following standards.   
 
A. Sufficient Allotments: Sufficient growth management allotments are available to  
accommodate the proposed development, pursuant to Subsection 26.470.040.B.  Applications for 
multi-year development allotment, pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.110.A shall be required to meet 
this standard for the growth management years from which the allotments are requested. 

 
B. Development Conformance: The proposed development conforms to the requirements and  
limitations of this Title, of the zone district or a site specific development plan, any adopted 
regulatory master plan, as well as any previous approvals, including the Conceptual Historic 
Preservation Commission approval, the Conceptual Commercial Design Review approval and the 
Planned Development – Project Review approval, as applicable. 

 
C. Public Infrastructure and Facilities.  The proposed development shall upgrade public  
infrastructure and facilities necessary to serve the project.  Improvements shall be at the sole costs 
of the developer. Public infrastructure includes, but is not limited to, water supply, sewage 
treatment, energy and communication utilities, drainage control, fire and police protection, solid 
waste disposal, parking and road and transit services. 

 
D. Affordable Housing Mitigation.   

1) For commercial development, sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by 
the additional commercial net leasable space, according to Section 26.470.050.B, 
Employee generation rates, shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable 
housing.   

 
2) For lodge development, sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by the 

additional lodge pillows, according to Section 26.470.050.B, Employee generation 
rates, shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable housing.  For the 
redevelopment or expansion of existing lodge uses, see section 26.470.100.H. G. 

 
3) For the redevelopment of existing commercial net leasable space that did not previously 

mitigate (see Section 26.470.070.F), the mitigation requirements for affordable housing 
shall be phased at 15% beginning in 2017, and by 3% each year thereafter until 65% is 
reached, as follows: 
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Development Order applied for during 
calendar year - 

Mitigation required  
(percent of employees generated by the existing 
space that has previously not mitigated) 

2017 15% 

2018 18% 

2019 21% 

2020 24% 

2021 27% 

2022 30% 

2023 33% 

2024 36% 

2025 39% 

2026 42% 

2027 45% 

2028 48% 

2029 51% 

2030 54% 

2031 57% 

2032 60% 

2033 63% 

2034 65% 

 
4) Unless otherwise exempted in this chapter, when a change in use between development 

categories is proposed, the employee mitigation shall be based on the use the 
development is converting to.  For instance, if a commercial space is being converted 
to lodge units, the mitigation shall be based on the requirements for lodge space, 
outlined in subsection 2, above.  Conversely, if lodge units are being converted to 
commercial space, the mitigation shall be based on the requirements for commercial 
space, outlined in subsections 1 and 3, above. 
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5) For free-market residential development, affordable housing net livable area shall be 
provided in an amount equal to at least thirty percent (30%) of the additional free-
market residential net livable area. 

 
6) For essential public facility development, mitigation shall be determined based on 

Section 26.470.110.D.   

 
7) For all affordable housing units that are being provided as mitigation pursuant to this 

chapter or for the creation of a Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit pursuant to 
Chapter 26.540, or for any other reason: 

 
a. The proposed units comply with the Guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County 

Housing Authority, as amended.  

b. Required affordable housing may be provided through a mix of methods outlined 
in this chapter, including newly built units, buy down units, certificates of 
affordable housing credit, or cash-in-lieu. 

c. Affordable housing that is in the form of newly built units or buy-down units shall 
be located on the same parcel as the proposed development or located off-site 
within the City limits.  Units outside the City limits may be accepted as mitigation 
by the City Council, pursuant to Section 26.470.110.B.  When off-site units within 
City limits are proposed, all requisite approvals shall be obtained prior to approval 
of the growth management application. 

d. Affordable housing mitigation in the form of a Certificate of Affordable Housing 
Credit, pursuant to Chapter 26.540, shall be extinguished pursuant to Section 
26.540.120, Extinguishment and Re-Issuance of a Certificate, utilizing the 
calculations in Section 26.470.050.F, Employee/Square Footage Conversion.  

e. If the total mitigation requirement for a project is less than .25 FTEs, a cash-in-lieu 
payment may be made by right.  If the total mitigation requirement for a project is 
.25 or more FTEs, a cash-in-lieu payment shall require City Council approval, 
pursuant to Section 26.470.110.C.   

f. Affordable housing units shall be approved pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.100.D, 
Affordable housing, and be restricted to a Category 4 rate as defined in the 
Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines, as amended.  An applicant 
may choose to provide mitigation units at a lower category designation.   

g. Each unit provided shall be designed such that the finished floor level of fifty 
percent (50%) or more of the unit's net livable area is at or above natural or finished 
grade, whichever is higher. This dimensional requirement may be varied through 
Special Review, Pursuant to Chapter 26.430 
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8) Affordable housing units that are being provided absent a requirement ("voluntary 

units") may be deed-restricted at any level of affordability, including residential 
occupied (RO).  

 
(Ord. No. 12, 2019, §2 & 3) 
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26.470.100 Planning and Zoning Commission applications. 
… 
G. Expansion or new lodge development.  The expansion of an existing lodge, the 

redevelopment of existing lodge which meets the definition of demolition, or the development 
of a new lodge shall be approved, approved with conditions or denied by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission based on the following criteria: 

Sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by the lodge, timeshare lodge, exempt 
timeshare units, and associated commercial development, according to Paragraph 
26.470.050.B, Employee generation, shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable 
housing.  Free-market residential units included in a lodge development and which may be 
rented to the general public as a lodge unit shall be considered lodge units and mitigated 
through the provision of affordable housing in accordance with this section.  Affordable 
housing units provided shall be approved pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.100.D, Affordable 
housing. 
 

1) If the project contains a minimum of one (1) lodge unit per five hundred (500) square  
feet of lot area, the following affordable housing mitigation standards shall apply: 
a. Affordable housing net livable area equaling a percentage, as defined in the unit 

size table below, of the additional free-market residential net livable area shall be 
mitigated through the provision of affordable housing. 

b. A percentage, as defined in the table below, of the employees generated by the 
additional lodge, timeshare lodge, exempt timeshare units and associated 
commercial development, according to Paragraph 26.470.100.A.1, Employee 
generation, shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable housing. 

 

Average Net Livable Area 
of Lodge Units Being 
Added to the Parcel 

Affordable Housing Net 
Livable Area Required 
(Percentage of Free-Market 
Net Livable Area) 

Percentage of Employee 
Generation Requiring the 
Provision of Mitigation 

600 square feet or greater 30% 65% 

500 square feet 30% 40% 
400 square feet 20% 20% 

300 square feet or smaller 10% 10% 

 
When the average unit size falls between the square-footage categories, the required 
affordable housing shall be determined by interpolating the above schedule.  For 
example, a lodge project with an average unit size of four hundred fifty (450) square 
feet shall be required to provide mitigation for thirty percent (30%) of the 
employees generated. 

 
2)   If the project contains less than one (1) lodge unit per five hundred (500) square feet 

of lot area, the following affordable housing mitigation standards shall apply: 
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i. Affordable housing net livable area equaling thirty percent (30%) of the 
additional free-market residential net livable area shall be mitigated through 
the provision of affordable housing. 

ii. Sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by the additional 
lodge, timeshare lodge, exempt timeshare units and associated commercial 
development, according to Paragraph 26.470.050.B, Employee generation, 
shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable housing. 

 
3) New or redeveloped Boutique Lodges, or the conversion of lodge, residential or commercial 
uses to boutique lodge is subject to the mitigation standards for commercial uses as provided for 
in section 26.470.080.D.1 and 3. 
 
(Ord. No. 6, 2019, §6; Ord. No. 12, 2019, §8, §9, §10) 
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RESOLUTION NO. 03  

(SERIES OF 2021) 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL BY CITY COUNCIL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
TO THE LAND USE CODE IN CHAPTERS 26.470, GROWTH MANNAGEMENT 
QUOTA SYSTEM AND 26.540, CERTIFICATES OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
CREDITS.    
 

WHEREAS, the Community Development Department has held multiple work sessions 
with City Council on the topic of coordination of the Land Use Code and Council’s affordable 
housing goals; and, 

 

 WHEREAS, on October 13, 2020, City Council passed Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020, approving initiation of code amendments; and, 
 

WHEREAS, Community Development staff engaged professional consultant support and 
conducted research, including interviews and outreach with members of the development 
community in evaluation of the directives of the Policy Resolution, and,   

 WHEREAS, Community Development staff are proposing specific amendments to the 
Land Use Code; and, 
   

WHEREAS, at a duly noticed public hearing on April 20, 2021, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission considered the proposed code amendments, and by a six-zero (6-0) approves 
Resolution No. 03, Series of 2021, recommending approval of the proposed amendments. 

   
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO THAT: 
 
Section 1: Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu 
Planning and Zoning Commission recommends a Land Use Code Amendment to Chapter 26.470 
that: 

a.  Establishes a recalculated Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu for Categories 1-5, as proposed; 
and,  
b.  Provides for an annual update utilizing the Engineering News Record National 
Construction Cost Index; and, 
c.  Provides direction for a full cost recalculation of affordable housing costs and revenues 
every five years. 

 
Section 2: Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits  
Planning and Zoning Commission recommends a Land Use Code Amendment to Chapter 26.540 
that: 

a.  Clarifies that projects can pursue Aspen’s Affordable Housing Credits in conjunction with 
state and federal affordable housing development incentives, such as the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC); and, 
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b.  Allows an option for approved AH Credits to be issued in phases in coordination with the 
phases of the construction of the project.  If pursued, 30% would be issued at completion of 
foundation inspection, 30% at completion of framing inspection, and 40% at Certificate of 
Occupancy. A bond or other approved financial instrument would be necessary to ensure 
completion of the project; and,  
c.  Applies a 1.2 multiplier to AH Credits generated within a designated historic structure, and  
d. Clarifies the number credits issued in the conversion of free-market multi-family units to 
deed-restricted units when bedroom count and APCHA minimum unit sizes do not align.  This 
method would utilize 400 square feet per FTE to determine Credits issued. 

 
Section 3: Incentives and Credits granted to Lodge development in calculating affordable 
housing mitigation 
Planning and Zoning Commission recommends a Land Use Code Amendment to Chapter 26.470 
that: 

a.  Removes the affordable housing mitigation incentive for Lodge Unit Size and Density; 
and,  
b.  Removes the credit for existing lodge rooms in redevelopment scenarios, unless evidence 
is provided that the lodge rooms were previously mitigated. 

 
Section 4:  Multi-family Replacement 
Planning and Zoning Commission recommends a Land Use Code Amendment to Chapter 26.470 
that: 

a. Cleans up, reorganizes, and clarifies the existing code, but does not make any policy or 
regulatory changes, at this time. 

 
Section 5:  Additional Recommendation 
Further, Planning and Zoning Commission strongly encourages City Council to direct staff to identify 
policy and code responses to the underlying issues within the Certificates of Affordable Housing 
Credits program that prevent it from being as successful as possible.   
 
Section 6: 
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 7: 
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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FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this 20th day of April, 2021. 
 
Approved as to form:     Approved as to content:    
 
 
_________________________   ______________________________ 
Katharine Johnson, Assistant City Attorney Spencer McKnight, Chair   
   
Attest: 
 
 
_______________________________  
Cindy Klob, Records Manager    
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GMQS / Credits Outreach meeting 
April 6, Noon 

Rally Dupps noted the proposed changes in calcs seem to be based on real data, particularly Cat. 2.  It’s beneficial 
to have 35-36 years of data.  Eye opening. What is the right category for standard mitigation?  Maybe it should be 
less than Cat. 4.   

Ben said that thought went into the Categories being different based on what was generating the impact; 
commercial vs. residential.  Would require new analysis to shift this. 

Amos Underwood asked- what is the idea behind Fee-in-Lieu? 

Ben- attitudes about FIL. started to change when credits were put in place.  Became less desirable to accept 
FIL. FIL. is a necessary option for small projects. Used as a baseline for the value of credits.  We need the numbers 
to convert various affordable housing mitigation options between one category and another. 

Jean Coulter asked about the transparency of tracking credits to help clarify the market?  The info that is available 
doesn’t feel super current. 

Ben mentioned that more clarity on the market might be reassuring to banks being asked to provide financing 
based on value of credits.   

Amos asked whether there will be any changes to the City’s credits.  Ben clarified that the City doesn’t receive any 
credits for AH projects it develops.  The City has in some instances banked mitigation they did on one property to 
count for mitigation on a future unrelated project.   

Linda Manning asked if Multi-family housing replacement improvements will stay on the front burner.  Ben said 
yes.  Second half of 2021. 

Adam Roy asked when additional credit program improvements will proceed.  He’d like to see it happen soon. 

Ben mentioned other models for creation of affordable housing, such as a public entity land-banking and then 
issuing RFPs for development. 

Rally asked if we are thinking about multi-family housing replacement and credits having a carrot and stick 
association?  Ben said that we recognize that tweaks to MF replacement requires thinking through the possible 
negative consequences.  Relationships are complex. 

Ben noted that this is basically the presentation going to Council on April 12th. 

EXHIBIT H - Notes from Outreach Sessions 
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GMQS / Credits Outreach meeting 
April 7, 4:30 

Topic/Purpose: 
1. Main Purpose: Provide detailed info on code amendments – resulting from city council direction
2. Ancillary: Council discussions – high level discussion regarding future code changes.

Staff approach: take it slow, realize (covid-19) context, evaluate holistically, understand the impacts. 
Proposed updates: 

1. Fee-in-lieu update
2. Improvements to AH credits
3. Elimination of lodge incentives and credits – AH mitigation
4. Clean up MF replacement – no policy or regulation changes

#3 - Pete fornell – example of W Aspen is a good example vs. lift 1 corridor. W Aspen mitigated for 2 employees. 
Mitch: flip side – remembering why lift 1 couldn’t be redeveloped as a lodge 
Fee-in-Lieu 

Mitch: the City grossly overpaid for these land costs. City isn’t good at negotiating. Pete F: bring in valuation for 
his project (what address??) matter of public record, $2 mil. 1020 E Cooper was bought specifially to develop AH – 
good data, most recent purchase. Ben – that’s why we kept it in there, value still valid. Mitch – city paid double for 
lumbar yard. Pete F. agrees. 

Pete F: See the hard numbers – need to consider other things. Factor two items in: “convenience factor” for 
anyone who attempts to use cash-in-lieu; need legit profit for private sector person building these things, not 
break even. Ben: topic explored, we conveyed that info and peter did also. Main issue is ability for COA to develop 
affordable housing. Credits program from an impact fee perspective – consultant team was uncomfortable 
building in profit.  
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Pete: private developers can’t compete with COA developing. Mitch: way to maintain having profit as a factor to 
be reasonable.– recognize real value of actually building units from the private sector side. Ben – hard to build in a 
defensible rate of return. Mitch: they just need some sort of logic, doesn’t need to be 1:1 because government 
gets the benefit of the doubt in the legal system. Ben – this is a challenge. Fair point. Mitch: people struggled with 
TDRs, now they are understood.  
Ted: washing out profit pool = washing out voluntary building of AH. Pete and Ted wouldn’t do it again. Credits 
program has a lot of possibility and has a lot of room for improvement.  
Pete: somehow have to “beat”. Mitch: solution - cash in lieu based on calculation, actually building development 
gets some sort of multiplier. Pete: option - need to ask to use cash in lieu instead of just assuming they can use it. 
Pete: when you go to building dept for a estimate they give a developer a dollar amount. This is a huge issue – 
need to calculate into FTEs. 

Pete: this screen is what troubles me the most. Cat 2 increase vs. Cat 5. Obviously going to build cat 4, subsidies 
are higher with this change for lower categories when that should be incentivized not higher categories. 
Fundamental point of disagreement – can’t be thinking about things like that. This is about calculating the amount 
that it costs to build affordable housing. What Pete brought up is about policy. City can’t contemplate “looking 
good” etc. Mitch – these are crazy numbers, city rarely builds more than cat 1 or 2 and the numbers are based off 
of city projects. Pete: incentivizing building at cat 5. Mitch: hard to rationalize vast increases. What about 
normalized increase taking average vs. 7.5% vs. 50% Ben – again, this is about building the housing. City has been 
building housing across these categories – burlingame is 3 & 4. Lumber yard 1-4. Fair points, all fairly debatable. 
Numbers from APCHA guidelines drove some of this thinking. Pete – bringing up assett changing categories to 
change subsidies. Stan Clauson – one sided conversation from developers of AH. Non- AH developers want the 
lowest number possible. Pete – these fees get passed on to the final buyer of the real estate – it won’t impact 
developers. 

Mitch – do number 1 as an info update not an ordinance every year. Number 2 do as an ordinance. Since it’s 
sitting in the code it needs to be by ordinance. Ted guy: concern with using national numbers. We use la-la land. 
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Our costs/incomes have nothing to do with national numbers. Maybe ok for every 5 years, we really need to do 
this based off of local data. Ben – the better info we have the better. Hard to get local numbers. Pete – gap 
analysis in 2012 used entirely local development numbers. 2012 numbers are higher than in 2020 in some 
instances. National numbers just don’t work. People were scared of the gap analysis and that’s why they threw it 
out. Numbers from 9 years ago are higher than what we are using now. 

#3 - Pete: what do you mean by 1.2 multiplier? Ben – example: if it was a historic resource then 1 FTE = 1.2 FTE. 
Pete: MU, RMF, RMFA – allowance for floor area increase through special review. How about the zone district 
language changes – 100% affordable housing + historic resource = higher FAR. Staff open to zone district code 
changes. Also requires HP code changes. 
 Pete – only project he has seen that was given the bonus by HPC in the past 10 years is mesa store spec house. 
Why is it there if it isn’t used? Mitch – good note for the future – development of affordable housing should be 
given priority for special review for the FAR increase. Mitch – a way to address losing incentive to use AH projects 
– allow 100% credit projects the FTE multiplier. Give more credits than project houses. Particularly for MF? Mitch
– sure. Multiplier would help. Pete – point 1 – clarifying that they could get fed. Tax credits as well as AH
certificates – need to restate that public projects and private/public projects are not allowed to get the fed tax
credits.

Mitch – don’t want to debate. Misguided in many ways. Scrape & replace lift 1 vs. keeping tyrolean and pouring 
money into it to update it. There should be some sort of incentive to help keep the tyrolean the tyrolean. If you 
raise it so high that no one will do the project it’s misguided – differentiate between high end re-development vs. 
maintaining the lodge inventory. 65% becomes 0% when you raise it too much. 

Ted: I’ve said this before – hot button for me. MF as currently written is essentially a taking and is illegal. (if demo 
then have to rebuild at 50% ah) 
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Need to fully understand the tentacles of MF replacement. 

Pete – point that stan made in defense of developers. Should be looked at like a tap fee. Can’t there be some 
addition that if the property already mitigated then they have to mitigate twice? That isn’t what is being 
proposed, just want to throw it out there. Pete – great for certificate holder, seems unfair to property owners. It’s 
like the change we made for commercial change we made post moratorium – if you can prove you mitigated then 
you don’t mitigate again. Mitch – even if they never mitigated then need to look at overall impact of change 
(doesn’t support). 

Mitch – seems to be large lack of doing simple math in the GMQS/AH discussion. Pete agrees. Mitch – it doesn’t 
make sense, looking at increasing the population 3 fold – is that what actually is wanted? Ben – agrees that it is a 
layer cake. Mitch – AH goals are saying that they want 300% growth rate. Goes to point #1 – AACP update. 2022 
AACP conversation. We’ve been directed to look at AACP and zone district standards. 

Stan Clauson – we heard from ah credit development colleagues, they want to push prices up to help them, 
makes sense for them. Other hand – strong possibility that with other code changes this could shut down 
development and AH credit folks may have one last shot but it would be unfortunate to just shut the community 
down. Other question – RFP out for _______(acronym acronym) analysis. Addendum about applying it to Lift1 
area. What can you tell me about them? Urban Redevelopment authority and downtown redevelopment 
authority. Ben – not familiar with them. Stan – maybe the long range planner should know about them.. I can 
send you them. Mitch – something to do with re-doing infrastructure etc. Stan – URA is much more encompassing 
program than just infrastructure. Starting to erode silos in city but clearly not enough. Mitch- wasn’t trying to 
debate. Ben – appreciates conversation and perspectives are essential.  
Peter Grenney – I hope there is a lot of outreach, hopefully we have a lot of interest in town but learning about it 
is over a lot of people’s heads. Listening to the debate is helpful for those trying to learn. Mitch – reason why 
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PitCo code amendment stalled was lack of outreach – didn’t notify caucus groups. Did do some – maybe not 
targeted at the right people and launched at the wrong time without working in the context.  
Mitch – finally at public hearing 200+ people talked about not knowing anything about it. Difficult time to do it – 
that’s why we are taking this approach. Mitch – doing a good job.  
Pete F – off subject. Got to do something with building departments fee estimates. Need some sort of asterisk 
about dollar amount. One of the biggest misunderstandings – huge barrier for everyone to overcome. Minimum 
of asterisk, preferable to do calculation in credits but if that can’t happen need the asterisk.  
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From: Theodore Guy
To: Ben Anderson
Subject: Today"s Presentation
Date: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:04:08 AM
Attachments: tedshortsig.pdf

Thanks to you and your team, you have addressed a lot of complex issues in relatively quick time.

There were a couple of misconceptions that I think need to be corrected.  The concept behind the
Fee-In-Lieu is not to reward developers or subsidize single family homes, its sole purpose is to
represent the subsidy needed to  build housing for one FTE.  IT is the difference between the
APCHA/community restrictions and the real cost to construct the units.

I am concerned about the use of 50% of revenue as the costs of operations and  management.  I
would think that is closer to 25%.  I am also concerned that you are combining sales and rental data,
that is like comparing a cow and a water buffalo.  They are not the same.

Another thought is that the minimum area for category one and two units per FTE are smaller than
those of Category three and four.

Finally the goal of the affordable housing markets to house people.  Using phantom credits is the
wrong way to reward difficult or more difficult redevelopments.

I look forward to downloading the agenda packet for the council on Friday and will follow this
through the next six weeks or so.

Ted
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Theodore K Guy  AIA  PE
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EXHIBIT B – Review Criteria – Adoption 
 
26.310.050  Amendments to the Land Use Code Standards of review - Adoption. 
In reviewing an application to amend the text of this Title, per Section 26.310.020(B)(3), Step Three – 
Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall consider: 

A. Whether the proposed amendment is in conflict with any applicable portions of this Title. 

Together, these ordinances seek to improve clarity within the Code, provide necessary updates to the 
Fee-in-Lieu, and respond to policy directives from City Council in their efforts to improve 
coordination of the Land Use Code with affordable housing goals.  Staff does not find any conflict 
between the proposed amendments and other provisions of this Title.   

B. Whether the proposed amendment achieves the policy, community goal, or objective cited as 
reasons for the code amendment or achieves other public policy objectives. 

City Council has made clear the desire to continue long-standing community efforts to improve the 
growth management quota system (GMQS) and other applicable sections of the Land Use Code in 
support of affordable housing development.  Together these proposed amendments bring clarity to 
the code and to generation and mitigation requirements; and improve the affordable housing credits 
program.  In staff’s view they respond to clearly stated policy objectives.   

C. Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with the community character of the City and is in 
harmony with the public interest and the purpose and intent of this Title. 

The basis of these code amendments is Council’s desire to continue to better align the Land Use 
Code and clearly stated objectives from the AACP (Aspen Area Community Plan).  Staff finds the 
proposed amendments to be fully compatible with community character and public interest 
discussions as Aspen continues to evolve.   
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Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu Increase
Page 1 of 4

ORDINANCE NO. 10
   (SERIES OF 2021)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL AMENDING CITY OF ASPEN 
LAND USE CODE SECTION 26.470.050.E – CALCULATIONS; TO ADOPT A NEW 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING MITIGATION FEE-IN-LIEU RATE SCHEDULE AND 

METHODOLOGY FOR REGULAR UPDATES.

WHEREAS, pursuant to chapter 26.470, Growth Management Quota System, of the City 
of Aspen Municipal Code, applicants may, under conditions specified by the Chapter, pay fees to 
satisfy requirements to provide affordable or employee housing; and, 

WHEREAS, in 2019 and 2020 Community Development Staff worked with consultants 
White and Smith Planning Law Group and TischlerBise in the drafting of the Affordable Housing 
Fee-in-Lieu Study, Phase I, a study that provided recommendations for improving the 
methodology in calculating and updating the Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu; and, 

WHEREAS, Land Use Code Section 26.470.050(E), Calculations - Employee housing fee-
in-lieu payment; prescribes that the Fee-In-Lieu rates shall be updated every five years and adopted 
by city council ordinance, and that during intermediate years, the City may choose to update the 
fee-in-lieu schedule, by ordinance, based on the change in the engineering news record inflation 
index; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to prior resolutions and ordinances of the City, the City Council has 
historically established these fees, referred to in Chapter 26.470 as an affordable housing impact 
fee, affordable housing mitigation fees, and cash-in-lieu payments; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), the City of Aspen conducted Public 
Outreach through various work sessions with Council, and discussions with members of the 
development community; and,  

WHEREAS, on October 13, 2020, City Council passed Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020, approving initiation of code amendments; and,

WHEREAS, The City is electing to enact a new fee-in-lieu schedule and methodology for 
update utilizing calculations and recommendation provided in the Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu 
Study, Phase II, completed in April of 2021 by White and Smith Planning and Law Group and 
TischlerBise, 

WHEREAS, Community Development staff provided outreach opportunities and held 
discussion with the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority and the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and received formal recommendation from Planning and Zoning Commission in 
Resolution # XX, Series of 2021; and, 
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WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds that this Ordinance furthers and is necessary for 
the promotion of public health, safety, and welfare; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO THAT:

Section 1:  Section 26.470.050.E shall be rescinded and readopted as follows:

26.470.050. Calculations 
E.  Employee housing fee-in-lieu payment. Whenever a project provides employee housing via 
a fee-in-lieu payment, in part or in total, the amount of the payment shall be based upon the 
following (fee-in-lieu is only allowed for Categories 1-4, Category 5 is included for any necessary 
conversions between affordable housing unit types or for the purpose of conversions in the value 
of Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits):

Fee-in-Lieu (per FTE):
Category 1: $408,054
Category 2: $376,475
Category 3: $345,691
Category 4: $302,879
Category 5: $250,375

Payment shall be calculated on a full-time-equivalent employee (FTE) basis according to the 
Affordable Housing Category designation required by this Title. Unless otherwise stated in this 
Title or in a Development Order, Fee-in-Lieu payments shall be collected by the City of Aspen 
Building Department prior to and as a condition of Building Permit issuance. 

The Fee-In-Lieu rates shall be updated every five years and adopted by city council ordinance.
This 5-year update shall evaluate and include cost analysis of new private and public sector 
affordable housing projects that have been completed or are otherwise appropriate since the 
previous update.  During the intermediate years, Community Development staff shall propose to 
City Council an annual update (in January) to the Fee-in-Lieu schedule via Ordinance, utilizing 
the most recent National Construction Cost Index provided by the Engineering News Record. If 
the annual increase is approved, updated Fee-in-Lieu figures shall be rounded to the nearest dollar.

The following methodology (as depicted in a comprehensive report conducted by TischlerBise, 
Affordable Housing Fee-in-Lieu Study, Phase II in Spring of 2021) was used to determine the 
above Fee-in-Lieu schedule:  

1) Utilizing recent public sector, private sector, and public private partnership affordable 
housing projects, staff and the consultant team identified actual land and construction (hard 
and soft) costs for a number of recent projects and land purchases.
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2) Costs for both land and construction were analyzed by project to the square foot of net 
livable development and averaged across the projects. Using the Code determined 
calculation of 400 square feet per full time equivalent (FTE) employee, a total cost of 
constructing affordable housing per FTE was identified.

3) Utilizing the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) Guidelines, established 
sales and rental rates by Category and bedroom count were used in a calculation to identify 
the revenue per FTE.  Two important assumptions were included for the rental revenue 
stream: a) revenue (rental income) was calculated over a 15 year period with a 2% annual 
increase in the rental rate; and b) rental revenue was reduced by 50% to acknowledge 
common maintenance and operations costs. Sales and Rental Revenue were then averaged 
per FTE.

4) The per FTE revenue amount for each Category (identified in #3 above) was subtracted 
from the total development cost per FTE (identified in #2 above).  The remainder of each 
calculation subtracting the Category revenue from the total cost per FTE results in the 
Category Fee-in-Lieu schedule above.

Section 2:
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to 
mislabeled subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the 
Ordinance.

Section 3:  
This ordinance 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 resolutions or ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
resolutions or 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.

Section 5:
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __ day of ______, 2021, 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. 
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INTRODUCED, READ, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City 
Council of the City of Aspen on the 27th day of April, 2021.   

ATTEST:

_____________________________ ____________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                                         Torre, Mayor

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of __________, 2021.

_______________________________
Torre, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

_______________________________ ______________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk James R. True, City Attorney
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ORDINANCE NO. 11
   (SERIES OF 2021)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL AMENDING CITY OF ASPEN 
LAND USE CODE CHAPTER 26.540; TO ADOPT CHANGES TO THE CERTIFICATES 

OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREDITS PROGRAM.

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 26.208 and 26.310 of the City of Aspen Land 
Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community Development 
Department to craft code amendments to coordinate the Aspen Area Community Plan (AACP), 
the Land Use Code and City Council affordable housing goals; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), the City of Aspen conducted public 
outreach through various work sessions with Council, and discussions with members of the 
development community; and, 

WHEREAS, Community Development staff in discussions with the development 
community and in analysis of observed challenges in the development of affordable housing has 
proposed improvements to the Certificates of Affordable Housing Credits program; and, 

WHEREAS, on October 13, 2020, City Council passed Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020, approving initiation of code amendments; and,

WHEREAS, Community Development staff provided outreach opportunities and held 
discussion with the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority and the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and received formal recommendation from Planning and Zoning Commission in 
Resolution # XX, Series of 2021; and,

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds that this Ordinance furthers and is necessary for 
the promotion of public health, safety, and welfare; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO THAT:

Section 1:  Section 26.540.030 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:

26.540.030 Applicability and prohibitions
A. This Chapter applies to all Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit.  Housing credits may 
only be established from affordable housing created on a voluntary basis and designated at any 
Category with established cash-in-lieu rates in the Housing Guidelines, including the deed-
restriction of unrestricted units (buy-down units).  

1. City of Aspen Housing Credits may be used within the city limits of the City of Aspen as 
provided in this Title and may be used in other jurisdictions as may be authorized by that 
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jurisdiction. City of Aspen Housing Credits may only be established from development 
within the City of Aspen boundaries.

2. Affordable Housing projects may establish City of Aspen Housing Credits in conjunction 
with other state and federal affordable housing incentive programs, such as, but not limited 
to the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC).

3. A Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit may be sold, assigned, transferred, or 
conveyed.  Transfer shall be evidenced by an assignment of ownership on the actual 
certificate document.  Upon transfer, the new owner may request the Community 
Development Director re-issue the Credit Certificate acknowledging the new owner.

4. The market for Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit is unrestricted and the City shall 
not prescribe or guarantee the monetary value of a Credit.

5. The Community Development Director shall establish policies and procedures for the 
printing of certificates, their safe-keeping, issuance, re-issuance, record-keeping, and 
extinguishments.

6. Projects seeking approval to develop affordable housing in exchange for Certificates of 
Affordable Housing Credit may be subject to additional reviews pursuant to this Title.

7. Fractional units are eligible for the establishment of Housing Credits if deed restricted as 
for-sale or are subject to an agreement with the City requiring the unit to be permanently 
deed restricted.  For example, if a development project is required to mitigate 2.4 FTEs and 
is proposing on-site units that house 3 FTEs, the additional 0.6 FTEs proposed that are not 
required for mitigation are eligible for establishment as a Certificate of Affordable Housing 
Credit.

8. Any affordable housing units created for the establishment of Housing Credits, including 
fractions thereof, which are part of a mixed-use building shall be deed restrict as for-sale.  
Units that are part of a 100% affordable housing project may be for-rent.

B. This Chapter does not apply to the following:

1. Affordable housing created to address an obligation of a Development Order or which is 
otherwise required by this Title to mitigate the impacts of development.  

2. Affordable housing units created prior to the adoption of Ordinance No. 6, Series of 2010.  

3. Affordable housing units developed by, or in association with: the City of Aspen, Pitkin 
County, the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority, or similar government or non-
governmental organization (NGO) that receives public funds for the purpose of building 
affordable housing. 

4. Dormitory units.
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5. The creation of voluntary affordable housing units deed restricted at a Category which a 
cash-in-lieu rate has not been established in the Housing Guidelines.

Section 2:  Section 26.540.050 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows: 

26.540.050 Application
All applications shall include the information required under Chapter 26.304, Common 
Development Review Procedures. In addition, all applications must also include the following 
information.

1. The net livable square footage of each unit and proposed number of bedrooms.

2. If applicable, the conditions under which reductions from net minimum livable square footage 
requirements are requested according to Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority Guidelines and 
a copy of the recommendation from APCHA related to the units.

3. Proposed Category designation for each unit.

4. Proposed Category Designation of sale or rental restriction for each unit. This should include 
and conditions that APCHA will require related to either the sale and/or rental of the units.

5. Proposed employees housed by the affordable housing units in increments of no less than one-
one-hundredth (.01) according to Section 26.470.050.D (Table 4, FTEs Housed).

6.. For projects approved by the Historic Preservation Commission that include affordable 
housing units within a designated structure, provide a calculation for the Credits generated within
the designated structure that includes a multiplier of 1.2 x the employees housed per paragraph 5, 
immediately above.  This multiplier recognizes the additional costs related to preservation efforts 
of designated structures.  The multiplier does not apply to units/Credits established in non-
historic structures in the same project.

7. For projects that are converting (without demolition) existing free-market (single family, 
duplex, or multi-family) units into Category, deed-restricted units for the purpose of establishing 
affordable housing credits, the application shall additionally contain the following:

a. Recommendation from APCHA that identifies the development standards for a project 
or unit being accepted into a deed restriction by APCHA.  The application should 
specifically reference APCHA’s evaluation of the property and any necessary 
improvements to the property necessary to meet APCHA requirements.  Eventual 
issuance of credits will be conditioned on fulfilling the identified development 
requirements.

b. A precise evaluation, conducted by an architect or other qualified party that identifies  
the existing net livable area of the unit is required.  If a unit is below APCHA’s minimum   
net livable area based on the number of bedrooms (as established by APHCA’s     
Guidelines), a 400 square feet per FTE calculation will be utilized instead of the bedroom 
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count, in determining the number of Credits that will be generated by the project.

Section 3:  Section 26.540.070 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows: 

26.540.070 Review criteria for establishing an affordable housing credit
An Affordable Housing Credit may be established by the Planning and Zoning Commission if all 
of the following criteria are met.  The proposed units do not need to be constructed prior to this 
review.

A. The proposed affordable housing unit(s) comply with the review standards of Section 
26.470.080.D.7.a-g

B. The affordable housing unit(s) are not an obligation of a Development Order and are not 
otherwise required by this Title to mitigate the impacts of development. 

Section 4: Section 26.540.080 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:  

26.540.080 Procedure for issuing a certificate of affordable housing credit
A. The Planning and Zoning Resolution in approving the establishment of Affordable Housing 
Credits for a project shall identify one of two possible paths for the eventual issuance of 
established credits:

1.  Upon completion of the project and the presentation of a Certificate of Occupancy and 
APCHA deed restriction for the completed affordable units, 100% of the approved Certificates 
shall be issued in a form prescribed by the Community Development Director; or, 

2. Upon presentation of a performance bond, letter of credit, or other financial instrument 
acceptable to the City Attorney in guaranteeing the eventual completion of the project, a project 
developer will receive phased issuance of Affordable Housing Credits per the following 
schedule:

 30% of approved Credits at completion of foundation inspection 
 30% of approved Credits at completion of framing / roofing inspection 
 40% of approved Credits at presentation of Certificate of Occupancy and the 

APCHA deed restriction

3.  The bond, letter of credit, or other financial instrument shall be presented and reviewed with 
the submission of the building permit and will be for an amount of 100 % of the total project 
valuation.

4.  Approval of phased issuance of Affordable Housing Credits must be included in the Planning 
and Zoning Commission Resolution. No phased issuance shall occur until the City Attorney has 
reviewed and approved the provided financial instrument. 
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5.  If phased issuance is approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission Resolution and the 
project developer determines ultimately not to pursue the phased issuance, Credits will be issued 
per Paragraph 1 at the time of the completed project.

B. Upon successful completion of the requirements of Paragraph 1 or 2 above, the issued 
Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit shall include the following information:

1. A number of the Certificate in chronological order of their issuance.

2. Parcel identification number, legal address and the street address of the affordable housing.

The Category Designation and number of employees housed by the affordable housing units, 
according to Section 26.470.050.D – Employees Housed; in increments of no less than one-one-
hundredths (.01).

Section 5:
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to 
mislabeled subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the 
Ordinance.

Section 6:  
This ordinance 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 resolutions or ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
resolutions or ordinances.

Section 7:
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 8:
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __ day of ______, 2021, 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. 
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INTRODUCED, READ, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City 
Council of the City of Aspen on the 27th day of April, 2021.   

ATTEST:

_____________________________ ____________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                                         Torre, Mayor 

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of __________, 2021.

_______________________________
Torre, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

_______________________________ ______________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk James R. True, City Attorney
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ORDINANCE NO. 12
   (SERIES OF 2021)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL AMENDING CITY OF ASPEN 
LAND USE CODE SECTION 26.470.100.D; TO PROVIDE IMPROVED CLARITY TO 

THE MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING REPLACEMENT POLICIES, AND SECTION 
26.470.080.D.7.E; TO CORRECT A PREVIOUS SCRIVENER’S ERROR.

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 26.208 and 26.310 of the City of Aspen Land 
Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community Development 
Department to craft code amendments to coordinate the Aspen Area Community Plan (AACP), 
the Land Use Code and City Council affordable housing goals; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), the City of Aspen conducted public 
outreach through various work sessions with Council, and discussions with members of the 
development community; and,

WHEREAS, Community Development staff contracted with Design Workshop for 
professional services in support of the study and analysis of the Multi-Family Replacement policies 
in the Land Use Code; and, 

WHEREAS, on October 13, 2020, City Council passed Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020, approving initiation of code amendments; and,

WHEREAS, Community Development staff has proposed improvements to 
26.470.100.D, Demolition or redevelopment of multi-family housing in providing additional 
clarity to language and organization, and correcting code section cross-referencing, but no policy 
or regulatory changes; and is correcting a previous scrivener’s error in Section 26.470.080.D.7.e; 
and, 

WHEREAS, Community Development staff provided outreach opportunities and held 
discussion with the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority and the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and received formal recommendation from Planning and Zoning Commission in 
Resolution # XX, Series of 2021; and,

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds that this Ordinance furthers and is necessary for 
the promotion of public health, safety, and welfare; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO THAT:
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Section 1:  Section 26.470.100.D shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:

26.470.100        Planning and Zoning Commission applications.

D. Demolition or redevelopment of multi-family housing.  The City's neighborhoods have 
traditionally been comprised of a mix of housing types, including those affordable by its working 
residents.  However, because of Aspen's attractiveness as a resort environment and because of the 
physical constraints of the upper Roaring Fork Valley, there is constant pressure for the 
redevelopment of dwellings currently providing resident housing for tourist and second-home use.  
Such redevelopment results in the displacement of individuals and families who are an integral 
part of the Aspen work force.  Given the extremely high cost of and demand for market-rate 
housing, resident housing opportunities for displaced working residents, which are now minimal, 
will continue to decrease.

Preservation of the housing inventory and provision of dispersed housing opportunities in Aspen 
have been long-standing planning goals of the community.  Achievement of these goals will serve 
to promote a socially and economically balanced community, limit the number of individuals who 
face a long and sometimes dangerous commute on State Highway 82, reduce the air pollution 
effects of commuting and prevent exclusion of working residents from the City's neighborhoods.

The Aspen Area Community Plan established a goal that affordable housing for working residents 
be provided by both the public and private sectors.  The City and the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing 
Authority have provided affordable housing both within and adjacent to the City limits.  The 
private sector has also provided affordable housing.  Nevertheless, as a result of the replacement 
of resident housing with second homes and tourist accommodations and the steady increase in the 
size of the workforce required to assure the continued viability of Aspen area businesses and the 
City's tourist-based economy, the City has found it necessary, in concert with other regulations, to 
adopt limitations on the combining, demolition or conversion of existing multi-family housing in 
order to minimize the displacement of working residents, to ensure that the private sector maintains 
its role in the provision of resident housing and to prevent a housing shortfall from occurring.

The combining, demolition (see definition of demolition.), conversion, or redevelopment of 
multi-family housing shall be approved, approved with conditions or denied by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission based on compliance with the following requirements:

1. Requirements for combining, demolishing, converting or redeveloping free-market 
multi-family housing units:  Only one (1) of the following two (3) options is required 
to be met when combining, demolishing, converting or redeveloping a free-market 
multi-family residential property.  To ensure the continued vitality of the community 
and a critical mass of local working residents, no net loss of density (total number of 
units) between the existing development and proposed development shall be allowed.

a. One-hundred-percent replacement.  In the event of the demolition of free-market 
multi-family housing, the applicant shall have the option to construct replacement 
housing consisting of no less than one hundred percent (100%) of the number of 
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units, bedrooms and net livable area demolished.  The replacement units shall be 
deed-restricted as resident occupied (RO) affordable housing, pursuant to the 
Guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority. In summary, this option 
replaces the demolished free-market units with an equal number of units, bedrooms 
and net livable area of deed-restricted, Resident Occupied (RO) development. An 
applicant may choose to provide the mitigation units at a lower category 
designation.  Each replacement unit shall be approved pursuant to Subsection C, 
Affordable housing, of this Section.

When this one-hundred-percent standard is accomplished, the remaining 
development on the site may be free-market residential development with no 
additional affordable housing mitigation required as long as there is no increase in 
the number of free-market residential units on the parcel.  Free-market units in 
excess of the total number originally on the parcel shall be reviewed pursuant to 
Section 26.470.110, subsection H or I, Residential Development – sixty (60%) or 
seventy (70%) percent affordable as required.

b. Fifty-percent replacement.  In the event of the demolition of free-market multi-
family housing and replacement of less than one hundred percent (100%) of the 
number of previous units, bedrooms or net livable area as described above, the 
applicant shall be required to construct affordable housing consisting of no less than 
fifty percent (50%) of the number of units, bedrooms and the net livable area 
demolished.  The replacement units shall be deed-restricted as Category 4 housing, 
pursuant to the guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority. In 
summary, this option  replaces the free-market units – with 50% of the new units, 
bedrooms and net livable area allowed as free market units and 50% of the new 
units, bedrooms and net livable area required as deed-restricted, Category 4, 
affordable housing units.  An applicant may choose to provide mitigation units at a 
lower category designation.  Each replacement unit shall be approved pursuant to 
Paragraph 26.470.100.C, Affordable housing.

When this fifty-percent standard is accomplished, the remaining development on 
the site may be free-market residential development as long as additional affordable 
housing mitigation is provided pursuant to Section 26.470.080 – General 
Requirements, and there is no increase in the number of free-market residential 
units on the parcel.  Free-market units in excess of the total number originally on 
the parcel shall be reviewed pursuant to Section 26.470.100, subsection H or I, 
Residential Development – sixty (60%) or seventy (70%) percent affordable as 
required.

c. One-hundred percent affordable housing replacement. When one-hundred-percent 
of the free-market multi-family housing units are demolished and are solely 
replaced with deed-restricted affordable housing units on a site that are not required 
for mitigation purposes, including any net additional dwelling units, pursuant to 
Section 26.470.110.D, Affordable Housing; all of the units in the redevelopment 
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are eligible for a Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit, pursuant to Section 
26.540 Certificate of Affordable Housing Credit. Any remaining unused free 
market residential development rights shall be vacated. 

2. Requirements for demolishing deed-restricted, affordable multi-family housing units:  
In the event a project proposes to demolish or replace existing deed-restricted 
affordable housing units, the redevelopment may increase or decrease the number of 
units, bedrooms or net livable area such that there is no decrease in the total number of 
employees housed by the existing units.  The overall number of replacement units, unit 
sizes, bedrooms and category of the units shall comply with the Aspen/Pitkin County 
Housing Authority Guidelines.

3. Location requirement.  Multi-family replacement units, both free-market and 
affordable, shall be developed on the same site on which demolition has occurred, 
unless the owner shall demonstrate and the Planning and Zoning Commission 
determines that replacement of the units on site would be in conflict with the parcel's 
zoning or would be an inappropriate solution due to the site's physical constraints.

When either of the above circumstances result, the owner shall replace the maximum 
number of units on site which the Planning and Zoning Commission determines that 
the site can accommodate and may replace the remaining units off site, at a location 
determined acceptable to the Planning and Zoning Commission, or may replace the 
units by extinguishing the requisite number of affordable housing credits, pursuant to 
Sec. 26.540, Certificates of Affordable Housing Credit.  

When calculating the number of credits that must be extinguished, the most restrictive 
replacement measure shall apply.  For example, for an applicant proposing to replace 
one 1,000 square foot three-bedroom unit at the 50% rate using credits, the following 
calculations shall be used:

 50% of 1,000 square feet = 500 square feet to be replaced.  At the Code mandated 
rate of 1 FTE per 400 square feet of net livable area, this requires the 
extinguishments of 1.25 credits; or

 A three-bedroom unit = 3.0 FTE’s.  50% of 3.0 FTE’s = 1.50 credits to be 
extinguished.  

Therefore, in the most restrictive application, the applicant must extinguish 1.50 credits 
to replace a three-bedroom unit at the 50% rate.  The credits to be extinguished would 
be Category 4 credits.

4. Fractional unit requirement.  When the affordable housing replacement requirement of 
this Section involves a fraction of a unit, fee-in-lieu may be provided only upon the 
review and approval of the City Council, to meet the fractional requirement only, 
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pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.110.C, Provision of required affordable housing via a 
fee-in-lieu payment.

5. Timing requirement.  Any replacement units required to be deed-restricted as 
affordable housing shall be issued a certificate of occupancy, according to the Building 
Department, and be available for occupancy at the same time as, or prior to, any 
redeveloped free-market units, regardless of whether the replacement units are built on 
site or off site.

6. Redevelopment agreement.  The applicant and the City shall enter into a redevelopment 
agreement that specifies the manner in which the applicant shall adhere to the approvals 
granted pursuant to this Section and penalties for noncompliance.  The agreement shall 
be recorded before an application for a demolition permit may be accepted by the City.

7. Growth management allotments.  The existing number of free-market residential units, 
prior to demolition, may be replaced exempt from growth management, provided that 
the units conform to the provisions of this Section.  The redevelopment credits shall 
not be transferable separate from the property unless permitted as described above in 
Subparagraph 4, Location requirement.

8. Exemptions.  The Community Development Director shall exempt from the procedures 
and requirements of this Section the following types of development involving Multi-
Family Housing Units.  An exemption from these replacement requirements shall not 
exempt a development from compliance with any other provisions of this Title:

a. The replacement of Multi-Family Housing Units after non-willful demolition such 
as a flood, fire, or other natural catastrophe, civil commotion, or similar event not 
purposefully caused by the landowner. The Community Development Director 
may require documentation be provided by the landowner to confirm the damage 
to the building was in-fact non-willful. 

To be exempted, the replacement development shall be an exact replacement of 
the previous number of units, bedrooms, and square footage and in the same 
configuration.  The Community Development Director may approve exceptions 
to this exact replacement requirement to accommodate changes necessary to 
meet current building codes; improve accessibility; to conform to zoning, design 
standards, or other regulatory requirements of the City; or, to provide other 
architectural or site planning improvements that have no substantial effect on the 
use or program of the development.  (Also see Chapter 26.312 –
Nonconformities.)  Substantive changes to the development shall not be 
exempted from this Section and shall be reviewed as a willful change pursuant to 
the procedures and requirements of this Section.
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b. The demolition of Multi-Family Housing Units by order of a public agency 
including, but not limited to, the City of Aspen for reasons of preserving the life, 
health, safety, or general welfare of the public.

c. The demolition, combining, conversion, replacement, or redevelopment of Multi-
Family Housing Units which have been used exclusively as tourist 
accommodations or by non-working residents.  The Community Development 
Director may require occupancy records, leases, affidavits, or other documentation 
to the satisfaction of the Director to demonstrate that the unit(s) has never housed 
a working resident.  All other requirements of this Title shall still apply including 
zoning, growth management, and building codes.)

d. The demolition, combining, conversion, replacement, or redevelopment of Multi-
Family Housing Units which were illegally created (also known as “Bandit 
Units”).   Any improvements associated with Bandit Units shall be required to 
conform to current requirements of this Title including zoning, growth 
management, and building codes.   Replaced or redeveloped Bandit Units shall be 
deed restricted as Resident Occupied affordable housing, pursuant to the 
Guidelines of the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority.

e. Any development action involving demising walls or floors/ceilings necessary for 
the normal upkeep, maintenance, or remodeling of adjacent Multi-Family Housing 
Units.

f. A change order to an issued and active building permit that proposes to exceed the 
limitations of remodeling/demolition to rebuild portions of a structure which, in 
the opinion of the Community Development Director, should be rebuilt for 
structural, safety, accessibility, or significant energy efficiency reasons first 
realized during construction, which were not known and could not have been 
reasonably predicted prior to construction, and which cause no or minimal changes 
to the exterior dimensions and character of the building. 

Section 2:  Section 26.470.080.D.7.e shall be rescinded and adopted as follows (in the correction 
of a scrivener’s error):

         e.  If the total mitigation requirement for a project is less than 0.1 FTEs, a cash-in-   
              lieu payment may be made by right.  If the total mitigation requirement for a 
              project is 0.1 or more FTEs, a cash-in-lieu payment shall require City Council 
              approval, pursuant to Section 26.470.110.C.  

Section 3:
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to 
mislabeled subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the 
Ordinance.
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Section 4:  
This ordinance 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 resolutions or ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
resolutions or ordinances.

Section 5:
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 6:
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __ day of ______, 2021, 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 27th day of April, 2021.   

ATTEST:

_____________________________ ____________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                                         Torre, Mayor 

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of __________, 2021.

_______________________________
Torre, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

_______________________________ ______________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk James R. True, City Attorney
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ORDINANCE NO. 13
   (SERIES OF 2021)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL AMENDING CITY OF ASPEN 
LAND USE CODE CHAPTER 26.470; TO ELIMINATE INCENTIVES AND CREDITS IN 

THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS FOR LODGE 
DEVELOPMENT.

WHEREAS, in accordance with Sections 26.208 and 26.310 of the City of Aspen Land 
Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community Development 
Department to craft code amendments to coordinate the Aspen Area Community Plan (AACP), 
the Land Use Code and City Council affordable housing goals; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), the City of Aspen conducted public 
outreach through various work sessions with Council, and discussions with members of the 
development community; and,

WHEREAS, on October 13, 2020, City Council passed Policy Resolution #079, Series of 
2020, approving initiation of code amendments; and,

WHEREAS, Community Development staff has proposed changes to 26.470.050 
Calculations; 46.470.070 Exempt Development; 46.470.100.G Expansion or new lodge 
development; with the purpose of eliminating incentives and credits in the affordable housing 
mitigation requirements for lodge development; and, 

WHEREAS, Community Development staff provided outreach opportunities and held 
discussion with the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority and the Planning and Zoning 
Commission and received formal recommendation from Planning and Zoning Commission in 
Resolution # XX, Series of 2021; and,

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds that this Ordinance furthers and is necessary for 
the promotion of public health, safety, and welfare; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO THAT:

Section 1:  Section 26.470.050 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:

26.470.050. Calculations.
A. General.  Whenever employee housing or fee-in-lieu is required to mitigate for employees 
generated by a development, there shall be an analysis and credit for employee generation of the 
existing project, prior to redevelopment, and an employee generation analysis of the proposed 
development.  The employee mitigation requirement shall be based upon the incremental employee 
generation difference between the existing development and the proposed development.  Unless 
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otherwise exempted by this Chapter, the employee mitigation requirement shall be based upon the 
total employee generation of the proposed development.  Credits are not given for changes between 
the land use categories outlined in Table 1.  For instance, a change in use from commercial net 
leasable area to free-market residential units does not generate a credit.

B. Employee generation rates.  Table 3 establishes the employee generation rates are the result 
of the Employee Generation Study, an analysis sponsored by the City during the fall and winter of 
2012 considering the actual employment requirements of over one hundred (100) Aspen 
businesses.  This study is available at the Community Development Department.  Employee 
generation is quantified as full-time equivalents (FTEs) per one thousand (1,000) square feet of 
net leasable space or per lodge bedroom.

Table 3, Employee Generation Rates

Zone District
Employees Generated per 1,000 Square 
Feet of Net Leasable Space

Commercial Core (CC)
Commercial (C-1)
Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
Commercial Lodge (CL) commercial space
Lodge (L) commercial space
Lodge Preservation (LP) commercial space
Lodge Overlay (LO) commercial space
Ski Base (SKI) commercial space

4.7

Mixed-Use (MU) 3.6
Service Commercial Industrial (S/C/I) 3.9
Public1 5.1
Lodge Preservation (LP) lodge units .3 per lodging bedroom
Lodge (L), Commercial Lodge (CL), Ski Base 
(SKI) and other zone district lodge units

.6 per lodging bedroom

1 For the Public Zone, the study evaluated only office-type public uses, and this 
number should not be considered typical for other non-office public facilities.  Hence, 
each Essential Public Facility proposal shall be evaluated for actual employee 
generation.

Each use within a mixed-use building shall require a separate calculation to be added to the total 
for the project.  For commercial net leasable space within basement or upper floors, the rates 
quoted above shall be reduced by twenty-five percent (25%) for the purpose of calculating total 
employee generation.  This reduction shall not apply to lodge units.

For lodging projects with flexible unit configurations, also known as "lock-off units," each separate 
"key" or rentable division shall constitute a unit for the purposes of this Section, such that 
employee generation is assessed on the configuration with the most number of rentable units.  
Timeshare units and exempt timeshare units are considered lodging projects for the purposes of 
determining employee generation.  Free-market residential units included in a lodge development 
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and which may be rented to the general public as a lodge unit, shall be counted as a lodge key in 
the calculation of employee generation.

A. Employee generation review.  All essential public facilities shall be reviewed by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission to determine employee generation, pursuant to Section 
26.470.110D.  In addition, any applicant who believes the employee generation rate is 
different than that outlined herein may request an employee generation review with the 
Planning and Zoning Commission during a duly noticed public hearing, pursuant to Section 
26.304.060.E.  In establishing employee generation, the Planning and Zoning Commission 
shall consider 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.

Section 2. Section 26.470.050.G-K shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:

26.470.070 Exempt development.
The following types of development shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter.  
Development exempt from growth management shall not be considered exempt from other 
chapters of the Land Use Code.  Where applicable, exemptions are cumulative.

G. Special events.  Special events permitted by the City shall be exempt from this Chapter.

H. Accessory dwelling units and carriage houses.  The development of accessory dwelling units

(ADUs) and carriage houses shall be exempt from the provisions of this Chapter but subject to the 
provisions of Chapter 26.520, Accessory Dwelling Units and Carriage Houses.

I. Retractable canopies and trellis structures.  Trellis structures and retractable canopies
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appended to a commercial or lodging structure shall be exempt from growth management provided 
that:  a) there is no expansion of floor area; and b) the canopy or trellis structure is not enclosed 
by walls, screens, windows or other enclosures.  Awnings shall be exempt from this Chapter.

J. Public infrastructure.  The development of public infrastructure such as roads, bridges,
waterways, utilities and associated poles, wires, conduits, drains, hydrants and similar items 
considered essential services shall be exempt from growth management.  Essential public 
facilities shall not be exempt and shall be reviewed pursuant to Section 26.470.110.D, Essential 
public facilities. (Also see definition of essential services, Section 26.104.100)

(Ord. No. 6, 2019, §4)

Section 3: 26.470.080.D.2 shall be rescinded and adopted as follows:

2) For lodge development, sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by the 
additional lodge pillows, according to Section 26.470.050.B, Employee generation rates, 
shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable housing.  For the redevelopment or 
expansion of existing lodge uses, see section 26.470.100.G.

Section 4: 26.470.100.G shall be rescinded and adopted as follows: 

26.470.100 Planning and Zoning Commission applications.

G. Expansion or new lodge development.  The expansion of an existing lodge, the 
redevelopment of existing lodge which meets the definition of demolition, or the development 
of a new lodge shall be approved, approved with conditions or denied by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission based on the following criteria:

Sixty-five percent (65%) of the employees generated by the lodge, timeshare lodge, exempt 
timeshare units, and associated commercial development, according to Paragraph 
26.470.050.B, Employee generation, shall be mitigated through the provision of affordable 
housing. Free-market residential units included in a lodge development and which may be 
rented to the general public as a lodge unit shall be considered lodge units and mitigated 
through the provision of affordable housing in accordance with this section.  Affordable 
housing units provided shall be approved pursuant to Paragraph 26.470.100.D, Affordable 
housing.

New or redeveloped Boutique Lodges, or the conversion of lodge, residential or commercial 
uses to boutique lodge is subject to the mitigation standards for commercial uses as provided 
for in section 26.470.080.D.1 and 3.

Section 5:
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to 
mislabeled subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the 
Ordinance.
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Section 6:  
This ordinance 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 resolutions or ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
resolutions or ordinances.

Section 7:
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 8:
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __ day of ______, 2021, 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 27th day of April, 2021.   

ATTEST:

_____________________________ ____________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk                                         Torre, Mayor 

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of __________, 2021.

_______________________________
Torre, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

_______________________________ ______________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk James R. True, City Attorney
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council  
 
FROM: Ben Anderson, Principal Long-Range Planner 

 
THROUGH:  Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 
   
MEMO DATE: May 5, 2021 
 
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 
RE: Resolution #046, Series of 2021 

Policy Resolution – Public Hearing 
Proposed Amendment to the Land Use Code  

 Section 26.710.090 – Residential Multi Family (RMF)  
 Section 26.710.100 – Residential Multi-Family (RMFA) 
             
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL: City Council is requested to consider and approve Resolution 
#046, Series of 2021; a Policy Resolution in support of a proposed Amendment to the 
Land Use Code. This amendment would allow the development of multi-family residential 
units on lots of less than 6,000 square feet in the RMF and RMFA (Residential Multi-
Family) Zone Districts.   
 
This action on Resolution #046, is the first of two actions that are scheduled for Council’s 
consideration this evening. Passage of a Policy Resolution is required before a Code 
Amendment can be considered by Council, and it does not preclude Council from taking 
any desired action of the proposed amendment. If the Policy Resolution is approved, 
Council is additionally requested to consider First Reading later in the agenda. 
 
This staff memo for the Policy Resolution focuses on the process so far, the outreach that 
has been conducted, and the public comments so far received. It is important to note that 
this Amendment is proposed by a private party, Chris Bendon of BendonAdams, on behalf 
of a client, Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd.  City Council has previously approved the submission 
of the application for this amendment (Resolution #016, Series of 2021).  Other than this 
initial requirement related to the application, the steps for review are consistent with the 
review process for all code amendments. 
 
SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:  The purpose of a Policy Resolution, which is 
conducted in a public hearing, is to provide confirmation that City Council wishes to initiate 
consideration of an Ordinance for a proposed Land Use Code Amendment.  The Policy 
Resolution does not approve the Ordinance or even signal eventual approval of the 
Ordinance – it simply allows the process of a proposed amendment to continue.    
 

260



                                                                       

Page 2 of 5 
 

Because this proposed Amendment is originating from a private party – rather than from 
staff or Council which is more typical, Council considered and provided approval in 
January 21 for the submittal of an application (Reso.#016, 2021).  Since then, the 
applicant has conducted outreach, the applicant and City staff have received public 
comment, and the proposed Amendment was considered by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission in a public hearing.  
 
Review Criteria 
The following are the review criteria for consideration of the Policy Resolution.   
 
26.310.040. Amendments to the Land Use Code standards of review – Initiation. 
In reviewing a request to pursue an amendment to the text of this Title, per Section 
26.310.020(B)(2), Step Two – Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall 
consider: 

A. Whether there exists a community interest to pursue the amendment.   

B. Whether the objectives of the proposed amendment furthers an adopted policy, 
community goal, or objective of the City including, but not limited to, those stated in the 
Aspen Area Community Plan. 

C. Whether the objectives of the proposed amendment are compatible with the 
community character of the City and in harmony with the public interest and the purpose 
and intent of this Title. 

The review criteria for the Policy Resolution are similar, but slightly different than those 
for the consideration of the eventual Ordinance.  See Exhibit B for staff’s response to 
review criteria. 
 
Proposed Amendment 
The Amendment as proposed is very brief. It would specifically amend 26.710.090.D.1 
(and 26.710.100.D.1).  It would simply change this section to read: 
 

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet):  six thousand (6,000).  For lots created by 
Paragraph 26.480.030.A.4, Historic landmark lot split:  three thousand (3,000).  
For Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000). 

Public Outreach  
The applicant was responsible for the public outreach effort.  Beyond the two, public 
hearings that will have been properly noticed (P&Z and Council 2nd Reading), the 
following outreach efforts have been utilized and monitored by City staff: 

1) The creation of an on-line survey tool (Survey Monkey) and linked materials to 
describe the proposed amendment. 

2) A mailed postcard to all property owners in the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts that 
announced the issue, provided a link to the survey, and provided contact information 
for City staff if individuals had comments or questions. 
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3) Held two virtual information sessions on Thursday, April 8th.  City staff was present 
at both sessions.  Information sessions were advertised in the Aspen Times and 
Aspen Daily News and an email notification was sent to individuals who had 
participated in the survey. 

4) On April 20, 2021, in a public hearing, the Planning and Zoning Commission 
considered the amendment and did not make a formal recommendation.  Because of 
the length of the hearing, draft minutes from this meeting are not yet available. If 
Council is interested in reviewing the public hearing with P&Z, a link to the recording 
of the meeting is available at this link:  video.apz.20210420.mp4. 

The outreach materials provided by the applicant have been aggregated and provided as 
Exhibit C.  Public comments received by staff prior to the memo deadline and the survey 
results have been provided as Exhibits D and E.  Staff finds that the outreach conducted 
meets the requirements and intent of the Land Use Code.  

Planning and Zoning Commission Discussion In a public hearing on April 20, 2021, 
P&Z was asked to make a recommendation on the proposed amendment.  After staff and 
applicant presentations, and significant public comment, P&Z voted 5-1 not to provide a 
formal recommendation – and instead asked that their comments be forwarded to City 
Council.  The primary reason for this outcome is that P&Z was not close to reaching 
consensus following extensive discussion.  One member was clearly in favor of the 
amendment, one was clearly opposed.  The remaining four members had reservations in 
different areas that were left unresolved: 

• More likely to support if affordable housing mitigation would be located on-
site. 

• Did not have enough information or analysis to make a decision. 
• Desired the proposed amendment to be considered more holistically with 

other changes in support of affordable housing. 
• Concerned about the imbalance of neighborhood sentiment against the 

proposal. 
 
STAFF DISCUSSION:  A full presentation of the proposed Amendment is provided in the 
Application submitted by the Applicant (Exhibit A).  Staff’s full evaluation of the proposed 
amendment is available in the packet for First Reading – later in the agenda packet.  The 
following information is essential for your consideration of the Policy Resolution: 

Process Land Use Code Amendments are typically proposed by ComDev staff, by City 
Council, or another review board, like P&Z or HPC.  While specifically allowed by the 
LUC, amendment proposals by private parties are much less common. It seems for some 
members of the public there have been two questions posed: 1) Why would the City allow 
this type of application, and 2) What should the appropriate role of City staff be in 
facilitating the process? 
 
It is typical for jurisdictions to allow for these types of proposals from individual property 
owners – in granting some flexibility over time for zone district limitations or other 
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regulations in response to a multitude of conditions. The processes are different across 
jurisdictions but are generally allowed.  It does create a slightly different role for staff. 
Beyond evaluating the merits of this proposed amendment, it has also been staff’s role to 
monitor the public outreach efforts carried out by the Applicant to ensure that information 
has been presented accurately and fairly, and that public comment has been 
documented. In this measure, while staff understands why the public may be confused 
as to whether the amendment was proposed by the City or a private property owner, staff 
does believe that the topic has been presented fairly and that efforts have been made to 
communicate to interested parties – including all property owners in the RMF and RMFA 
Zone Districts.  
 
It is important to note that all other processes related to the review of an LUC Amendment 
are required of this proposal. 
 
Staff has only one comment to convey related to process.  City Council and staff have 
been engaged in an ongoing discussion about better aligning the LUC and City Council’s 
affordable housing goals.  One directive that staff has received is to study and evaluate 
opportunity within Part 700 (the Zone Districts) to expand the potential for affordable 
housing development.  While staff is generally supportive of this particular amendment in 
the RMF/RMFA as it would likely have been on the list of a more comprehensive 
response, staff does see the benefit of considering these types of changes more 
holistically. This larger effort is sometime out (1+ years) and this timeline did not meet the 
needs of the Applicant. As such, this change is being considered independently from what 
might be other, similarly intentioned amendments in the future. 
   
The Amendment For some members of the public, this proposed amendment has 
become connected to the 1020 E. Cooper project that Council recently considered under 
appeal.  While this amendment is technically distinct from the concerns raised by the 1020 
project, many of the comments, sentiments, perceptions, and neighborhood response 
have been similar. These comments, questions, and concerns have been documented 
and have been conveyed for your consideration. These perspectives are essential to your 
eventual review of the Ordinance and likely will be well represented during the public 
hearing at Second Reading. Public comment at this point has been overwhelming in 
opposition to the proposed amendment – and staff does believe that issues raised by the 
amendment are fairly debatable from a variety of community perspectives.   
 
In spite of the aligned opposition to this point, staff recommends approval of the Policy 
Resolution and a continuation of the amendment process for the following reasons: 
 

1)  The relationships between Code provisions that have been interpreted over 
time to preclude locating multi-family development on smaller lots in the 
RMF/RMFA Zone Districts are not fully clear in staff’s view. A decision on the 
Ordinance could provide additional clarity to this issue and potentially resolve this 
uncertainty.   
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2) The proposed Amendment has clear relationships to statements, provisions, 
and intentions – stated in the AACP, the requirements of the Zone Districts in 
Chapter 26.700, and other sections of the LUC. 
 
3) The proposed Amendment has clear relationship to discussions that Council 
has had with staff about identifying opportunities and to optimize the Land Use 
Code to promote further development of affordable housing. 
 
4) Allowing the Ordinance process to proceed through First and Second Reading 
would grant an opportunity – including a public hearing – to fully vet the merits of 
the proposed Amendment.   

 
CONCLUSION:   
Approving the Policy Resolution would not approve the proposed Amendment or even 
signal eventual approval of the amendment. Instead, following the receipt of an 
application for the amendment, the implementation of an outreach effort, the receipt of 
written public comment, and the consideration by the P&Z Commission, the Policy 
Resolution would allow the typical process for a LUC Amendment to proceed according 
to code. Council can then fully consider the proposal comprehensively, through multiple 
lens during the Ordinance review.    
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff Recommends Council approve Resolution #046, Series of 2021, approving Initiation 
of an Ordinance process for a proposed Land Use Code Amendment to Sections 
26.710.090 and 26.710.100. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:  
 
“I move to approve Resolution #046, Series of 2021, approving initiation of a review for a 
proposed amendment to the Land Use Code.”  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS: N/A 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: N/A 
ALTERNATIVES: N/A 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
EXHIBIT A – Application for the Amendment – as submitted by Bendon Adams  
EXHIBIT B – Staff response to Review Criteria  
EXHIBIT C – Public Outreach Materials  
EXHIBIT D – Public Comment received by staff  
EXHIBIT E – Survey Monkey – Raw data – 120+ respondents 
EXHIBIT F – Resolution #016, Series of 2021 – authorization to submit application 
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RESOLUTION #046
(SERIES OF 2021)

RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL DIRECTING AMENDMENTS TO 
SECTION 26.710.090 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND 
SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, 

OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE.

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a 
request by a private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the 
Community Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 
2021, authorizing the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen 
Land Use Code and 26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of 
Aspen directed the Community Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify 
which land use code a project may rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a 
previous approval; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the 
Municipal Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by 
City Council, and then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the 
recommendation from the Community Development Director; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code 
amendment consisted of the following:

 A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone 
Districts soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and 
opportunity for freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City 
Council meeting packet.  

 Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same 
on-line survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

 An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal. 

 A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on [date] 
to discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session 
included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

 A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on [date] to 
discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session 
included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended consideration of 
the proposed amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code in accordance with Chapter 26.304 
– Common Development Review Procedures; and, 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing 
on [date], the City Council approved Resolution No. __, Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) vote, 
determining that an amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,  

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds 
that the amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and,

WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds 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
Amendment to the Residential Multi-Family Zone District and Residential Multi-Family – A Zone 
District should be pursued to enable development of multi-family units on parcels of land being 
less than 6,000 square feet.  This allowance would enable mixed affordable and free-market 
residential projects to further goals established in the 2012 Aspen Area Community Plan.  

Section 2:
A public hearing on this resolution was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published 
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Aspen. 

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021.

Attest:

__________________________ ___________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk Torre, Mayor

Approved as to form:       

___________________________       
James R. True, City Attorney       
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January 11, 2020 
Updated March 23, 2021 

Ben Anderson 
Long-Range Planner  
City of Aspen 
130 South Galena Street 
Aspen, CO  81611 

RE: Application for Code Amendment – RMF & RMF-A Zones 

Mr. Anderson, 

Please accept this proposal to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code (“Code”).  The 
City’s Residential Multi-Family (RMF) and Residential Multi-Family-A (RMF-A) Zone 
Districts contain the City’s most-dense neighborhoods.  These areas are also where the 
City should expect high-density projects to be developed.  In fact, the City’s zoning 
incorporates height and floor area incentives for higher-density projects.    

However, smaller parcels (sub-6,000 square feet) in the RMF zones appear restricted to 
a single-family home.  This application respectfully requests to amend the minimum lot 
size required for multi-family development in the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts.  We 
believe allowing multi-family development on small parcels within the RMF and RMFA 
Districts aligns with the goals and objectives of the 2012 Aspen Area Community Plan and 
City Council initiatives. This proposal is submitted on behalf of Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd. 

Introduction 
The purpose of both the RMF and RMFA Zone districts is “for intensive long-term 
residential purposes, short term vacation rentals, and customary accessory uses.”  
Permitted uses include single family, duplex, and multi-family residential among other 
accessory uses such as accessory dwelling units and home occupations.  Both zone 
districts are located within walking distance to transportation routes and are surrounded 
by residential uses as illustrated in Figure 1.  

Exhibit A - Application 
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The Code specifies a minimum lot size of 6,000sf for non-historic lots (and a minimum lot 
size of 3,000sf for historic lots created as part of a historic landmark lot split) in the RMF 
and RMFA Zone Districts.  Non-historic lots that are smaller than 6,000sf are considered 
“non-conforming lots of record” which are only allowed to be developed with a single-family 
home.  Non-conforming historic lots of record that contain a historic resource are allowed 
to be developed pursuant to the permitted uses in the zone district.  The specific language 
in the Nonconformities Chapter is noted below, bold added for emphasis: 
 

Sec. 26.312.050. - Nonconforming lots of record.  
(a) General. A detached single-family dwelling and customary accessory 

buildings may be developed on a lot of record if:  
1) The lot of record is in separate ownership and not contiguous to lots in 

the same ownership; and  

2) The proposed single-family dwelling can be located on the lot so that 
the yard, height, open space and floor area dimensional requirements 
of the zone district can be met or a variance is obtained from said 
dimensional requirements pursuant to Chapter 26.314.  

(b) Undivided lot. If two (2) or more lots or combinations of lots with continuous 
frontage in single ownership (including husband and wife as in all cases a single 
owner) are of record as of November 22, 1971, regardless of time of acquisition 

Figure 1: Aerial view of City of Aspen.  RMF and RMFA are highlighted in beige, and the red line delineates the City of Aspen boundary. 
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and if all or parts of the lots do not meet the requirements established for lot width 
and area, the lots shall be considered an undivided parcel and no portion shall be 
used or occupied which does meet the width and area requirements of this Title.  

(c) Historic property. A lot of record containing a property listed on the Aspen 
Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures need not meet the 
minimum lot area requirement of its zone district to allow the uses that are 
permitted and conditional uses in the district subject to the standards and 
procedures established in Chapter 26.415.  

 
Proposal 
A Code amendment to allow multi-family residential use on sub-6,000 square foot lots in 
the RMF and RMFA zone districts is proposed.  Specifically, the request is to amend 
Section 26.710.090.d.1 and Section 26.710.100.d.1 to include the following highlighted 
text: 

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six thousand (6,000). For lots 
created by Paragraph 26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: Three 
thousand (3,000). For Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000).  
 

There are roughly 24 lots with RMF and RMFA designations that we have identified as not 
meeting the 6,000sf minimum size requirement, of which 9 are historic properties and may 
already develop multi-family dwellings. Following is a summary of the sub-6,000sf parcels 
in the RMF and RMF-A Zones: 
 

    
 

Address Parcel    
Size (SF) 

Zone 
District 

Current 
Use 

898 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH 
1016 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH 
207 W End  3,000 RMF SFH 
824 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
920 E Hyman* 3,000 RMF SFH 
940 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
212 South Cleveland 4,500 RMF Duplex 
1006 E Hyman ~4,500 RMF Duplex 
1001 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
927 E Hyman 2,933 RMF SFH 
917 E Hyman 3,067 RMF SFH 
820 E Cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH 
824 E cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH 
934 E Cooper 4,000 RMF SFH 
1000 E Cooper* 2,654 RMF SFH 
1006 E Cooper* 4,345 RMF SFH 
1020 E Cooper* 4,379 RMF SFH 
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1007 E Durant 4,500 RMF SFH 
926 Waters ~5,200 RMF MF 
1004 E Durant* ~2,500 RMF MF 
123 E Hyman 2,940 RMF SFH 
121 E Hyman 3,060 RMF SFH 
124 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge 
118 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge 
* indicates historic designation  

 
Coordination with Aspen Area Community Plan 
Allowing multi-family residential on substandard lot sizes aligns with the 2012 Aspen Area 
Community Plan that states a commitment to “achieving sustainable land use practices 
that support a healthy year-round community and a thriving, vibrant visitor-based 
economy.” Higher density residential compared to single family development is more 
environmentally and socially sustainable.   
The Housing Chapter of the Aspen Area Community Plan elaborates on the importance 
of multi-family housing to the local economy: “we believe that 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.”  In addition, the 2019 
Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study directly addresses the impact of 
affordable housing on local employers and on local employees: “In a key finding from 
the research, there is broad agreement among employers of all sizes that affordable 
housing is a problem for residents.  This opinion is shared by residents.  Most employers 
feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious issue, with 28% rating it as ‘the most 
critical problem in the area,’ and 48% rating it as ‘one of the more serious problems.’”  
Permitting only single-family homes on substandard lot sizes, as the Code is written 
today, excludes the potential for onsite affordable housing in the RMF and RMFA zone 
district.   
Comparison – Mass and Scale  
All residential development within the City of Aspen is subject to the City’s Residential 
Design Standards review.  This design review process was adopted by the City to manage 
the massing and orientation of both single-family and multi-family development.  Any 
residential project in these zone districts, regardless of parcel size, is subject to this review.    
Multi-Family Floor Area and height are based on density and lot size which results in 
smaller projects on smaller lots.  More residential units provides a higher allowable floor 
area with a maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1, and maximum height is also based on 
density with an upper limit of 32 feet.  These restrictions encourage density but at the 
same time encourage neighborhood compatibility by relating floor area directly to lot size.  
The following chart shows the floor area and height allowances for single-family and multi-
family development if allowed on lots smaller than 6,000 sf:  
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The front yard setback requirement for a single-family home is 10 feet whereas a multi-
family building setback is 5 feet.  The remaining setbacks for these small lots are 5 feet 
on the sides and rear for both single-family and multi-family.   
Exhibit 6 shows a set of graphics comparing single-family and multi-family massing.  
Following is an excerpt showing single-family allowed massing in purple with multi-family 
allowed massing shown in yellow.  The higher height and smaller front yard setback 
allowed for multi-family housing is shown, although the overall development envelopes 
are similar.   
 

 
  

Lot 
Size 
(sf) 

Existing 
Single-
Family 

New     
Single-
Family 

Multi-Family 
(low 
density) 

Multi-Family 
(med. density) 

Multi-Family  
(high Density)  

3000 FA = 2,400sf 
Height = 25ft 

1,920 sf 
Height = 25ft na 

3 units 
FA = 3,750 
Height = 32ft 

4 units 
FA = 4,500 
Height = 32ft 

4500 FA = 2,820 
Height = 25ft 

2,256 sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 3,375sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 5,625sf 
Height = 32ft 

6 units 
FA = 6,750sf 
Height = 32 ft 

6000 FA = 3,240 
Height = 25ft 

2,592 sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 4,500sf 
Height = 25ft 

4 units 
FA = 7,500sf 
Height = 32 ft 

8 units 
FA = 9,000sf 
Height = 32 ft 
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Comparison – Employee Housing Mitigation   
Single-Family development requires housing mitigation based on the net additional Floor 
Area added to the property.  Most properties are already developed and many are already 
developed to the maximum, some scenarios result in very little mitigation being provided.   
The affordable housing mitigation requirement is based on a study performed by the City 
of Aspen which determined that residential development generates .16 FTEs per 1,000 
square feet of Floor Area for homes up to 4,500sf.  The following chart demonstrates the 
housing mitigation to be provided for a single-family home in the RMF or RMFA District on 
a vacant lot: 
 

Single-Family Mitigation  

Lot Size 
(square feet) 

Allowed Home 
Size (Square 
Feet of Floor 

Area) 

Maximum FTEs 
of Mitigation 

(development on 
a vacant lot) 

3,000 1,920 .31 

4,500 2,256 .36 

6,000 2,592 .41 
 
Multi-Family development is required to provide 60% of the total additional units in the 
development as affordable housing and 30% of the total additional Floor Area as 
affordable housing.  Likewise, most properties are already developed and the mitigation 
is based on the net new development. The following chart shows mitigation requirements 
for three different sized multi-family developments, assuming starting with a vacant lot. 
 

Multi-Family Mitigation   
Project 

Size (Units) 
Project Size 
(Floor Area, 
square feet) 

Minimum AH 
(Units) 

Minimum AH 
(Floor Area, 
square feet) 

FTEs of 
Mitigation 

(@400sf per 
FTE)  

3 3,000 2 900 2.25 

5 5,000 3 1,500 3.75 

8 8,000 5 2,400 6 
 
As demonstrated, multi-family residential use yields a higher affordable housing 
requirement and likely results in onsite housing units rather than single family development 
which typically mitigates through housing credits or a cash-in-lieu payment.   
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Comparison – Parking  
Single-Family development is expected to provide the lessor of one parking space per 
bedroom or two per unit.  Assuming a single-family home will have at least two bedrooms, 
two parking spaces are required.  Within the infill area, 100% of the requirement can be 
met with a cash-in-lieu payment.  In all other areas, up to 40% of the requirement may be 
met with cash-in-lieu.   
Multi-Family development is expected to provide one parking space per unit within the infill 
area.  100% of the requirement can be met via cash-in-lieu.  For multi-family development 
elsewhere the parking requirement is the lessor of one parking space per bedroom or two 
per unit and up to 40% of the requirement may be met with cash-in-lieu. Multi-family 
projects are much more likely to provide some or all parking via cash-in-lieu as there are 
only so many spaces that will fit across the rear of a small lot.  
 

Parking Infill Area All Other Areas 

 Requirement Cash-
in-lieu 

Minimum 
on-site Requirement Cash-

in-lieu 
Minimum 
on-site 

Single-
Family 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

100% 0 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

40% 60% 

Multi-
Family One per unit 100% 0 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

40% 60% 

 
Parking mitigation for single family and multi-family developments is treated the same 
based on location within or outside the Aspen Infill Area.  Typically, residential density on 
a smaller lot is dictated by number of parking spaces that can be accommodated on the 
lot.  Parking provides a control for the number of units a property can support.  
 
Comparison – Development Scenarios  
The following three development scenarios are likely outcomes that an owner would 
evaluate.  This analysis assumes a 3,000 square foot parcel within the RMF Zone with an 
existing free-market home of 1,500 square feet.   
1. Single-Family Add-On:  The exiting home could be expanded to the full 2,400 square 

feet of Floor Area.  The home could not be demolished and certain existing physical 
conditions could be undesirable or tough to work around.  For example, developing a 
full basement may not be possible and parking may be substandard, but a gross build-
out of 4,000 square feet would be in reach.   In this scenario, housing mitigation of .14 
FTEs would be provided – either through housing credits or a cash-in-lieu payment.  
This provides 8% of a one-bedroom unit.  Maximum height is 25 feet.  The project 
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would be subject to a staff review for Residential Design Standards and then could 
proceed directly to building permit review. 

2. Single-Family Scrape & Replace:  If the home was demolished and redeveloped, the 
maximum Floor Area would be 1,920 square feet.  The addition of 420 square feet of 
floor area requires housing mitigation for .07 FTEs.  This provides 4% of a one-
bedroom unit.  In this “scrape and replace” scenario, a full basement would be 
developed and the gross square footage could approach 4,000 square feet.  We would 
expect the two parking spaces to be provided on-site, in a garage.  Maximum height 
is 25 feet.  The project would be subject to a staff review for Residential Design 
Standards and then could proceed directly to building permit review. 

3. Multi-Family:  If the property were redeveloped with 4 units total, three being new units, 
then two units in the project would need to be affordable housing.  The total project 
could be 4,500 square feet of Floor Area, 3,000 square feet being new.  In this 
scenario, on-site affordable housing would likely be a studio unit and a one-bedroom 
unit providing housing for 4 FTEs.  Parking would likely be only two spaces on-site 
with 2 provided through cash-in-lieu.  Maximum height would be 32 feet.  The project 
would be subject to a public hearing process taking roughly six months. 

 
The proposed concept is simple, already applies to lots with historic designation, and will 
results in a positive impact on the community by advancing affordable housing goals.  We 
look forward to a policy level discussion with Community Development and the Aspen City 
Council.  We feel the topics covered above address the questions raised by City Council 
in our previous meeting.   
In addition, an on-site survey soliciting input on this topic is currently live.  We sent a mailer 
to all property owners in the RMF and RMFA Districts and we will provide results when 
they are available.  Thank you for your consideration of this proposed code amendment 
and please reach out with any questions or for additional analysis or information.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Chris Bendon, AICP  
BendonAdams, LLC  
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Land Use Application  
2. Authorization to represent 
3. Pre-application summary 
4. Proposed Policy Resolution 
5. Proposed Ordinance 
6. Massing Comparison Drawings 
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November 2017 City of Aspen|130 S. Galena St.|(970) 920 5090

CITY OF ASPEN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

LAND USE APPLICATION 

Project Name and Address:_________________________________________________________________________

Parcel ID # (REQUIRED) _____________________________

APPLICANT: 

Name: ______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: _______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone #:   ___________________________   email: __________________________________

REPRESENTIVATIVE: 

Name:  _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address:________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone#: _____________________________  email:___________________________________

Description: Existing and Proposed Conditions

Review: Administrative or Board Review

Have you included the following? FEES DUE: $ ______________ 

  Pre-Application Conference Summary 
Signed Fee Agreement 

  HOA Compliance form
  All items listed in checklist on PreApplication Conference Summary

Required Land Use Review(s):

Growth Management Quota System (GMQS) required fields:

Net Leasable square footage _________   Lodge Pillows______   Free Market dwelling units ______  

Affordable Housing dwelling units_____   Essential Public Facility square footage ________

n/a
n/a

Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd.; Daryl Cramer, Authorized Agent

420 E. Main Street #210A; Aspen, CO  81611

970.925.9450    dcramer@accretivelawgroup.com
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PLANNER:   Ben Anderson, 429.2765 
PROJECT NAME AND ADDRESS: Land Use Code – Text Amendment – RMF and RMF/A Zone 
Districts 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Chris Bendon, Chris@BendonAdams.com 

DESCRIPTION: 
The RMF/ RMFA Zone Districts have in the purpose statement the following phrase: “to provide for 
the use of land for intensive long-term residential purposes, short-term vacation rentals and 
customary accessory uses.”  The districts permit detached residential dwellings, duplexes, and 
multifamily dwellings, among other accessory uses. Both zone districts have a dimensional 
requirement of a minimum gross lot area of 6000 square feet for properties that have not gone 
through a historic landmark lot split (properties that have – are subject to a 3000 square foot 
minimum).  This means that under current code language, multi-family development is not 
permitted on non-historic lots of less than 6000 square feet.  

BendonAdams is representing a potential applicant who is interested in the possibility of multifamily 
development on a 4,500 square foot lot in the RMF.  As described above, this is currently prohibited 
by the dimensional requirements of the zone district.  The potential applicant is contemplating a 
Land Use Code Amendment, that if approved, would allow this type of development on a lot of this 
size.  While it is more typical for a Code Amendment to be initiated by City Staff, a Commission, or 
City Council, the Code does provide a path for a private party to initiate an amendment. Due to the 
time frame necessary for the applicant’s needs, staff has recommended that the applicant initiate 
this process, rather than potentially be included in other Community Development-led code 
amendments that are proceeding on a more extended timeline. 

After discussion with the City Attorney and Community Development Director, the following is a 
description of the process: 

1) An Action Item discussion with City Council during a regular scheduled meeting to establish
Council perspective on the following issues, as required by code: A) If they authorize an application
submission from a third party, B) To what degree outreach is necessary prior to a policy resolution
being considered, and C) whether the applicant should pay planning review fees.  Council direction
would be provided by motion.

In a fully cooperative process, staff would facilitate the conversation with Council and will provide 
recommendation to Council in the crafting of a proposed motion. Brief memos from the applicant 
and staff would be submitted as part of the Council’s packet to introduce and guide this initial 
discussion.    

2) If Council is supportive of an application, applicant would submit a formal Land Use application,
shaped by both staff and Council direction.  This would include proposed requirements for public
outreach, and analysis of the impact of the proposed amendment.  Application fee would be
determined by Council direction but is currently set at a deposit of $7,800.

3) Applicant and representative, working in cooperation with Staff will propose specific code
language in support of the desired land use outcome.

4) This will include a discussion with Planning and Zoning Commission for recommendation to
Council on the proposed code amendment language.
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5) Steps 2 and 3 of the Amendment Process (26.310.020.B) shall be coordinated to the degree 
possible to facilitate a time efficient review process.        
 
RELEVANT LAND USE CODE SECTIONS: 
 
Section Number Section Title 
26.304   Common Development Review Procedures 
26.310   Amendments to the Land Use Code 
26.312   Nonconformities  
26.710.090/100 Residential Multi-family Zone Districts (RMF and RMFA)   
 
For your convenience –The following links may be helpful:   
 
https://library.municode.com/co/aspen/codes/municipal_code 
 
https://www.cityofaspen.com/DocumentCenter/View/1835/Land-Use-Application-Packet-2020 
 
REVIEW BY:   1) City Council, initially in authorizing an application 
    2) Staff for Completeness, P&Z for Recommendation 
    3) City Council for Policy Resolution and Approval  
 
REQUIRED LAND USE REVIEW(S): 
Amendments to the Land Use Code 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: For the first step, a public hearing is not required, but City Council will provide 

direction. 
 If an application is pursued, public hearings with P&Z and City Council 

will be required.  
PLANNING FEES: For the first step, none, following Council direction fees will be 

determined, but the code currently establishes $7800 as the deposit 
amount for a code amendment review 

REFERRAL FEES:  No. 
TOTAL DEPOSIT:  None, initially. Following Council Direction – up to $7,800 
 
 
If positive direction Is given by Council: 
 
APPLICATION CHECKLIST – These items should first be submitted in a PDF; sent to: 
ben.anderson@cityofaspen.com 
 

� Completed Land Use Application and signed Fee Agreement (see link above) 
 

� Pre-application Conference Summary (this document) 
 

� 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. 

 
� Written narrative of the proposed Amendment. This should include analysis of the potential impacts 

of the amendment for a particular property and the degree to which this change would impact the 
entire zone district.  

 
� Response to Council direction on public outreach. 
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� Draft of proposed amendment language – to be coordinated with support from staff.  
 

� Depending on further review of the case, additional items may be requested of the application.  
 

� Once the application is deemed complete by staff, the applicant/applicant’s representative will 
receive an e-mail requesting submission of an electronic copy of the complete application and the 
deposit. Once the deposit is received, the case will be assigned to a planner and the land use 
review will begin. 

 
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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Reso __, 2021 
Page 1 

Resolution No. __ 
(Series of 2021) 

 RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL DIRECTING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 26.710.090 – 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-

FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE. 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a request by a 
private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the Community 
Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 2021, authorizing 
the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code and 
26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community 
Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify which land use code a project may 
rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a previous approval; and,   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the Municipal 
Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by City Council, and 
then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the recommendation from the 
Community Development Director; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code amendment 
consisted of the following: 

• A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone Districts
soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and opportunity for 
freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same on-line
survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

• An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal.
• A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on [date] to

discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included 
in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on [date] to discuss the
proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included in the
[date] City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended pursuit of the proposed
amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code Chapter 26.304 – Common Development Review 
Procedures; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing on [date], 
the City Council approved Resolution No. __, Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) vote, determining that an 
amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,   
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Reso __, 2021 
Page 2 

   
 
 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds that the 
amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and, 

 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds 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 
Amendment to the Residential Multi-Family Zone District and Residential Multi-Family – A Zone District 
should be pursued to enable development of multi-family units on parcels of land being less than 6,000 
square feet.  This allowance would enable mixed affordable and free-market residential projects to further 
goals established in the 2012 Aspen Area Community Plan.   

 
Section 2: 
A public hearing on this resolution was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the City of Aspen.  
 
 
 
FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021. 
 
Attest: 
 
__________________________   ___________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk    Torre, Mayor 
 
 
Approved as to form:         
 
___________________________        
James R. True, City Attorney        
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 1 

ORDINANCE No. __ 
(Series of 2021) 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 26.710.090 – 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-

FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE. 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a request by a 
private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the Community 
Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 2021, authorizing 
the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code and 
26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community 
Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify which land use code a project may 
rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a previous approval; and,   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the Municipal 
Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by City Council, and 
then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the recommendation from the 
Community Development Director; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code amendment 
consisted of the following: 

• A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone Districts
soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and opportunity for 
freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same on-line
survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

• An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal.
• A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on [date] to

discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included 
in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on [date] to discuss the
proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included in the
[date] City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing on [date],
the City Council approved Resolution No. __, Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) vote, determining that an 
amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,   

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended approval of the proposed 
amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code Chapter 26.304 – Common Development Review 
Procedures; and,  
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 2 

 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds that the 
amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and, 

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

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO THAT: 

Section 1 
Section 26.710.090.d.1 – Minimum Gross Lot Area – of the City of Aspen Land Use, which section 
provides the minimum property size necessary for various types of development in the RMF Zone 
District, shall be amended to read as follows:    

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six thousand (6,000). For lots created by 
Paragraph 26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: Three thousand (3,000). For 
Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000).  

 

[remaining subsections 2 – 11 shall remain unchanged] 

Section 2:  
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to mislabeled 
subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the Ordinance. 
 
Section 3: Effect Upon Existing Litigation.   
This ordinance 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: Severability.   
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance 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 5: Effective Date. 
In accordance with Section 4.9 of the City of Aspen Home Rule Charter, this ordinance shall become effective 
thirty (30) days following final passage. 
 
Section 6: 
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the City of Aspen.  
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 3 

INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City Council of the City of Aspen 
on the ____ day of ____________, 2021.  
 
 
Attest: 

 
__________________________   ____________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk   Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 
FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021. 
 
Attest: 
 
__________________________   ___________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk    Torre, Mayor 
 
 
Approved as to form:         
 
___________________________        
James R. True, City Attorney        
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Single-Family massing shown in solid blue
Multi-Family massing shown in translucent orange

3,000sf Lot 4,500sf Lot 6,000sf Lot
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EXHIBIT B – Review Criteria – Initiation (Policy Resolution)  
 
26.310.040. Amendments to the Land Use Code standards of review – Initiation. 
In reviewing a request to pursue an amendment to the text of this Title, per Section 
26.310.020(B)(2), Step Two – Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall consider: 

A. Whether there exists a community interest to pursue the amendment. 

The relationships between Code provisions that have been interpreted over time to 
preclude locating multi-family development on smaller lots in the RMF/RMFA Zone 
Districts are not fully clear in staff’s view. A decision on the Ordinance could provide 
additional clarity to this issue and potentially resolve this uncertainty. In staff’s view 
this code amendment would provide clarity on the community’s perspective on multi-
family development on compact lots. 

  

B. Whether the objectives of the proposed amendment furthers an adopted policy, community 
goal, or objective of the City including, but not limited to, those stated in the Aspen Area 
Community Plan. 

 The AACP clearly provides support for diversity in housing and neighborhood 
 composition.  It supports walkability to work and amenities by providing housing 
 opportunities for working residents in proximity to transit and within the UGB.  
 Additionally, the nature of the code amendment is related to broad conversations 
 that City Council and staff have had related  to optimizing the Land Use Code in 
 support of affordable housing opportunity.   

C. Whether the objectives of the proposed amendment are compatible with the community 
character of the City and in harmony with the public interest and the purpose and intent of this 
Title. 

 Evaluating this is ultimately the purpose of the Ordinance review, but in staff’s view, 
 this proposal is consistent with the intention and purpose of the Zone Districts and 
 would encourage the efficient use of land.   
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DID YOU KNOW THE CITY OF ASPEN IS CONSIDERING A CODE 
AMENDMENT  TO THE RMF AND RMFA ZONE DISTRICTS?
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Do you live in a multi-family neighborhood?  

How do you feel about increasing 
residential density? 

The City of Aspen is considering a zoning 
code change to allow greater residential 
density on small lots in the multi-family 
zone districts.  Currently, non-historic 
properties of 6,000 square feet or smaller 
only allow single-family homes.  

The change would allow multi-family 
buildings on these small properties.  For 
more information and to provide your 
thoughts, please use the QR Code or go 
to 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/
rmfcodeamendment

For questions, please reach out to: 

ben.anderson@cityofaspen.com

HAVE YOUR SAY!
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City of Aspen Land Use Code 
Amendment Proposal for Residential 

Multi-Family Zone District

Thursday, April 8th, 12-12:30pm
Thursday, April 8th, 4-4:30pm

WHAT IS THE PROPOSAL? 
A Code Amendment Application has been submitted to the City 
of Aspen requesting a change to the allowed uses on sub-6,000 
square foot lots in the RMF and RMFA zone districts. For the lots 

that would be considered eligible, it means that they would have the 
opportunity to increase density on-site to include multi-family uses.

WHERE CAN I GET MORE INFORMATION? 
The applicant team and City staff will be hosting two information 

sessions next week on Thursday April 8th, 2021. If you are interested 
in learning more then we encourage you to join us – the meetings 

will have a brief presentation and time for general questions. 

HOW DO I REGISTER? 
To register, or email the project team 
with questions, please reach out to 

info@bendonadams.com. 

HOW DO I PROVIDE INPUT? 
The applicant has created a survey 

to collect feedback from community 
members on the Code amendment 

proposal.  You can find the survey here:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/rmfcodeamendment
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The City of Aspen is currently reviewing an applica  on request pertaining to small size lots in the Residen  al Mul  -Family 
Zone Districts (RMF/RMFA). These zone districts represent the areas in town that the City has iden  fi ed for greater density 
opportuni  es and for the most part, these areas are concentrated in the downtown core and immediate surrounds. 
Currently, lots under 6,000 square feet can only be developed with a single family home.

Introduc  on:

Survey:
If you would like to provide your feedback on the Code amendment applica  on please take the project survey! You 

can fi nd it at h  ps://www.surveymonkey.com/r/rmfcodeamendment or you can scan the QR Code:

FAQ: PROPOSAL FOR CODE AMENDMENT TO 
RMF AND RMFA ZONE DISTRICTS

Proposal: 
A City of Aspen land use code amendment to allow for mul  -family uses on sub-6,000 square foot lots in the RMF and 
RMFA zone districts. Code amendments within the City of Aspen follow a specifi c process  - focused on amending code 
language or the land use map in Aspen. In this case, the applicant is proposing a language amendment to the RMF and 
RMFA Zone District Chapters to expand the uses on said lots to include mul  -family.

Specifi cally, it would propose for the minimum lot size for mul  -family housing in the RMF and RMFA Districs to be 3,000 
square feet. There are roughly 24 lots within these zone districts that this amendment would aff ect, with lot sizes ranging 
from just under 3,000 square feet, to just under 6,000 square feet. Nine of which are historic proper  es that may already 
develop mul  -family housing, and several others that don’t meet the proposed 3,000 square foot.

The project team is conduc  ng community outreach to assess residents’ interest in these code changes, and the 
informa  on from the survey and from public comment will be shared with the Planning and Zoning Commission and City 
Council.

Mass and Scale: Model illustra  ng exis  ng single-family allowances (blue) and proposed mul  -family housing allowances (orange).
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The City’s Residen  al Mul  -Family (RMF) and Residen  al Mul  -Family A (RMFA) Zone District contain the City’s most-
dense neighborhoods. These areas are also where the City should expect high-density projects to be developed. In fact, 
the City’s zoning incorporates height and fl oor area incen  ves for higher-density projects.

The purpose of both the RMF and RMFA Zone districts is “for intensive long-term residen  al purposes, short term vaca  on 
rentals, and customary accessory uses.” Permi  ed uses include single family, duplex, and mul  -family residen  al among 
other accessory uses such as accessory dwelling units and home occupa  ons. Both zone districts are located within 
walking distance to transporta  on routes and are surrounded by residen  al uses.

The Code specifi es a minimum lot size of 6,000 sf for non-historic lots (and a minimum lot size of 3,000 sf for historic lots 
created as part of a historic landmark lot split) in the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts.

Non-historic lots that are smaller than 6,000 sf are considered “non-conforming lots of record” which are only allowed to 
be developed as a single-family home. Non-conforming historic lots of record that contain a historic resource are allowed 
to be developed pursuant to the permi  ed uses in the zone district.

RMF and RMFA Zone District Informa  on:

Survey:
If you would like to provide your feedback on the Code amendment applica  on please take the project survey! You 

can fi nd it at h  ps://www.surveymonkey.com/r/rmfcodeamendment or you can scan the QR Code:

FAQ: PROPOSAL FOR CODE AMENDMENT TO 
RMF AND RMFA ZONE DISTRICTS

If the code language for these Zone Districts is approved and adopted into the Land Use Code by Aspen City Council, then 
eligible proper  es could apply to develop mul  -family buildings on small lots.

Mul  -Family Floor Area and height are based on density and lot size which results in smaller projects on smaller lots. 
More residen  al units provides a higher allowable fl oor area with a maximum fl oor area ra  o of 1.5:1, and maximum 
height is also based on density with an upper limit of 32 feet. These restric  ons encourage density but at the same  me 
encourage neighborhood compa  bility by rela  ng fl oor area directly to lot size.

What happens if this is approved?:

The applicant has created a survey on Survey Monkey  - the data from which will be shared with City staff , the Planning 
and Zoning Commission, and Aspen City Council. 

Public comment can also be submi  ed to Long Range Planner, Ben Anderson, at the City of Aspen who is the project 
planner. You can fi nd him at ben.anderson@cityofaspen.com 

How do I provide feedback? 
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Pitkin County Mailing List of 0 Feet Radius

Pitkin County GIS presents the information and data on this web
site  as  a  service  to  the public.   Every effort  has been made  to
ensure that the information and data contained in this electronic
system  is  accurate,  but  the  accuracy  may  change.   Mineral
estate ownership is not included in this mailing list. Pitkin County
does not maintain a database of mineral estate owners.

Pitkin  County GIS  makes no warranty  or guarantee  concerning
the completeness,  accuracy, or  reliability  of  the  content  at  this
site  or at  other sites to which we link.  Assessing accuracy and
reliability of information and data is the sole responsibility of the
user.  The user understands he or she is solely responsible and
liable  for  use,  modification, or distribution  of  any information  or
data obtained on this web site.

This  document  contains  a  Mailing  List  formatted  to  be
printed  on  Avery  5160  Labels.   If  printing,  DO  NOT  "fit  to
page" or "shrink oversized pages." This will manipulate the
margins  such  that  they  no  longer  line  up  on  the  labels
sheet. Print actual size.

From Parcel: User Defined Area on 03/01/2021

Instructions:

Disclaimer:

http://www.pitkinmapsandmore.com
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TROUSDALE JEAN VICK LVG TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9983

ABUNDANCE ASPEN LLC

THOUSAND OAKS , CA  91360

307 BRIAR BLUFF CIR

COOPER AVE GREYSTONE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

WSFFB II, LLC

BOULDER, CO  803025319

1470 WALNUT ST #200

WEISS BERNIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E MAIN ST 102B  #211 

QUEEN VICTORIA CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

916 E HOPKINS AVE

CUNNINGHAM P

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11717

904 E COOPER/312 WEST END CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

904 E COOPER AVE

CORNEZ ROBERT M

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 2615

W PROPERTIES II LLC

RALEIGH, NC  27612

4600 MARRIOTT DR, #400

GRAY DALE F REV TRST

BETHESDA, MD  20816

5921 SEARL TER

SMALL ERIC & CHRISTI

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

50 OLD BARN LN

LEO RICHARD A REV TRUST

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94117

15 ASHBURY TER

TROUSDALE MARGARET OB

GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO  80121

7 ALEXANDER LN

ROBERTS MARION S & TANIA

AUSTIN, TX  787351745

11201 SOLITARY FAWN TRL

LACHER MARC P INVEST TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611

840 N LAKE SHORE DR #1101

ASPEN VILLAGER LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E COOPER AVE # 6

GALLOP PARK LLC

ANN ARBOR, MI  48105

4696 BAYBERRY CIR

BALDWIN MELINDA LLC

WINNETKA, IL  60093

835 ASH ST

HAVENO HOLDINGS LIMITED

LYFOR CAY  NASSAU BAHAMAS,   

PO BOX N-858 LYFORD MANOR

LARRAC INV LLC

BOERNE, TX  78006

840 FM 474

1020 COOPER LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

639 N 4TH ST 

CORREIA JOHN E

HURRICANE, UT  84737

2642 W 250 N

VINCENTI CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1015 E HYMAN AVE

GOLDMAN KAREN TRUST 2016

SANTA MONICA, CA  90403

1803 CALIFORNIA AVE 

LDRAM 2 LLC

PARADISE VALLEY, AZ  85253

3900 E BETHANY HOME RD 

CRICK NATHALIE J

ASPEN, CO  81611

835 E DURANT AVE #2

KALNITSKY LINDA BUDIN TRUST

WEST PALM BEACH, FL  33401

1701 S FLAGLER DR #1601

PLOTKE MICHELLE

FARMINGTON, MI  48331

28009 HICKORY DR

DIRKES PETER R

MILL NECK, NY  11765

324 FOXWOOD LN
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SMITH CHARLES C III & LYNN

NEW ORLEANS, LA  70118-6039

6030 GARFIELD ST 

SILVERBELL RENTALS LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77055

1500 N POST OAK RD #190

BELKOVA DASHA

ASPEN, CO  816112092

819 E HYMAN AVE #7

PARGITER SALLY J

ASPEN, CO  81611

943 E COOPER #C

SCHULTZ BRIAN & ELIZABETH

DALLAS, TX  75220

9301 MEADOWBROOK DR

WEST END HOME LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1010 E HYMAN

LAUGHLIN FAM REV LVG TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

730 E DURANT AVE

UTE 202 LLC

TAMARAC, FL  33321

7457 GRANVILLE DR #301

J & F INVESTMENT CO LP

LIVINGSTON, NJ  07039

25 BERKELEY TER

RAPIDS TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

E HOPKINS AVE

BOYD RICHARD P

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10984

HYMAN AVENUE VICTORIAN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

990 E HYMAN AVE

ROTH LEWIS

MIAMI, FL  33155

6230 SW 44TH ST

MARLER ANDREW

VENICE, CA  902914755

2338 FREY AVE

TETSUYAMA LLC

OSPREY, FL  34229

147 EXPLORER DR

CHILES JAMES T & JENNIFER ALBRECHT

DALLAS, TX  75202

901 MAIN #2600

TYCHER JACK 2012 IRREV TRUST

FAIRFIELD , NJ  07004

100 PASSAIC AVE # 240

FEDER JANICE & GARY

BOULDER, CO  803025319

1470 WALNUT ST #200

PINOEER CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

915 E HOPKINS AVE #3

DANIELE ROBIN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1023

SUNRISE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1007 E HYMAN AVE

HORWITZ LEONARD REV TRUST

KANSAS CITY, MO  641113413

720 W 44TH ST #2006

GOODROE SHIRLEY A

CAMP HILL , PA  17011

3503 MARGO RD

COLUMBINE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

801 E HOPKINS AVE

BLUE SKYE DAISY BROOKE PARTNERSHIP LLLP

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E HOPKINS #17

CHAMBERS FRANKLIN J

ASPEN, CO  81611

830 E DURANT AVE

PRINCE ALBERT ON HOPKINS LLC

SHREVEPORT, LA  71101

330 MARSHALL ST #640

WILSON BRIAN M & CATHY J REVOCABLE TRUST

HEALDSBURG, CA  95448

235 APPALOOSA TR

DOHSE J JEFFREY

DENVER, CO  80209

2552 E ALAMEDA AVE #23

CUNNINGHAM DAPHNE HOCH

EVANSTON, IL  60201

228 GREENWOOD
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EHRMAN HOPE J

LAKE FOREST, IL  60045

170 MARION AVE

KOZLOW DANIEL

BLOOMFIELD, MI  483022375

1129 E WICKFORD 

MEYERSTEIN FAMILY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

115 BOOMERANG RD #5103

PALMERO KEN

CARBONDALE , CO  81623

11 OLD ORCHARD RD

DORNEMANN MICHAEL

STAMFORD, CT  06901

70 FOREST ST #8A

MONTGOMERY JOHN

MEMPHIS, TN  38103

41 UNION AVE #200

MAYOTTE MONICA & TERRY

BOCA RATON, FL  33486

860 SW 21ST ST

DAMASO PAULA M TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1225

BAK HOLDINGS LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

439 JODY LN

GIEFER PATRICK

DENVER, CO  80209

950 S JOSEPHINE ST

BOUSTEAD DOUGLAS

ADIRONDACK, NY  12808

PO BOX 186

1039 E COOPER LLC

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO  80906

2003 PINE GROVE AVE

KELLY JESSIE M LTD PARTNERSHIP #1

GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO  80111

6295 GREENWOD PLAZA BLVD

T STREET LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2648

LION DANIEL A & JACQUELINE TRUST

FRESNO, CA  93771

7600 NORTH MARKS 

COHEN FAMILY NOMINEE TRUST

PITTSFIELD, MA  012018421

50 STONEHENGE RD

DAVIS WILLIAM JEWELL SR & KATHY LOU

LUBBOCK, TX  79464

PO BOX 64446

WILDRICK SHANNON C

BASALT, CO  81621

221 JUNIPER CT

ASPEN RIVERSIDE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE #15A

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

POLICARO FRANCO G

ASPEN, CO  81611

1004 E DURANT AVE #2

LITZENBERGER JOHN

ASHEVILLE, NC  28804

125 HOWLAND RD

PORTER FRANK H JR

CHAGRIN FALLS, OH  44022

33970 MEADOW LN

BUYERS BRUCE

EAST AURORA, NY  140522651

11 NYE HILL RD

HOLSTEIN MATTHEW & KATE

ASPEN, CO  81611

947 E COOPER AVE

MORGAN LORI

BROOMFIELD, CO  800201142

25 IRENE CT

RIVERVIEW CONDO 26 LLC

BOULDER, CO  80301

1630 A 30TH ST PMB #387 

COOPER AVE VICTORIAN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1012 E COOPER AVE

WISE PEGGY S QPRT

WINNETKA, IL  60093

1401 TOWER RD

PERSSON ROBERT

BURBANK, CA  91502

110 W OLIVE AVE
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MJJ 2020 LLC

DALLAS, TX  75229

10244 EPPING LN

NORTHROCK HOLDINGS LLC

WARWICK WK 06 BERMUDA,   

UNIT 22 MIZZENTOP

MIZZENTOP DR

WITMONDT FAMILY INVESTMENTS LLC

FAIRFIELD , NJ  07004

100 PASSAIC AVE # 240

KENNEDY WILLIAM W FAMILY TRST

BARRINGTON HILLS, IL  60010

218 STEEPLECHASE RD

BAYLEY LORI A

MALDEN, MA  02148

2 BOWER ST

LUMEN LLC

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105

455 MARKET ST 23RD FLOOR

ASPEN EAST CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

980 E HYMAN AVE

GORDON SYLVIA TRUST II

FRANKLIN, MI  48025

25862 HERSHEYVALE

KANIPE J STEPHEN & PATRICIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

1015 E HYMAN AVE  #3

TACHE MARK C

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E HYMAN

LARIAN LLC

MIAMI, FL  33256

11301 S DIXIE HWY #566418

SILVER GLEN TOWNHOUSES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

E HYMAN AVE

HERRON HERINK REAL ESTATE LLC

NORTH LIBERTY, IA  52317

3886 LOCUST RIDGE RD

PETERSEN LORNA M

ASPEN, CO  81611

915 E HOPKINS #8

PUNJ JULIA ANJALI

ASPEN, CO  81611

PO BOX 4469

MORGAN RIVER M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1460

THOMAS VICTORIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

835 E DURANT AVE #1

26 EAU CLAIRE LLC

NEW ORLEANS, LA  70130

600 PORT OF NEW ORLEANS PL #9F

GLORY US LLC

BAY HARBOR, FL  33154

9826 WEST BROADVIEW DRIVE

SINGER ALISON

VENICE, CA  902914030

2014 PENMAR AVE

PACK R MICHAEL

SAN DIEGO, CA  92108

5005 TEXAS ST STE 305

LITTLE SCHAFFHAUSEN LLC

CHICAGO, IL  60611

400 NORTH MICHIGAN AVE #900 

PAGANO JOSEPH A

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E HOPKINS #2

BERNI SHAEL MORGAN

GREENWICH, CT  06830

660 STEAMBOAT RD 4TH FL

DAMASO PAULA M TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1225

NARK WILSON JANIS A

ASPEN, CO  81611-4117

1039 E COOPER #5

ASPEN LIVING WELL LLC

SALT POINT, NY  12578

2517 ROUTE 44 #11-104

KESSLER CONDOS ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

950/960 E DURANT AVE

ROARING FORK 70 LLC

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33140

3103 N BAY RD

MCCAFFERTY PEGGY

ASPEN, CO  81611

900 E HOPKINS #6
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JACOBSON DAVID & ANDREA LYNN

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48302

5255 PONVALLEY RD

DILORENZO DEBRA

NORTHAMPTON, MA  01060

55 MAYNARD RD

WUSLICH DIANE S

ASPEN, CO  81611

1007 E HYMAN AVE #8

NJH CENTENNIAL LLC

ASPEN, CO  816112154

625 E MAIN ST #1028

ARKIN JONATHAN

ASPEN, CO  816111935

625 E MAIN ST #102B

LAMPTON JULIE M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12111

BUYERS BRADLEY M

EAST AURORA, NY  14052

11 NYE HILL RD

EUBANK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1022 E HYMAN AVE

POLICARO JOANNA

COLUMBUS, OH  43220

4292 CHAUCER LN

BLATT ROBERT M REV TRUST

CINCINNATI, OH  45242

10925 REED HARTMAN HWY #200

EDMONDS SUZANNE L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 782

ROM HOLLY M & WILLIAM N

NEW YORK, NY  10028

350 E 82ND ST #7W

MOUNTAIN TO CLIMB LLC

OMAHA, NE  68130

18421 SHADOW RIDGE DR

RANGER LIVING TRUST

CHESTERFIELD, MO  63017

445 WHITESTONE FARM DR

DECK WARREN PRESTON LIVING TRUST

DENVER, CO  80235

3972 S PINEHURST CIRCLE

EICHLER STEVEN

PHILADELPHIA, PA  19103

2300 WALNUT ST #707

DEVLIN KAREN RUBEY

ASPEN, CO  816111087

6 TUMBLEDOWN LN

ALPERN THOMAS E

ASPEN, CO  81611

1023 E HOPKINS AVE

RK PARTNERS LLC

SHORT HILLS, NJ  07078

31 WASHINGTON AVE

PETITIE ROCHE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

926 E COOPER AVE

TWO PANTHER LLC

DENVER, CO  80209

1020 S GILPIN ST

NAGER DEBBIE TRUST

LEAWOOD, KS  66209

4803 W 120TH PL

LARKSPUR B5 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

515 W GILLESPIE ST

TENG NANCY H TRUST

ELMHURST, IL  60126

1050 S EUCLID AVE #5108

BANKS LIVING TRUST

SANTA BARBARA, CA  931505146

PO BOX 5146

R NESTY LLC

DENVER, CO  80205

2711 RACE STREET

JDG WEST LLC

ASPEN , CO  81611

1035 E HOPKINS AVE

NEARY DENNIS R & NANCY CENTLIVRE

INDIANAPOLIS, IN  46236

8282  BOWLINE CT

ARAPAHOE LLC

ST PAUL, MN  55110

1201 N BIRCH LAKE BLVD

ADAM P T

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 607
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CAREW II LLC

SOUTHFIELD, MI  48034

100 GALLERIA OFFICE CENTRE #427

GARDNER JODY

BRANCHBURG, NJ  08876

1250 ROUTE 28 #101

EARL GARY B & NANCY M

WRAY, CO  80758

34643 CNTY RD EE

KELLY JESSIE M LP #1

GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO  80111

6295 GREENWOOD PLAZA BLVD

DAVIS ALTON T REV TRUST

NAPLES, FL  34102

95 12TH AVE S

MCGAFFEY FAMILY & CO NO C LLC

SEATTLE, WA  98109

2465 NOB HILL AVE NORTH

BOYD RICHARD P

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10984

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

450 RIGINAL LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

132 PARK AVE

BRUMDER ASPEN LLC

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK  73102

210 PARK AVE #1725

ENCLAVE 10 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10671

LARKSPUR CONDO B4 LLC

NEW YORK, NY  10023

2109 BROADWAY # 13-10

MONTGOMERY JOHN R & HELEN WALDRUM

BIRMINGHAM, AL  35243

2113 CALDWELL MILL TRACE

ASPEN VALLEY LAND TRUST

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

320 MAIN ST #204

LERNER JAY R & BOBETTE S

OMAHA, NE  68154

10855 W DODGE RD #270

FEITH SUSAN

WISCONSIN RAPIDS, WI  54494

700 BELLE ISLE

ROCKHILL BRITTANIE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10261

WINTER HAVEN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

527 S WEST END ST

MATHIESON MICHAEL

DENVER, CO  80206

155 STEELE ST 3617

SMILIOS PENNY WHITE

ASPEN, CO  81611

1007 E HYMAN AVE #2

306 ASSOCIATES LLC

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48302

PO BOX 7067

GERBER-MCMANUS SUE

EL CAJON, CA  92020

1111 CRYSTAL LN

DAVIS MARTIN

ASPEN, CO  816112603

835 E HYMAN AVE APT G

ALLEN JENNIFER C

AUSTIN, TX  78746

6613 WHITEMARSH VALLEY WALK

PRINCESS POW LLC

NEW YORK, NY  10011

509 W 24TH ST

CHATEAU EAU CLAIRE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1034 E COOPER ST

CARLSON KERRY Y

ASPEN, CO  81611

982 E HOPKINS # 3

GERDA HOLDINGS LLC

LIGHTHOUSE POINT, FL  33074

PO BOX 50424

HARBOR REAL ESTATE COMPANY LLC

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48304

1900 S TELEGRAPH RD #104

BARBERA IVANA

CHATTANOOGA, TN  37405

345 FRAZIER AVE #206
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801 EAST HYMAN LLC

FORT WORTH, TX  76107

5201 CAMP BOWIE BLVD

ROM WILLIAM NICHOLAS & HOLLY MEEKER

NEW YORK , NY  10028

350 E 82ND ST 7W

P L & A INC

OMAHA, NE  68124

9727 SPRING ST

CHATEAU ROARING FORK LLC

NEW ALBANY, OH  43054

8000 WALTON PKWY #100

MARESCA-EICHLER CARLA

PHILADELPHIA, PA  19103

2300 WALNUT ST #707

LIEB MADELINE TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

800 E HYMAN AVE #A

MM BROOKS FAMILY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

186 WOODS RD 

MANLEY JULIE K GIFT TRUST

THE WOODLANDS , TX  77382

3 NETHERFIELD WY

922 EAST COOPER ST MANAGEMENT LLC

AUSTIN, TX  78746

100 PASCAL LN

SAGARIA SABATO DOMINIC III

NEW YORK, NY  10003

67 E 11TH ST # 302

HOPKINS A4 LLC

GLENWOOD SPRINGS, CO  81601

818 COLORADO AVE

SCHNURMAN ALAN J & JUDITH

NEW YORK, NY  10017

870 UNITED NATIONS PLZ STE 20E

THOMPSON ARTHUR JR & HASSELINE

TUSCALOOSA, AL  35406

7200 COMMODORE DR

EAST HOPKINS AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1019 E HOPKINS AVE

SILVER BELL CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

805 E COPPER AVE

RICH VICTORIA

CREVE COEUR, MO  63141

455 RIDGECORDE

G&H INVESTMENT CO

LONG BEACH, CA  90815

6471 MANTOVA ST

URQUIZA KARIN

BURBANK, CA  91502

110 W OLIVE AVE

NEVINNY-LYLE CORINNE H TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

901 E HYMAN AVE #15

PLATINUM IRREV TRUST

SAN DIEGO, CA  92123

5482 COMPLEX ST # 113

MOLITOR PROPERTIES I LLC

MATTAWAN, MI  49071

53196 N MAIN ST

UNDERWOOD CHARLES T JR

DALLAS, TX  75205

25 HIGHLAND PARK VLG 100 LB455

WEISBARD MARK W

WILMETTE, IL  60091

1706 CENTRAL AVE

OLD HUNDRED CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

900 E DURANT AVE

AYR RESERVE R E ENTITY

NEW YORK, NY  10005

140 BROADWAY 4TH FL

SOKOLOV ALEXEY

LOS ANGELES, CA  90068

1446 N KINGS RD

MOUNTAIN RIVER MANOR CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

900 E HOPKINS AVE

ASPENEYES LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77079

13410 TAYLORCREST RD

KNODE FAMILY CONDO LLC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

29 QUAIL RUN

MCGUIRE WINTERHAVEN LLC

BUFFALO, NY  14225

455 CAYUGA RD #200
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IRREVOCABLE TRUST

WEST LEBANON, NH  03784

21 TECHNOLOGY DR #6

LIB LLC

PALO ALTO , CA  94301

314 LYTTON AVE #200

1016 EAST HYMAN HOLDINGS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

730 E DURANT AVE #200

NOORI ABDUL RASOL & MANDANA

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

330 MILBURN

CURRAN CHRISTOPHER

ASPEN, CO  81611

1019 E HOPKINS AVE #1019

MCATAMNEY KENNETH TRUST

WINNETKA, IL  60093

639 SPRUCE ST 

ZAYANDEROUDI FAMILY TRUST

LA JOLLA, CA  92037

1605 LA JOLLA RANCHO RD

CASTRO JOSEPH

EVANSTON, IL  60201

305 DAVIS ST

DUNNE REVOCABLE FAM LIV TRUST

CARBONDALE , CO  81623

801 LAKESIDE DR 

COX LESTER B REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

601 S WEST END ST #11

MANLEY STEPHEN GIFT TRUST

THE WOODLANDS , TX  77382

3 NETHERFIELD WY

COLETTA CAROL

MEMPHIS, TN  38103

41 UNION AVE #200

BELLINSON FAMILY IRREV TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS , MI  48302

5532 LANE LAKE RD

MORSE EUDICE M TRUST

CHAGRIN FALLS, OH  44022

14851 COUNTY LINE RD

ZORRITO LLC

SARASOTA, FL  34239

1901 FLOYD ST

SUSI SAMUEL REV TRUST

BOCA RATON, FL  33496

7806 CHARNEY LN

WISENBAKER MELISSA M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3466

LINHART FAMILY TRUST

PHOENIX, AZ  85018

5110 N 40TH ST #254

BLOCK DAYNA B

EVANSTON, IL  60201

305 DAVIS ST

CROCKETT RUFUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3837

CRF TOWNHOUSE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4450 

BIELINSKI LINDA M REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60601

450 E WATERSIDE DR #3107

BELSHER ELIZABETH S TRUST

PHOENIX, AZ  85018

4919 E GRANDVIEW LN

MIDLAND NO 7 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 3695

PARTRIDGE JEAN INS TRUST

NAPLES, FL  34102

3495 GIN LN

VILLAGER TOWNHOUSE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E COOPER AVE

SCHRINER BONNIE

DENVER, CO  80211

4546 KING ST

PARLETTE RICHARD S

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 DEAN ST

HANDZUS MICHAL

HERMOSA BEACH, CA  90254

123 29TH ST

MANLEY JEFFREY M GIFT TRUST

THE WOODLANDS, TX  77382

3 NETHERFIELD WY
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BOYD RICHARD P

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10984

LASHER KELLY G

ASPEN, CO  816121127

PO BOX 1127

SUTHERLAND GRANT

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9003

SB-H FAMILY 1 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

0316 PFISTER DR

WEINBERG JACK A & SHEILA A

GLENCOE, IL  60022

111 RAVINE GLADE

PORTNOY GERALD A REV TRUST

MINNEAPOLIS, MN  554145138

222 2ND ST SE #701

OATES WILLIAM D & B MARILYN

DALLAS , TX  75205

4900 LAKESIDE DR

KRIGEL SANFORD P TRUST

KANSAS CITY, MO  64111

4520 MAIN ST

PBIA & CO

PALM SPRINGS, FL  33461

1732 S CONGRESS AVE #323

CHATEAU EAU CLAIRE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1034 E COOPER ST

LE CLAIRVAUX TOWNHOUSES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

803 E DURANT AVE

FREER KATHLEEN WOODS REV TRUST

BLUFFTON, SC  29910

51 CUMBERLAND DR

WOODS NANCY P

SCOTTSDALE, AZ  85262

10602 E PALO BREA DR

KARASIK CHARLES

SIOUX FALLS, SD  57186

BOX 00794325

RICCHIUTI JOSEPH F

PHILADELPHIA, PA  191031009

2105 RACE ST

ROSSA DAVID H & VICTORIA L

DENVER, CO  80203

1860 WASHINGTON ST #414

MASINI ALDA TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

830 E HOPKINS #201

KAWAII DOG LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

729 E BLEEKER ST

601 SOUTH WEST END LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E HYMAN AVE #201

PARADIGM PARTNERS

DENVER, CO  80202

1543 WAZEE ST #400

GRAY CHERYL W REV TRST

BETHESDA, MD  20816

5921 SEARL TER

FELLMAN THOMAS

OMAHA, NE  68114

809 NO 96 ST

KRANS ROSEMARY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94118

298 4TH AVE #429

INDEPENDENCE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1104 DALE AVE

VAN DEUSEN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1006 E HYMAN AVE

PINE GLEN TOWNHOUSE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

KRIGEL SCOTT W TRUST

KANSAS CITY, MO  64111

4520 MAIN ST

CROCKETT RUFUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3837

RANDALL WILLIAM C DDS

PINE RIVER, MN  56474

10303 ORCHID LN

MOLNY CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1020 E HYMAN AVE
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KENNEDY WILLIAM W REV LVG TRUST

BARRINGTON, IL  60010

218 STEEPLECHASE RD

NA DEVELOPMENT LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E HYMAN #201

BLATT FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

CINCINNATI, OH  45242

10925 REED HARTMAN HWY #200

DENNIS II LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 S MILL ST #301A

PETERS JULIE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1643

JOHNSON SALLYANNE C

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 5050

FREER KATHLEEN WOODS REV TRUST

BLUFFTON, SC  29910

51 CUMBERLAND DR

BLUE SKYE DAISY BROOKE PARTNERSHIP LLLP

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E HOPKINS #17

WHITAKER-TOWNSEND KERRY

KEY LARGO, FL  33037

37 PUMPKIN CAY RD #B

GREEN ELK LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2206

CHATEAU ROARING FORK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE

FELLMAN THOMAS

OMAHA, NE  68114

809 NO 96 ST

816 & 818 EAST HYMAN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

818 E HYMAN AVE

211 ASHLEY PROJECT LLC

CHARLESTON, SC  29413

PO BOX 22424

FISHER JAMES B

JAMESTOWN , NC  27282

2709 ST ANDREWS CT

ZOE FUTURES LLC

DALLAS, TX  75205

4144 SAN CARLOS

DERBY INVESTMENT INC

WICHITA, KS  672181032

4601 E DOUGLAS AVE #111

HANDELIN MARY M LIVING TRUST

FORT BRAGG, CA  95437

16299 PEARSON LN

MENEFEE SAMUEL P

CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA  22905

PO BOX 5291

HELM P SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

550 S ORIGINAL ST # B

ILLMER NANCY & RICHARD

DALLAS, TX  75201

1918 N OLIVE ST #1003

KENNEDY JUSTIN

MIAMI, FL  33156 

5001 HAMMOCK LAKE DR

898 E HOPKINS LLC

CHICAGO, IL  60642

805 N MILWAUKEE AVE #301

WILLIAMSON CHERYL EXEMPT TRUST

WASHINGTON, DC  200072316

1601 35TH ST NW

CHATELET CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

250 S ORIGINAL ST

BGC III IRREVOCABLE TRUST

WEST LEBANON, NH  03784

21 TECHNOLOGY DR #6

LEAL FAMILY INVESTMENTS LLC

COCOA, FL  32926

3224 FAIRFAX LN

HY WEST CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

835 E HYMAN AVE

BERENS MARILYN REV TRUST

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33140

4925 COLLINS AVE #6A

SUSI MARILEE E REV TRUST

BOCA RATON, FL  33496

7806 CHARNEY LN

304



KNOKE ROLF M REV TRUST

LA JOLLA, CA  92037

7660 FAY AVE #H536

SCHROEDER PATRICIA A REV TRUST

PINE RIVER, MN  56474

36261 SPRUCE TR

NIX ELIZABETH

ASPEN, CO  81611

1019 E HOPKINS AVE #1019

KARST REBECCA

MIAMI, FL  33155

6230 SW 44TH ST

1000 EAST HOPKINS HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

972 E HOPKINS AVE

AYR RESERVE R E ENTITY

NEW YORK, NY  10005

140 BROADWAY 4TH FL

825 EAST HOPKINS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 E HOPKINS AVE #3N

MCATAMNEY JEANNE TRUST

WINNETKA, IL  60093

639 SPRUCE ST 

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

MURACO JULIE DECLARATION TRUST

NEW YORK , NY  10023

41 CENTRAL PARK W #10E

ADAMS GILBERT C III

MALDEN, MA  02148

2 BOWER ST

FORD ANN MICHIE

ASPEN, CO  816111820

404 S GALENA ST

ORIGINAL ENTERPRISE LLC

WESTPORT, CT  06880

77 MAPLE AVE S

WOOD JEFFREY R & SHANA B

HOUSTON, TX  77056

4900 WOODWAY DR #880

IPMD 2018 PROPERTY TRUST

TORONTO ONTARIO CANADA M9P1R5,   

10 WESTMOUNT PARK RD

GRANTHAM CHARLES EDWARD

RALEIGH, NC  27617

5849 LEASE LN

926 DURANT LLC

WEST PALM BEACH, FL  33401

915 S DIXIE HWY

MCLAUGHLIN WILLIAM R & MARTHA S

WAYZATA, MN  55391

234 EDGEWOOD AVE

MCCABE THOMAS J

ASPEN, CO  81611

1017 E HOPKINS AVE

TEN SIXTEEN EAST HYMAN

SPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1016 E HYMAN AVE

EXETER 20454 WY LLC

CHEYENNE, WY  82009

205 STOREY BLVD #200

GML ASPEN PROPERTY LLC

FT WORTH, TX  76107

3815 LISBON ST #203

PAUL HARVEY RICHARD REV TRUST

PITTSBURGH, PA  15213

537 N NEVILLE ST #5A

ASPEN DAY FAMILY PTNRSHP LLLP

BOULDER, CO  803025149

954 PEARL ST STE A

NK REAL ESTATE INVESTMENTS LLC

MALIBU, CA  90265

22254 PACIFIC COAST HWY

CHRISTMAS HOUSE LLC

CHICAGO, IL  606061594

150 N RIVERSIDE PLAZA #3300

NORDAN JOSH

BOCA RATON, FL  33432-3999

433 PLAZA REAL #275

CALAMOS JOHN P

NAPERVILLE, IL  60563-2793

2020 CALAMOS CT #200

BACKCOUNTRY 109 LLC

SAG HARBOR, NY  11963

162 MAIN ST

ROTH JOSEPH R & ELIANNE V

MIAMI, FL  33131

848 BRICKELL KEY DR #4504
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NASATIR MICHAEL & DELIGHT TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  90077

2020 N BEVERLY GLEN BLVD

WETWISKA JAMES R

HOUSTON, TX  77019

2417 STANMORE

LEVY MITCHELL & ELISSA

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

201 OCEAN AVE #1203P

PEARLSTONE RICHARD

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E COOPER AVE #2

TRT OF COLORADO LLC

TUSCALOOSA, AL  35406

7200 COMMODORE DR

FREEDMAN GARY & DONNA LIVING TRUST

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

533 9TH ST

STEEL JOAN E TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611-6690

161 E CHICAGO AVE #60N4

HENRY CASADY M

ASPEN, CO  81611

525 W HALLAM ST

OLSON PETER W & CANDICE C

ASPEN , CO   81611

1022 E HYMAN AVE UNIT 1

BARASH JAMES ROBERT & BETTEANNE

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO  80906

50 W CHEYENNE MTN BLVD

TYE MARK M TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8992

THREE BEES LLC

BAY SHORE, NY  11706

103 HARBOUR LN

SCHULTZ BRIAN & ELIZABETH

DALLAS, TX  75220

9301 MEADOWBROOK DR

FISHER WINSTON & JESSICA

NEW YORK, NY  10171

299 PARK AVE 42ND FL

BMB 1 LLC

DALLAS, TX  75248

6923 SPANKY BRANCH CT

CHATEAU ROARING FORK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE

OZIER FAMILY COLORADO LP

WICHITA FALLS, TX  76310

2896 WRANGLERS RETREAT

ARROWHEAD CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

520 S ORIGINAL ST

WESTERMAN JEFF & TERI

ENCINO, CA  91316

5130 SHOSHONE AVE

YPSI ANN ASSOCIATES

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48304

39577 WOODWARD AVE #300

DELPHINIUM ASSOC

HOUSTON, TX  77005

3619 PLUM ST

R & M VENTRES LLC

LARGO, FL  33777

6911 BRYAN DIARY RD #210

ASPEN PAD LLC

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33119

PO BOX 190754

GUGLIELMO HAILEY

ASPEN, CO  81611

900 E HOPKINS #4

OCONNELL SARA G

MIAMI, FL  33149

PO BOX 491167

LA JUST1 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3737

JACOBSON ROBERT

CLARKS SUMMIT, PA  18411

12 LAKESIDE DR

ALM KEITH & ELIZABETH R

KANSAS CITY, MO  64112

1040 W 54TH ST

VARMA CHANDRA K & CHANDRA M

NEW YORK, NY  10012

150 THOMPSON ST APT 2B

AUGUSTUS PROPERTIES LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77005

2714 ARBUCKLE ST
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LANDOW NATHAN

BETHESDA, MD  20810

4710 BETHESDA AVE

LONG MONA HAYLES TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

BOX 3849

CARRILLO ASSET MANAGEMENT TRUST

BROOKLYN, NY  11201

236 HENRY ST #6

MOUNTAN VIEW CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

819 E HYMAN AVE

WEIL LORNE

NEW YORK , NY   10107

 250 WEST 57TH STREET #2223

SEID MELVIN C REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1104 DALE AVE

STOVER RAYMOND J H JR & MARY L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1941

VGCT VENTURES LLC

ATLANTA, GA  30305

8 CHEROKEE RD NW

HICKS LESLIE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8225

TDR REVOCABLE TRUST

ALEXANDRIA, VA  22314

201 N UNION ST #300

UPTON MARY E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2360

AUVIL PAUL R JR TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E HOPKINS AVE  #14

MAXON PATRICIA ANNE TRUST

TELLURIDE, CO  81435

240 S MAHONEY DR #1

COHEN SYDNEY G

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33140

2401 COLLINS AVE #1601

BOHMONT LLC

LEXINGTON , MA  024218061

1010 WATHAM ST #16

DURANT MEWS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

923 E DURANT AVE

ARKIN ERIC

ASPEN, CO  816111935

625 E MAIN ST #102B

GOLDSTEIN BARRY J

DENVER, CO  80246

950 S CHERRY #320

ZGKIDS LLC

SNOWMASS VILLAGE, CO  81615

PO BOX 6627

SILVERSTREAM TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 49

PIERCE ANITA M

DAVENPORT, IA  52801

102 S HARRISON ST #200

POAG COMPANY LLC

GREENSBOW, NC  27429

PO BOX 9316

P S W D INVESTMENT CO LTD

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 S MONARCH ST #101

DRATCH KATE TYCHER 2012 IRREV TRUST

FAIRFIELD , NJ  07004

100 PASSAIC AVE # 240

PLATT HARLAN & MARJORIE

BOSTON, MA  02116

1 CHARLES ST SOUTH #5G

LANDOW  TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

901 E DURANT AVE

SANDELL LINDA JO

SAINT LOUIS, MO  63108

4624 PERSHING PL

STUDIO FIVE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1863

RAYMOND KIMBERLY A

ASPEN, CO  816112259

1280 S UTE AVE #5

410 WEST END TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

410 S WEST END ST
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BULLARD LAUREN E

ASPEN, CO  81611

820 E COOPER

LARKSPUR CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

800 E HOPKINS AVE 

SHAPIRO REGINA

TOWN & COUNTRY, MO  63017

14024 MONTRACHET LN

800 EAST HOPKINS LLC

PHILADELPHIA, PA  19147

1101 WASHINGTON AVE #V8

STEINMAN DAN P TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60614

2314 N LINCOLN PARK WEST #21

B & J LLC

KANSAS CITY, MO  64113

1249 W 58TH

SJC COOPER LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E HYMAN AVE #201

BLACK MOUNTAIN LAND CO LP

FORT WORTH, TX  76102

500 MAIN ST #1200

BEAR ALLEY ASPEN LLC

DENVER, CO  80206

PO BOX 6021

BRYANT NANCY

ASPEN, CO  81611

555 E DURANT AVE STE 5A

WW-WPB LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

570 S RIVERSIDE AVE

ABELMAN STEPHEN C & HELENE P

SAINT PETERSBURG, FL  33703

400 BAY LAUREL CT NE

LITTLE JEWEL CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1004 E DURANT AVE

GREGORY-CONZELMAN GWEN TRUST

LAKE FOREST, IL  60045

410 LEXINGTON

MCPHEE SHARON S 1985 TRUST

HONOLULU, HI  968211173

4389 MALIA ST #463

EAGLE POINT PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1749

INDIANHEAD FARMS INC

CLEAR LAKE, IA  504280619

PO BOX 619

ADELSON ANDREW S REV TRUST

KATONAH, NY  10536

PO BOX 810

JACOBS ROSS

FARMINGTON, MI  48331

28009 HICKORY DR

CHATEAU BLANC HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

901 E HYMAN AVE

GDL HOPKINS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

916 E HOPKINS AVE #203

OLSON PETER W & CANDICE C

ASPEN , CO   81611

1022 E HYMAN AVE UNIT 1

SATKUNAS THOMAS P

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0096 HOPI

JACOBSON RICHARD & SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

924 E COOPER AVE

AC ONE LLC

LITTLE ROCK, AR  72203

PO BOX 3417

ASPEN TOWNHOUSE NEAR NELL LLC

JENKINTOWN, PA  19046

PO BOX 29

1035 EAST DURANT LLC

NEW ORLEANS, LA  70130

550 BIENVILLE ST

SCHONWALD ALEXANDER REV TRUST

SAINT LOUIS, MO  63124

828 CELLA RD

POLICARO DOMINIC FRANK

ASPEN, CO  81611

1004 E DURANT #3

TORPEN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1018 E HOPKINS AVE
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HAUGER MICHAEL A REV TRUST

ALBUQUERQUE, NM  87111

13519 QUAKING ASPEN PL

CHATEAU ROARING FORK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE

PETERSON SARAH

ASPEN, CO  81611

962 E HOPKINS AVE 

MASINI ALDA

ASPEN, CO  81611

830 E HOPKINS #201

SKLAR LEONARD EDWARD REV TRUST

PEMBROKE PINES, FL  33084

PO BOX 848603

PICKARD NANCY S

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E HOPKINS AVE #4

KENNEDY WILLIAM W CHILDRENS TRST

BARRINGTON HILLS, IL  60010

218 STEEPLECHASE RD

BESTERFIELD LLC

HAMILTON  ONTARIO  CANADA  L8P3A9,   

200 JAMES ST S #202

MCDONOUGH JOELLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

1007 E HYMAN AVE #7

BARSOCCHI EDWARD J & JACQUELINE A

LITTLETON, CO  80123

6900 W GRANT RANCH BLVD #37

MORK HALBERT L FAMILY TRUST

ROLLING HILLS, CA  90274

77 ASPEN WY

VANMOORSEL GERARDUS H & MELINDA E

ASPEN, CO  81611

1021 E HOPKINS

KOUTSOUBOS TED

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12383

203 S CLEVELAND LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

740 CASTLE CREEK DR

SCHULTZ E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11717

KANTOR MITCHELL A TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48301

5595 SHADOW LN

CHATEAU ROARING FORK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE

CHAMBERS JOHN TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816112022

830 E DURANT AVE

ARNDT BRICE & KRISTINE

WORMLEYSBURG, PA  17043

83 GREENWOOD CIR

SEGUIN WILLIAM L REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E COOPER AVE #7

TAT TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7813

3 PEAKS LLC

SUNFISH LAKE, MN  55118

260 SALEM CHURCH RD

MANOLAKAS HEATHER J

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 2615

GUTNICK ERIC I LIVING TRUST

FORT BRAGG, CA  95437

16299 PEARSON LN

WOODS NANCY P

SCOTTSDALE, AZ  85262

10602 E PALO BREA DR

RISCOR INC

DALLAS, TX  75201

2300 N FIELD ST #1000

JADE PEAK 2 LLC

GOLDEN, CO  80403

472 WYOMING CIR

BRENNAN ADRIENNE REV FAM TRUST

CORONA DEL MAR, CA  92625

919 GARDENIA WY

LACHER SIMONE C INVEST TRUST

CLARENDON HILLS, IL  60514

328 HARRIS AVE

WEAVER WENDY WILLMANN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2477
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EAST COOPER COURT CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2021 

COERDT CLINTON

ASPEN, CO  81611

705 SPRUCE ST

BELLISON FAMILY II IRREV TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  483022129

5532 LANE LAKE RD

WEBB MARSHALL B ASPEN QPRT

OKATIE, SC  29909

53 OSPREY CIR  

GORMAN THOMAS & LINDSAY

ASPEN , CO  81611

980 E HYMAN AVE APT 1 

BARBERA LAURA

CHATTANOOGA, TN  37405

345 FRAZIER AVE #206

GORDON SYLVIA TRUST I

FRANKLIN, MI  48025

25862 HERSHEYVALE

GLEASON FAMILY LLC

SIDNEY, OH  45365

235 OVERLAND DR

ERCOLANI STEPHANIE GIFT TRUST

THE WOODLANDS, TX  77382

3 NETHERFIELD WY

SHAPIRO LAND LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

2438 JUNIPER HILL RD

JPS NEVADA TRUST

HENDERSON, NV  890745991

1701 N GREEN VALLEY PKWY #9C

ZWART JEFFREY & TERRI

CORONA DEL MAR, CA  92625

220 HELIOTROPE AVE

WILLIAMSON ROBERT E

ASPEN, CO  81611

982 E HOPKINS # 3

622 OCEAN LLC

ISLE OF PALMS, SC  29451

PO BOX 522

ASPEN SKIING COMPANY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1248

NORMAN JEFFREY L & ANNA M

ASPEN, CO  81611

730 E DURANT AVE

WEAST FAMILY TRUST

ESCONDIDO, CA  920257957

614 CALLE MONTERA

THOMPSON MARGARET M REV LVG TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E DURANT AVE # 103

THOMPSON SALLY P

MARBLEHEAD, MA  01945

34 FRONT ST

CHATEAU HYMAN LLC

PALM BEACH, FL  33480

974 SOUTH OCEAN BLVD

FISHER ELIZABETH B

CHAPEL HILL, NC  275178502

23120 UMSTEAD

EAST HOPKINS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 E HOPKINS  AVE

DE ALBORAN JORGE MORENO

MADRID 28004 SPAIN,   

C/ HORTALEZA 75 1DCHA

FREEDMAN DONNA & GARY

SANTA MONICA, CA  90403

1149 3RD ST #200

J2C LLC

1130 VIENNA AUSTRIA ,   

PACASSISTRASSE 62  

DAKA CAPITAL LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1401 

MOON LAURA S & ROBERT D

DALLAS, TX  75205

4520 FAIRFAX AVE

GILLIAM KRISTI

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E COOPER #8

BERKOWITZ KAREN

BROOKLANDVILLE, MD  21022

PO BOX  826

SHEA SARAH H TRUST

WALNUT, CA  91789

655 BREA CANYON RD
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KLIKA YVONNE TRUST

SOLON , OH  44139

34300 BROOKMEADE CT APT 120

WEINROT EDWIN Y & IRENE TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  90049

579 N BUNDY DR

GARDNER JODY

BRANCHBURG, NJ  08876

1250 ROUTE 28 #101

GOLDMAN MICHAEL VICTOR & GLORIA ANNA

TUCSON, AZ  85718

6919 GLENEAGLE DR

KANTOR MITCHELL A TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48301

5595 SHADOW LN

AUVIL CAROL A TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E HOPKINS AVE  #14

KANTOR NANCY L TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48302

5595 SHADOW LN

HUCKELBUTT HOUSE LLC

DALLAS, TX  75225

3924 SOUTHWESTERN BLVD

SILVERSTREAM TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 49

CARSON YOST EXEMPT LIFETIME TRUST

FORT WORTH, TX  76107

116 RIVERCREST DR

RUDD WAYNE

BASALT, CO  81621

132 PARK AVE

WARK RICKEY E & CYNTHIA ANN

THE WOODLANDS, TX  773825304

3 DEVON MILL PL

GAVILON CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

935 E HOPKINS AVE

BASALT RIVERVIEW LTD

CANADA K2G5X3,   

300-117 CENTRE POINTE DR

OTTAWA ONTARIO

MIDLAND CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

S WEST END

FULLER JAMES T III

WASHINGTON, DC  20007

3616 FULTON ST NW

CARDWELL ROBERT A

LAGUNA BEACH, CA  92651

1672 LOUISE ST

LE CLAIRVAUX 5 LLC

PITTSBURGH, PA  15221

1501 ARDMORE BLVD STE 400

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

KRANS ROSEMARY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94118

298 4TH AVE #429

LACHER RITA R INVEST TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611

840 N LAKE SHORE DR #1101

ABELMAN STEPHEN C & HELENE P

SAINT PETERSBURG, FL  33703

400 BAY LAUREL CT NE

GLADING-DILORENZO JOANN

NORTHAMPTON, MA  01060

55 MAYNARD RD

ELK CAMP TRIAGE LLC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

201 MAIN ST #305

812 E COOPER LLC

NEW YORK, NY  10065

201 E 62ND ST # 12A

LEAL FAMILY PARTNERS LTD

COCOA , FL  32926

3224 FAIRFAX LANE 

PARLETTE R BRUCE

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 DEAN ST

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

OGBURN TOM & CAROLYN

WESTLAKE, TX  762624804

2000 BRAZOS CT

SALTZMAN SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

915 E HOPKINS #3
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BEAUDETTE PETER C

COLUMBIA, SC  29223

501 E SPRINGS RD

BERKOWITZ ALAN

BROOKLANDVILLE, MD  21022

PO BOX 35

450 ORIGINAL CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

450 S ORIGINAL ST

DORAN MICHAEL H ASP TEST TRST

NORCROSS, GA  30092

4280 GUNNIN RD

WEISS LYNN

ASPEN, CO  816111935

625 E MAIN ST #102B

BENNETT ELEANOR

BASALT, CO  81621

2211 EAST SOPRIS CREEK RD

COOPER TACHE CHRISTEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E HYMAN

CENTENNIAL PARK CONDO

ASPEN, CO  81611

824 E HOPKINS AVE

MICHELSON BRUCE V REV TRST

ST LOUIS, MO  63105-1813

7701 FORSYTH STE 900

KALNITSKY EUGENE TRUST

WEST PALM BEACH, FL  33401

1701 S FLAGLER DR #1601

KEATING R MARK TRUST

GLADWYNE, PA  19035

214 GLENMOOR RD

SYLVESTER JAMES W

POUGHKEEPSIE, NY  12603

758 FREEDOM PLAINS RD

JL ASPEN LLC

POTOMAC, MD  20854

7811 MONTROSE RD #420

MCDONALD FRANCIS B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4671

SHORE JILL A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8673

NAGEY DAVID A & ELAINE TRAICOFF

ASPEN, CO  816112602

803 E DURANT AVE #10

SCHRAGER TERRI L

OMAHA, NE  68127

3217 S 101ST ST

PAUL REV FAMILY TRUST

RANCHO SANTA FE, CA  92067-1801

PO BOX 1801

DANTE CANDI

HOLLYWOOD, FL  33019

1135 LINDEN ST

PEVNY HANA LIVING TRUST

KENNEBUNK, ME  040436620

108 SUMMER ST

MURPHY RICHARD P & MARY K

WATERLOO , NE  68069

24348 DOUGLAS CIRCLE 

KOVACH MARY SUSAN REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60610

1422 N LASALLE ST #101

THOMPSON BRAD H REV LVG TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E DURANT AVE # 103

THREE LEE ASPEN LTD

SAN ANTONIO, TX  78209

120 AUSTIN HWY STE 105

ASPEN RESIDENCE LLC

DALLAS, TX  75205

3429 UNIVERSITY BLVD 

GOLDSTEIN GARY L LVG TRUST NO 1

ASPEN, CO  816114109

1020 E HOPKINS AVE #7

814 GREYSTONE LLC

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33139

300 S POINTE DR #1506

NAGEY TIBOR F

SHERWOOD FOREST, MD  21405-9999

3 BEACH DR

MAGGOS SUE P TRUST

LAKE FOREST, IL  60045

361 N AHWAHNEE RD

HIRSCH RICHARD & CLAIRE TRUST

SANTA MONICA, CA  90403

2727 WASHINGTON AVE
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816 EAST HYMAN LLC

SARASOTA, FL  34230

PO BOX 1838

RIVERSIDE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1024 E COOPER AVE

LYNCH MICHAEL

ASPEN, CO  81611

962 E HOPKINS AVE

TYCHER MARSHALL B & SALLY K

FAIRFIELD, NJ  07004

100 PASSAIC AVE # 240

TUZOVA ALINA

LOS ANGELES, CA  90069

1446 N KINGS RD

RIVE GAUCHE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

533 E HOPKINS AVE 3RD FL

SMITH MICHAEL B & TIFFANY S

HOUSTON, TX  77057

6134 WILLERS WAY

EVANS ROY D JR & JENNIFER E

ASPEN, CO  81611

972 E HOPKINS AVE

SHERMAN ASPEN LLC

SANTA BARBARA, CA  93108

555 VALLEY CLUB RD

BURKEMPER HEIDI & PAUL

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2597

FOX HERB

WINTER PARK, CO  80482

PO BOX 1355

BENKENDORF FAMILY TRUST

EVERGREEN, CO  80439

6190 KILIMANJARO DR

PORTER CATHERINE T

WASHINGTON, DC  20007

3616 FULTON ST NW

KANG NOBUKO

ASPEN, CO  81611

916 E HOPKINS AVE #101

TCDC HOLDINGS INC

KANSAS CITY, MO  64108

2345 GRAND BLVD #2400

ARGENT 2010 TRUST

MANHATTAN BEACH, CA  90266

504 4TH ST

RAPIDS EAST ASPEN LLC

DALLAS, TX  75225

6247 PRESTONSHIRE LN

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

BUFORD RC & ELIZABETH B

SAN ANTONIO, TX  78209

12 ELMCOURT ST

ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 E HYMAN AVE #202

VANHEES JOANNE G & ARNOLD

NEW YORK, NY  10014

95 HORATIO ST #9K

MCCORMICK MURIEL E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3515

GLUCK STACY E

ASPEN, CO  81611-2089

916 E HOPKINS AVE  #304

MORGAN RIVER

ASPEN, CO  81611

900 E HOPKINS #16

LD ENTERPRISES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 508

SCHROY BRIAN

BOULDER, CO  803025824

441 ARAPAHOE AVE

TYE MARK M TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8992

WINTER HAVEN 2 LLC

CATONSVILLE, MD  21228

PO BOX 21176

MOUNTAINJAY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1008 E HOPKINS AVE

PYRENEES TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

914 E COOPER AVE
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OK HOPKINS LLC

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK  73112

6226 N RIVIERA DR

GIEFER PATRICK C

DENVER, CO  80209

950 S JOSEPHINE ST

822 EAST HYMAN TOWNHOME CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

822 E HYMAN AVE

RIVERA LESLIE M GIFT TRUST

THE WOODLANDS , TX  77382

3 NETHERFIELD WY

RIVER GLEN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

E DURANT AVE

CHAIKEN WILLIAM

HALLANDALE BEACH, FL  33009-6614

2030 S OCEAN DR #1723

UTE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E DURANT AVE

WHITE JALEH REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816112053

960 E DURANT AVE #7

DENNIS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 S MILL ST #301A

ERNEMANN MICHAEL FREDERICH

LONDON EC #2A 4LX  ENGLAND,   

LONDON FLAT 4 GALAXY HOUSE  

32 LEONARD ST

ELLIS ROBERT RUSSELL & YVONNE MARIE

NEW CASTLE , CO  81647

912 CLUBHOUSE DR

INDEPENDENCE GATE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

922 E COOPER AVE

RIVERVIEW CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

26 EAU CLAIRE LLC

NEW ORLEANS, LA  70130

550 BIENVILLE ST

CAULFIELD JENNIFER & JOHN

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E DURANT AVE #101

GUPTA ARJUN

ASPEN, CO  81611

400 E MAIN ST #2

ASPEN TOWNHOMES EAST

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

835 E DURANT AVE

SHAPIRO GANT LLC

MINNEAPOLIS, MN  55436

5704 DEVILLE DR 

MJB GST TRUST

SHAWNEE MISSION, KS  66208

5651 OAKWOOD RD

913 NEVADA TRUST

LAS VEGAS , NV  89148

9589 COMISKY CT

COLETTA BRANDY

MEMPHIS, TN  38103

41 UNION AVE #200

NEWHOUSE IRREV RE TRUST

EXCELSIOR, MN  55331

5640 CHRISTMAS LAKE RD

GARDNER JODY & DAVID B

BRANCHBURG, NJ  08876

1250 ROUTE 28 #101

KENNEDY PATRICIA ANN REV LIV TRUST

BARRINGTON, IL  60010

218 STEEPLECHASE RD

CROCKER CAROL & KEVIN

ASPEN, CO  81611

800 E HOPKINS AVE #A3

CHADVALE REALTY INC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11976

CIMARRON TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

1015 E HOPKINS AVE

SEGUIN MARILYN A REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1001 E COOPER AVE #7

ENCLAVE AT ASPEN HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

830 E DURANT AVE

FORD JOHN STEPHEN JR

ASPEN, CO  81611

805 E COOPER AVE # 7
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KANTOR NANCY L TRUST

BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MI  48302

5595 SHADOW LN

1035 DURANT - 4 LLC

BOULDER, CO  80303

1010 69TH ST

MCDONALD SCOTT

PARK CITY, UT  84098

4666 MCKINNEY CT

POWDERDAYSKIING LLC

LA JOLLA, CA  920375515

7245 FAY AVE

WICKAM BRENTON M

SAN MATEO, CA  944012509

215 CHESTERTON PL

VILLAGER 3 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E HYMAN #201

SEMBLER BRENT & DEBBIE

ST PETERSBURG, FL  33707

5858 CENTRAL AVE

ENCLAVE AT ASPEN HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

830 E DURANT AVE

OLD HUNDRED LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

730 E DURANT AVE

HANN SANG E DR & ANN K

LAKE FOREST, IL  60045

555 MAYFLOWER RD

TYCHER DANA 2012 IRREV TRUST

FAIRFIELD , NJ  07004

100 PASSAIC AVE # 240

LEVY EDWARD C JR TRUST

BIRMINGHAM, MI  480093730

970 SHIRLEY RD

LITZENBERGER DREW & VIRGINIA

ASHEVILLE, NC  28804

125 HOWLAND RD

KOFFRON ROBERT & PAULETTE

FARMINGTON HILLS, MI  48331

28009 HICKORY DR

ORIGINAL STREET CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

802 E COOPER AVE

PORTER FRANCES H

CHAGRIN FALLS, OH  440222778

305 FALLS WALK WAY

HOZACK WILLIAM J & VESNA HESS

PHILADELPHIA, PA  19103

2100 CYPRESS ST

PULLEN CLAUDIA

CHATTANOOGA, TN  37405

345 FRAZIER AVE #206

CAREW LLC

SOUTHFIELD, MI  48034

100 GALLERIA OFFICE CENTRE #427

SEID MELVIN C REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1104 DALE AVE

FRANKS ROOK GP

NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92660

1901 PORT WEYBRIDGE PL

BOELENS GREGORY S

ASPEN, CO  81611

824 E HYMAN AVE 

FREEMAN HEATH

ASPEN, CO  81611

1039 E COOPER AVE #17A

FLYNN VICTORIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4388

PECK ANTHONY Z & PAULA RICE

LOS ANGELES, CA  90025

10474 SANTA MONICA BLVD # 405

ROBERTS KATHRYN

FORT WORTH, TX  76113

PO BOX 2990

CADY VICKI REV TRST

WICHITA, KS  67206 

10224 E CRESTWOOD ST

WILLIS ANNIE D

ASPEN, CO  81611

601 S WEST END ST #2

HINMAN JACQUELINE C REV TRUST

ENGLEWOOD, CO  80113

15 CHERRY HILLS FARM DR

FREEMAN GREGORY A & KRISTINA M

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

490 COUNTY RD 162
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YES PLEASE LLC

KANSAS CITY, MO  64112

4947 CENTRAL ST

COATES NELIGH C JR REV TRUST

SAN ANTONIO, TX  782303045

2702 CEMBALO BLVD #308

CHATFIELD CHARLTON H

GREENWICH, CT  06831

12 CORRIGAN LN

PAUL SUZANNE O QPRT

PITTSBURGH, PA  15213

537 N NEVILLE ST #5A

L & E PROPERTIES LTD

DENVER, CO  80237

3701 S NARCISSUS WAY

PONDROM CYRENA N & LEE G

MADISON, WI  53705

210 PRINCETON AVE

WEIGAND NESTOR R JR LIV TRUST

WICHITA, KS  67202

150 N MARKET ST

ELLSWEIG DAVID

ASPEN, CO  81611

1020 E DURANT AVE #102

MARTIN MONICA A

NEW YORK, NY  10021

301 E 79TH ST #35P
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LITTLE NELL CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

611 S WEST END 

DOHSE J JEFFREY

DENVER, CO  80209

2552 E ALAMEDA AVE #23

PERSSON ROBERT

BURBANK, CA  91502

110 W OLIVE AVE

G&H INVESTMENT CO

LONG BEACH, CA  90815

6471 MANTOVA ST

URQUIZA KARIN

BURBANK, CA  91502

110 W OLIVE AVE

COX LESTER B REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

601 S WEST END ST #11

MIDLAND NO 7 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 3695

601 SOUTH WEST END LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E HYMAN AVE #201

DENNIS II LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 S MILL ST #301A

LN3 LLC

MIAMI, FL  33137

4770 BISCAYNE BLVD #720

HOEMANN JOHN WAYNE JR REV TRUST

WINSTON SALEM, NC  27104-2308

2128 BUENA VISTA RD

LN9 LLC

MIAMI , FL  33137

4770 BISCAYNE BLVD #720

GABRIEL ANN

ASPEN, CO  81611

611 S WESTEND ST #2 

ROSEN PHILIP BRADLEY

LINCOLN, MA  01773

41 OLD CONCORD RD

LUND ANSELMO ASPEN PROP

EDINA, MN  55436

6301 S KNOLL DR 

LERNER GREGORY S

BELLAIRE, TX  774014417

4971 WILLOW ST

BARSOCCHI EDWARD J & JACQUELINE A

LITTLETON, CO  80123

6900 W GRANT RANCH BLVD #37

ELIAS BARBARA A

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0451 STAGECOACH LN

STECKLER ERICA

LINCOLN, MA  01773

41 OLD CONCORD RD

MOLLYWORLD LLC

WINSTON SALEM, NC  27104

2128 BUENA VISTA RD

MIDLAND CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

S WEST END

LUBIN SHAFIGHEH

ASPEN, CO  816112131

611 S WEST END ST #5

SCHMIT KIRSTEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

400 MCSKIMMING RD

BENKENDORF FAMILY TRUST

EVERGREEN, CO  80439

6190 KILIMANJARO DR

UPCHRUCH WILLIARD HOWARD JR REV TRUST

WINSTON SALEM, NC  27104-2308

2128 BUENA VISTA RD

LD ENTERPRISES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 508

DENNIS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 S MILL ST #301A

WILLIS ANNIE D

ASPEN, CO  81611

601 S WEST END ST #2

FREEMAN GREGORY A & KRISTINA M

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

490 COUNTY RD 162
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BROOKS KERRI L

ASPEN, CO  81611

112 MIDLAND PARK PL

LUU TONG KHON

ASPEN, CO  81611

435 E MAIN ST #03

TAYLOR JOHN IAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

331 MIDLAND AVE 

GOODMAN DREW I

HIGHLANDS RANCH, CO  801263609

9387 SORI LN

HANSEN BETH

ASPEN, CO  81611

811 MIDLAND PK PL # H11

SUNIER ALAIN

ASPEN, CO  81611

315 MIDLAND AVE

GOLDSMITH FRANK & CYNTHIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

508 PARK CIR

IBARA RON

CAYUCOS, CA  93430

PO BOX 776

FUENTES DAVID & MARY KATHARINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

302 MIDLAND PARK PL #C2

MCDONALD FRANCIS B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4671

BERNARD RANDY

ASHEVILLE, NC  28805

18 PLATEAU RD

HUMPHREY JESS

ASPEN, CO  81611

811 MIDLAND PK PL # H11

SMUGGLER COVE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

510 PARK CIR

MEBEL GREGORY REV LIV TRUST

PAIA, HI  96779

46 S LAELUA PL

STEIN DEBORAH

ASPEN, CO  81611

710 MIDLAND PARK PL

WHITE WILLIAM P

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE #204

PARK CIRCLE UNIT 1 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

416 AABC

PHILLIPS ARTHUR R & HELEN B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8245

KARAUS LINDA MARIE & GREGORY DONALD

ASPEN, CO  81611

510 PARK CIR

CMTR LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7631

FARR TENA D

SPRECKELS, CA  93962

PO BOX 7534

ASPEN HILLS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

160 MIDLAND AVE

SEYMOUR FAMILY TRUST LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

101 OCEAN AVE

ASPEN VIEW CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE

328 PARK/327 MIDLAND CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

328 PARK AVE

165 PARK CIRCLE CONDO

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

SEYMOUR FAMILY TRUST LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

101 OCEAN AVE

CUNNINGHAM PAMELA M

ASPEN, CO  81611

502 MIDLAND PARK PL

GORBITZ HEIDI & PATRIC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 647

PIERCE ROBERT KING

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3118
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MCPHEE JAMES MICHAEL & ANNE MARIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

401 MIDLAND PARK PL

GODFREY ANDREW & DIANE

ASPEN, CO  81611

121 MIDLAND PARK PL

WILLCOX DENNIS

ASPEN, CO  81611

722 MIDLAND PARK PL

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

POST MARISA JOY

ASPEN, CO  81611

403 MIDLAND PK PL # D3

SMITH DONALD NELSON

ASPEN, CO  81611

501 MIDLAND PARK PL

PURINS ANSIS

ASPEN, CO  81611

501 E DEAN ST

NARAT APSARA

ASPEN, CO  81611

415 PARK CIR #5

WHITE ROBIN

ASPEN, CO  81611

213 MIDLAND PARK PLACE 

LUU VINH

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8513

KRIEBEL KATHLEEN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 910

SPONAR ANTON K & JUDY

ASPEN, CO  81611-2486

222 MIDLAND PARK PL

SACHSE TODD

DETROIT, MI  48226

1528 WOODWARD AVE #600

TAILINGS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 PARK CIR

SEYMOUR FAMILY TRUST LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

101 OCEAN AVE

STEAR RONALD & MARIA F

ASPEN, CO  81611

402 MIDLAND PARK PL

LUPI-PEATE NATALIA

ASPEN, CO  816112487

404 MIDLAND PARK PL

WINKLER JILL C

ASPEN, CO  81611

212 MIDLAND PARK PL

KEARN ROBERT & ORENE FAMILY TRUST

HILLSBOROUGH, CA  94010

1831 WILLOW RD 

LACROIX TIMOTHY

ASPEN, CO  81611

113 MIDLAND PARK PL

RUSSELL LYNN C

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8904

DODINGTON SUSAN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

221 MIDLAND PARK PL

SEYMOUR FAMILY TRUST LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

101 OCEAN AVE

MIDLAND PARK PLACE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10609

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

RESTAINO BECKER TRUST

SAN ANSELMO, CA  94960

72 ALDER AVE

MANUEL CATHERINE & LINCOLN

ASPEN, CO  81611

409 PARK CIR #2

BESTIC JEFFREY B

ASPEN, CO  81611

PO BOX 2267

CASTLE PEAK ASPEN LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

600 E MAIN ST #104

LEE BARBARA C TRUST

BROOKLINE, MA  02445

35 FISHER AVE
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LOWE SARA M & CORY J

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 PARK AVE #B

TERKUN MARK

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 329

EVERETTE JOHN

ASPEN, CO  81611

712 MIDLAND PARK PL

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

BROWNELL CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

996 GIBSON AVE

BENZIGER KATHERINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

1050 MATCHLESS DR #2

MCCOY CARLTON

ST HELENA , CA  94574

500 TAPLIN RD 

HITCHCOCK SAMANTHA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 329

BENTLEY CARL F

ASPEN, CO  81611

427 PARK CIR

KROMELOW BASIL M & LAUREANNE L

CHICAGO, IL  60610

55 W DELAWARE PL

COERDT HENRY K

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE #201

ASPEN ASSET LLC

GLENWOOD SPRINGS, CO  816014395

2701 MIDLAND AVE #8312

HAT COLORADO LLC

LOS ANGELES, CA  90024

10866 WILSHIRE BLVD #1100

MACCRACKEN SCOTT R

ASPEN, CO  81611

403 MIDLAND PK PL # D3

WEBSTER DAVID H

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10362

MERZBACH NINA

SANTA BARBARA, CA  931053725

407 STANLEY DR

BAKKEN JOHN & LIZA N

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12064

FARR TENA D 1989 TRUST

SPRECKELS, CA  93962

PO BOX 7534

VICENZI HEATHER L TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2238

PRESUTTI DANA

ASPEN, CO  81611

501 E DEAN ST

WELDEN TODD E & DEBORAH C

ASPEN, CO  81611

503 MIDLAND PARK PL #E3

PERLEY PAUL S

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12155

CALAMARI MICHAEL

METAIRIE, LA  700053469

317 RUE SAINT ANN

COERDT CLINTON C

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE #201

EPLER ANDI E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 785

BIRACH KAREN

ASPEN, CO  81611-2414

122 MIDLAND PARK PL

MUNROE KRISTIN EPLER TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 785

KEARN ROBERT & ORENE FAMILY TRUST

HILLSBOROUGH, CA  94010

1831 WILLOW RD 

FARRELL SCOTT W

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9656

LEE JONATHAN O TRUST

BROOKLINE, MA  02445

35 FISHER AVE
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JOHNSTON PEGGY

ASPEN, CO  81611

111 MIDLAND PARK PL

MAINIAC PROPERTIES LLC

SCARBOROUGH, ME  04074

201 US ROUTE 1 #226

PATTEN DAVID N

ASPEN, CO  81611

810 MIDLAND PARK PL

HEYMAN BRUCE QPR TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E MAIN ST #102 BOX 411

ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 E HYMAN AVE #202

STARK ALLISON

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 PARK CIR #5

TUSHINGHAM DARREN

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE #205

OLDFIELD BARNEY F

GLENWOOD SPRINGS, CO  816014395

2701 MIDLAND AVE #8312

DELYNN JEAN J

ASPEN, CO  81611

331 MIDLAND AVE

GOLDBERG DANIEL J & ALLISON

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 PARK CIRCLE # 3

BLOMQUIST JENIFER L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12155

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

KOLBERG JUDITH A

ASPEN, CO  81611

501 MIDLAND PARK PL

OCALLAGHAN-AWREY DIANA J

ASPEN, CO  81611

PARK CIRCLE #425-C

SHERIDAN MARGARET

BRONXVILLE, NY  10708

29 VILLAGE LN

WALDRON K BRENT

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4900

CROFT LORI

FORT WORTH, TX  76109-1355

2516 SHIRLEY AVE 

MORK HALBERT FAM TRUST

ROLLING HILLS, CA  90274

77 ASPEN WAY

RACQUET CLUB CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1000 MATCHLESS DR

JACOBIE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

PARK CIR

SURVIVORS TRUST

ALAMEDA, CA   94501

1352 BAY ST

JEFFERSON GREG

ASPEN, CO  81611

711 MIDLAND PARK PL

PARK AVENUE TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 PARK AVE UNIT A

GARTON SARA B

ASPEN, CO  81611

110 MIDLAND PARK PL

COWLING LINDA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9656

FISHER CONSTANCE A

SEATTLE, WA  98107

151 NW 60TH ST

SEMPLE SASHA L

ASPEN, CO  81611

601 E HYMAN AVE

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

JOHNSON SHAEL

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3549

ESTHER PASCALE

ASPEN, CO  81611

500 PARK CIR # 500
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GLEASON AMY

ASPEN, CO  81611

712 MIDLAND PARK PL

HECK JAMES C

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8416

DAVIS D STONE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8904

TAYLOR SHAWN

ASPEN, CO  81611

524 VINE ST

MOYER MARY

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 PARK CIR #6

HEYMAN VICKI QPR TRUST

OGDENSBURG , NY  136695000

PO BOX 5000

KETAI JAMES A

DETROIT, MI  48226

1528 WOODWARD AVE #600

PARK CIRCLE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

425 PARK CIR

ANDRULAITIS FIONA MCWILLIAM & TIMOTHY A

ASPEN, CO  81611

409 PARK CIR #4

HUA VINH

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2439

CUNNINGHAM CAITLYN E

ASPEN, CO  81611

425 PARK CIR  #A1

PARK AVENUE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

102 PARK AVE

KOCH KATHRYN S

ASPEN, CO  81611

304 MIDLAND PARK PL C-4

KELLEY BRAD BUCKLEY & SHARI L

EDEN, UT  84310

1736 N 6250 E

GRIFFITHS THOMAS W

ASPEN, CO  81611

504 MIDLAND PARK PL

PEATE WILLIAM DOUGLAS

ASPEN, CO  816112487

404 MIDLAND PARK PL

CALK LAURA E

ASPEN, CO  81611-2472

722 MIDLAND PARK PL

FERRO TAMARA

ASPEN, CO  81611

524 VINE ST

SEYMOUR FAMILY TRUST LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90402

101 OCEAN AVE

SMITH JACK L & DIANE M

EVERGREEN, CO  80439

434 COTTONWOOD DR

FAT CITY APARTMENTS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E MAIN ST UNIT 102B #401 

MCDONALD FRANCIS B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4671

CRYDEN PARK LLC

ASPEN, CO  816122538

PO BOX 2538

FERLISI MARY SANDRA LIVING TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 MIDLAND AVE #307

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

HAGEN CATHERINE ANNE

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 MIDLAND PARK PL

HOUBEN CYNTHIA MICHELE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9616

MCKELVEY CHRISTINE M REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

415 PARK CIR #2

SMISEK WAYNE E

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO  80901

PO BOX 1598

FEINSTEIN JEROME FAM TRUST

LONGBOAT KEY, FL  34228

1211 GULF OF MEXICO DR #901
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HIGGINS PAUL

ASPEN, CO  81611

303 MIDLAND PARK PL #C-3

USDA FOREST SERVICE

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

ASPEN-SOPRIS RANGER DISTRICT

620 MAIN ST
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MALEK MARLENE REV TRUST

MC LEAN, VA  22101

1259 CREST LN

PROPARAGON LLC

FORT COLLINS, CO  805269616

7209 RANGER DR

EDWARDS CHARLES N & KIMBERLY O

ASPEN, CO  81611

725 E MAIN ST #309

GURHOLT CHARLES J & VERNE

SCANDINAVIA, WI  54977

N5999 GURHOLT RD

MARRIOTT FAMILY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816111551

727 E BLEEKER ST

RIVER PARK IN ASPEN CONDO ASSOC

BASALT , CO  81621

PO BOX 4100

CROSS JUDITH

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3388

EISENSTAT MELISSA B

NEW YORK, NY  10128

1125 PARK AVE #6D

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

AARON ROGER S & VIRGINIA A

NEW YORK, NY  10075

885 PARK AVE #14A

BROWN WESLEY JACOBS

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 COTTONWOOD LN

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

CRYSTAL CREEK PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

23 SMUGGLER GROVE

CROCKETT RUFUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3837

MORRISON NICHOLAS

MINNEAPOLIS, MN  554052351

2015 QUEEN AVE S

GOEHL RANCHES INC

PUEBLO, CO  81008

4020 RIDGE DR

CREEKTREE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

727 E BLEEKER ST

RIVER PARK IN ASPEN CONDO ASSOC

BASALT , CO  81621

PO BOX 4100

REDSTONE SUSAN B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 159

RAINER EWALD

ASPEN, CO  81611

409 E COOPER AVE #4

KAWAII DOG LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

729 E BLEEKER ST

FRIEDSTEIN SHELDON TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7917

BIBBIG DIETER

ASPEN, CO  81611

401 PARK AVE

PATTERSON VICKI

FORT COLLINS, CO  80524

620 E PLUM

GREENBERG MARILYN REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

112 N SPRING ST

WEEKS ROBIN

METAIRIE, LA  70001

526 RIDGEWAY DR

RIVER PARK IN ASPEN CONDO ASSOC

BASALT , CO  81621

PO BOX 4100

ORIGINAL CURVE CONDO #310 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

1796 E SOPRIS CREEK RD

RIVER PARK IN ASPEN CONDO ASSOC

BASALT , CO  81621

PO BOX 4100

ROTHBERG MARJORIE

GARNET VALLEY , PA   19060

1658 PARKVIEW CT 
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725 E MAIN ST LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9293

NMJARRETT LLC

WOODSIDE , CA  94062

145 WARE RD 

VRANA KIM & ANAHID

CHAPEL HILL, NC  27516

8217 OLD NC 86

FEDER ERIC REV TRUST

NORTH MIAMI BEACH, FL  33160-5505

4042 ISLAND ESTATES DR

REDSTONE SUSAN B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 159

SKILOFT LLC

HOUSTON , TX  77046

11 GREENWAY PLAZA STE 2000

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

FARRELL SCOTT W

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9656

BROWN WESLEY JACOBS

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 COTTONWOOD LN

110 N SPRING ST LLC

TULSA , OK  74119

15 W 6TH ST #2400

LEE FAMILY TRUST

LAKEWOOD, CO  80227

9777 W CORNELL PL

130 N SPRING STREET 10 LLC

EAST GREENWICH, RI  02818

PO BOX 70

WHITEHILL STEPHEN LANE

MIAMI, FL  33138

8395 NE 3RD COURT

LBILLIK LLC

WOODSIDE, CA  94062

145 WARE RD

WIDGET 415 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 288

ORIGINAL CURVE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

725 E MAIN ST

100 NORTH SPRING STREET LLC

DENVER , CO  80206

250 STEELE ST #375

134 N SPRING STREET CONDO LLC

SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY  12866

PO BOX 321

ASHTON JONATHAN G

JAMESTOWN, CO  804550026

PO BOX 26

PATERSON MELINDA

ASPEN, CO  816124796

PO BOX 4796
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SPIEKERMANN MICHAEL REV LIV TRUST

MANHATTAN BEACH, CA  90266

558 30 ST

KINKEAD T W

VERO BEACH, FL  32963-3942

670 N TOMOHAWK TR

GEIB JAMES R

ASPEN, CO  81611

237 VINE ST

TODARO ANTHONY J

ASPEN, CO  81611

319 FREE SILVER CT

GUENTHER HERBERT TRUST

ASHLAND, OH  44805

696 G COUNTY ROAD 1302

MASLOW LINDA

ASPEN, CO  81611

316 VINE ST

HOOKER OTILLIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

526 VINE ST

DIETZ PATRICK S

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3934

BANKSTON GRANT

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 FREE SILVER CT

REPPLINGER WILLIAM M

ASPEN, CO  81611

1125 VINE ST

MANZO ROSE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12292

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

PARIS JOHN H

SANTA MONICA, CA  90405

2960 NEILSON WAY # 101

VALTIN C TYLER

ASPEN, CO  81611

811 VINE ST

ODRISCOLL KEVIN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9995

VAUGHAN PATRICK

ASPEN, CO  81611

908 VINE ST

WETTSTEIN EDGAR & ELENA

ASPEN, CO  81611

213 TRUSCOTT PL

HANNAH CHERYL M

ASPEN, CO  81612

313 FREE SILVER CT

VINE ST RENTALS LLC

BOULDER, CO  80304

928 MAPLETON  AVE

COLLINS CHARLES & JANICE S

ASPEN, CO  81611

531 W GILLESPIE ST

SKADRON STEVEN J

ASPEN, CO  81611-3272

1022 VINE ST

TOBEL KEVIN W & MARY LYNN

COMMERCE TWSP, MI  48032

8085 LOCKLIN

GAGLIANO MICHAEL TRUST

ORANGE, CA  92867

2240 E ATHENS AVE

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

RIGGENBACH JEFFREY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3280

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

STARODOJ ROBERT F & PAULA A

ASPEN, CO  81611

1112 VINE ST

SKARVAN ERIK

ASPEN, CO  81611

312 TEAL CT

LAPOINTE RYAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

227 TEAL CT #O204

MCLENDON CHRISTOPHER JR

ASPEN, CO  81611

815 VINE ST
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SLADDIN MICHAEL D

ASPEN, CO  81611

311 INDEPENDENCE PL

MILLER JAMES A

ASPEN, CO  816113210

117 FREE SILVER CT

JESTER HOLDINGS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

910 VINE ST

PECK ROBERT P & PAULA

MAMARONECK, NY  10543

1050 NINE ACRES LN

SUDAKOV VITALY

ASPEN, CO  81611

120 FREE SILVER CT # A-202

KINKEAD THOMAS WARFIELD III

VERO BEACH, FL  32963

670 N TOMAHAWK TRL

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

ROSKIEWICZ MICHAEL & ANDREA

ASPEN, CO  81611

538 VINE ST

40 SPCT LLC

WILMINGTON, DE  19801

1209 ORANGE ST

VALLEY ORTHOPAEDIC ASSOCIATES

BASALT, CO  81621

1450 E VALLEY RD #201

KINNEY MAUREEN MARY

ASPEN, CO  81611-3202

2 WILLIAMS WY

GORMAN SARAH

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 FREE SILVER CT D-205

OTTE GAIL D

ASPEN, CO  81611

329 TEAL CT

KILLIAN LINDA H

ASPEN, CO  81611

328 TEAL CT

BELL MOUNTAIN TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1327 VINE ST

TAYLOR ANTHONY M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9245

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

SHOSTAC DAVID & ALEXES

LOS ANGELES, CA  90052

2509 AIKEN AVE

JADERKO OLIVER

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A7

CENTENNIAL CONDO ASSOC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

1100 VITOS WY

CASA ASPEN MANAGEMENT LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77024

109 N POST OAK LN #431

MAHON CHRISTINA L & EDWARD E

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD # A20

ZAPPIA JOSEPH

ASPEN, CO  81611

517 VINE ST

INGRAM PAULINE E

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #A3

SKLACO LLC

LOS ANGELES, CA  90064

2566 OVERLAND AVE #600

DECAMPO RICHARD & SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 INDEPENDENCE PL

CONTRACTOR JAIMINI

ASPEN, CO  81611

622 VINE ST

FABER JOHN A

LOS ANGELES, CA  900245191

10531 ASHTON AVE #102

COSTIGAN JILL

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8686

ASPEN HEIGHTS AT HUNTER CREEK LLC

WINTER PARK, FL  32789

941 GEORGIA AVE 
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FRIEDMAN SANDRA S REV TRUST

BOCA RATON, FL  33434

19513 PLANTERS POINT DR

MILLER SARAH

ASPEN, CO  81611

126 FREE SILVER CT #A208

ATTMAN SARAH ROSE 2005 TRUST

BALTIMORE, MD  21208

3712 MICHELLE WY

ANDERSON MARILYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

223 TEAL CT #208

1312 VINE LLC

DENVER, CO  80202

1512 LARIMER ST #100

TAYLOR LAURA J

ASPEN, CO  81611

535 VINE ST 

BROOKES EDWARD ALAN REV LIV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1129 VINE ST

LUU TONY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 795

HAYDEN PATRICIA

HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA  92648

6356 FORESTER DR

ROGERS MARY E & PETER S

SCARSDALE, NY  10583

9 OGDEN RD

ASPEN HUNTER CREEK LLC

CYPRESS, TX  77433

26915 RIVERBEND POINT LN

SEGOVIA SANTOS S

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 FREE SILVER CT

FRANKLIN DAVID M & MICHELLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

207 INDEPENDENCE PL

ERICKSON BRYAN J

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A2

HUNTER CREEK COMMONS CORP INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

SEUBERT STEPHAN W

ASPEN, CO  81611

738 VINE ST

RICHARDS RACHEL E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3393

SEIGLE MELISSA

ASPEN, CO  81611

423 VINE ST #423

LASKO ELIZABETH R

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 INDPENDENCE PL

GATDULA KRISTINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B2

MOONEY THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81611

635 VINE ST

STRAKA VIRGINIA C

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #A15

565 RACE STREET LLC

MIAMI, FL  33137

2020 N BAYSHORE DR #2901

JACKSON ERNA D REVOCABLE TRUST

ALBUQUERQUE, NM  87110

6303 INDIAN SCHOOL RD NE #602

POMEROY JAMES C & JILL S

ASPEN, CO  816111583

80 WILLIAMS RANCH DR

MILLER ALLISON L

ASPEN, CO  81611

618 INDEPENDENCE PL

ARAGON TRICIA & RUSSELL J

ASPEN, CO  81611

1049 VINE ST

CRUZ CATALINA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2661

ARCHDIOCESE OF DENVER

DENVER, CO  80210

1300 S STEELE ST

SHAFFRAN RUSSELL E

ASPEN, CO  81611

224 TEAL CT #O207
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ASPEN SCHOOL DISTRICT #1

ASPEN, CO  81611

0235 HIGH SCHOOL RD

KROMELOW ERIC M REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60654

33 W HURON # 406

BROWNSTEIN AMY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8153

SURFAS JODI

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 VINE ST #326

GREENE ANTHONY FRANK TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816111137

707 CASTLE CRK DR

MORRIS CHRISTINE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A-5

STANLEY NANCY C

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90211

8918 BURTON WY #4

LONE PINE UNIT 10 LLC

BAY HARBOR ISLANDS, FL  33154

9501 W BROADVIEW DR

LOWENSTEIN ADAM & MUSSON ELIZ FAM TRST

SANTA BARBARA, CA  93105

1002 SAN ROQUE RD

IRELAND MICHAEL C

ASPEN, CO  81611

515 INDEPENDENCE PL

LUTZ CATHERINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

311 INDEPENCE PL

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

FLETCHER KAREN K

ASPEN, CO  81611

514 VINE ST

LUU CAM THU

SNOWMASS VILLAGE, CO  81615

PO BOX 5399

BONGIORNO PHILIP & LINDA

ASPEN, CO  81611-1594

628 VINE ST

FOX CROSSING CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

BACSANYI KARLA S

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9226

METZGER NICHOLAS

ASPEN, CO  81611

621 VINE ST #621

PAULSON WILLIAM T

ASPEN, CO  816113271

1043 VINE ST

PUGH SUSAN L & ROBERT G

BLOOMINGTON, IN  47408

5445 E JAMES RD

WYCOFF ANN

ASPEN, CO  81611

1010 VINE ST #1010

LEE JOSEPH B III & BRENDA R

GRENANDA, MS  38901

131 HOLLY LN

LAI VALDRIAN J

ASPEN, CO  81611

232 VINE ST 

PROESEL THOMAS N

WINNETKA, IL  60093

855 MOUNT PLEASANT

PASCHAL DAVID

ASPEN, CO  81611

9 E WATER PL

PARKS CAROL S

BOSTON, MA  02116

200 NEWBURY ST

PELOWSKI KATHRYN L

ASPEN, CO  816124645

PO BOX 4645

SHEAN MEGAN MICHELINE

BOULDER, CO  803027120

973 5TH ST

CONNER MICHAEL T

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2737

PRINSTER MICHAEL THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3281
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NIRSCHEL PAULA

ASPEN, CO  81611

218 VINE ST

MULVANY MARCEL

ASPEN, CO  81611

422 FREE SILVER CT #D203

NEWELL GEORGE S

BOULDER, CO  80306

PO BOX 2179

MORRELL CONSTANCE G

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 5121

KERR MICHAEL KRIS LIV TRUST

BASALT, CO  81621

1006 LAUREN LN

BECKER HEATHER

ASPEN, CO  81611

324 FREE SILVER CT 

ROBERT ALAN K

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 FREE SILVER CT #D201

AKTCHOURINE DMITRI

ASPEN, CO  81611

536 VINE ST 

RIVER BLUFF TOWNHOME CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD

DOPKIN DEVELOPMENT LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4696

MARKALUNAS LISA

ASPEN, CO  81611

624 NORTH ST

KAPLAN ROBIN

FRANCE,   

5 RUE PORTE DE FOURQUEUX

78112 FOURQUEUX

ERICKSON HANS

ASPEN, CO  81611

533 VINE ST

HUNTER CREEK LLC

CHICAGO, IL  60654

350 NORTH LASALLE ST #800

COOPER THOMAS E

ASPEN, CO  81611

321 VINE ST

JABLIN ROBERT C & VARDA

BOCA RATON, FL  33496

7894 DUNVAGEN CT

ROBERTS DENISE M

ASPEN, CO  81611

536 VINE ST

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

BURTCH GEORGE W

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8345

NARROD JENNIFER J

ASPEN, CO  816113271

1023 VIND ST

BIBBIG DIETER

ASPEN, CO  81611

401 PARK AVE

JOHNSON DELBERT V

ASPEN, CO  816113267

613 VINE ST

BARDEEN WILLIAM  LIV TRUST

WARRENVILLE, IL  60555

29 W 280 IROQUOIS CT N

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

GRINSTEAD LAURA L

ASPEN, CO  81611

317 TEAL CT

WILLIAMS STEVE

ASPEN, CO  81611

620 INDEPENDENCE PL

ASPEN CTR FOR ENVIRON STUDIES

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 PUPPY SMITH ST

QUINTERO NELSON FERNANDO

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 FREE SILVER CT #C207

BOOKBINDER FISHDANCE & DELANEY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1044 VINE ST

KISKER ELLEN H TRUST

LITTLETON, CO  80126

9075 RANCH RIVER CIR
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HIPP CHRISTINE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

621 INDEPENDENCE PL

PATAAB LLC

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90210

421 N BEVERLY DR #300

HERBORN WILLIAM

ASPEN, CO  81611

424 FREE SILVER CT D-205

PETROSIUS EDWARD W II

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4199

MUSSO PAMELA L & RICHARD L

DENVER, CO  80220

319 LOCUST ST

STARODOJ JESSICA

ASPEN, CO  81611

1112 VINE ST

COLVER JOHN C

ASPEN, CO  81611-3266

523 VINE ST

LANGLEY WILLIAM

RICHMOND SURRY UNITED KINGDOM TW9 4DP,   

15 CHARLWOOD HOUSE 6 STRAND DR

FORDE MICHAEL J

ASPEN, CO  81611

316 FREE SILVER CT

KERR CYNTHIA KAY LIV TRUST

BASALT, CO  81621

1006 LAUREN LN

RAUER DANIEL LEE

ASPEN, CO  81611

205 INDEPENDENCE PL

KALFAS PHILIP

ASPEN, CO  81611

6 WILLIAMS WY

BRUNSWOLD KIRK W

ASPEN, CO  81611

413 INDEPENDENCE PL

MALONEY JOHN V & ANNE J

HIGHLAND PARK, IL  60035

1060 CENTERFIELD CT

TRAN DANNY

ASPEN, CO  81611

0716 VINE ST

FIANDACA ALFRED

ASPEN, CO  816111594

612 VINE ST

WARREN SUSAN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

333 E DURANT AVE

KLAUSNER FAMILY REV TRUST

PALO ALTO, CA  94306

883 ROBB RD

LEWIS ASPEN CONDO LLC

COCONUT GROVE, FL  33133-5902

3330 DEVON RD

BEKLIK ROYA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7640

KANTER MARC E

STUART, FL  34996

3980 SE OLD ST LUCIE BLVD

LEWIN JOHN R JR

BASALT , CO  81621

601 WREN COURT 

HELLINGER NICHOLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

621 VINE ST #621

DASH ASPEN LLC

BOCA RATON, FL  33432

101 E CAMINO REAL #919

CARDAMONE JAMES M & MICHELE W

ASPEN, CO  81611

1480 SILVER KING DR

PASTERNAK CAROL A

ASPEN, CO  81611

323 TEAL CT

MADRID DIONICIO & STEPHANIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

325 FREE SILVER CT #C-206

LONE PINE TOWNHOUSES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

155 LONE PINE RD

CLAYTON KIRK

ASPEN, CO  81611

326 TEAL CT

KLONOWSKI JOHN A

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 FREE SILVER CT #D201
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LEBACH JOAN C

ASPEN, CO  81611

1322 VINE ST

FINGERMAN SHELDON

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8692

HARRISON TRENTON A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX  11165

ALLEN LEONARD A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8316

LEE CATHY LIVING TRUST

SAN DIEGO, CA  92117

4523 CHATEAU DR

MARSHALL JEFFREY R & KIMBERLY L

ASPEN, CO  81611

410 TEAL CT #Q106

HUNTER CREEK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

GENDELS STACEY A

NEW ROCHELLE, NY  108017270

542 MAIN ST #200

BACHELDOR JORDAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

526 VINE ST

HOFFMANN SAMANTHA C

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B6

PRIMIANI MARC S

LOS ANGELES, CA  90025

11100 SANTA MONICA BLVD #600

FLETCHER PAUL TRUST

SOUTHAMPTON, NY  11968

4 CROWS NEST CIR

LASSER JASON M

ASPEN, CO  81611-1537

155 LONE PINE RD #A1

EEC EHC LLC

HOUSTON, TX  770406321

13111 NW FWY # 125

HARBIN RICHARD E & KIMY ROINSTAD

DEL MAR, CA  92014

117 SPINNAKER CT

BUSCH MARK W & ANITA R

PITTSFIELD, MA  01201

75 MOUNTAINVIEW DR

LUSK ASPEN INVESTMENTS LTD

HOUSTON, TX  77098

3201 KIRBY DR STE 500

MATTADOR LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

322 VINE ST #322

VALENTINO ROSS ADAM

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 VINE ST

BOUDREAU DAVID

ASPEN, CO  81611

116 FREE SILVER CT # A108

SODERBERG FAMILY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

200 SILVERLODE DR

MIDDLETON FREDERICKA

AUSTIN, TX  78703

3709 TAYLORS DR

SILVERMAN KAREN E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2615

PRITCHARD MICHAEL D & LAURA MORRIS

ASPEN, CO  81611

725 VINE ST

MACBLANE EDWARD J JR

ASPEN, CO  81611

217 TEAL CT

MURTAGH PATRICK & TERESA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10304

KULZER DENNIS

ASPEN, CO  81611

320 FREE SILVER CT

HUANG YANG

ASPEN, CO  81611

949 VINE ST #949

CAMPBELL NICHOLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

511 VINE ST 

WONG CHRISTOPHER SENG-YENG

ASPEN, CO  81611

835 VINE ST
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BERKSON DAVID A

ASPEN, CO  81611

112 FREE SILVER CT #A104

MAMA MIA LLC

FRANKLIN, MI  48025

26985 CRESTWOOD

HANNAFORD TARA E & MATTHEW F

LOS ANGELES, CA  90045

7515 W 88TH PL

ELLIS CHRISTOPHER & AUDREY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8386

MORIAN KAREN E

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 TEAL CT

JOHNSON AQUINO CATALINA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11780

NEWELL GEORGE S JR

BOULDER, CO  80306

PO BOX 2179

ACEVEDO EUGENIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

306 STAGE CT 

MCMILLAN KATHERINE J 2016 TRUST

ASPEN , CO  81611

421 VINE ST 

1115 VINE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

457 E HOPKINS AVE

LU RONG Q

ASPEN, CO  81611

949 VINE ST #949

DALESSIO ROBERT J

ASPEN, CO  81611

60 WILLIAMS RANCH DR

HEGARTY THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1475

LLOYD ROBIN A

ASPEN, CO  816124928

PO BOX 4928

CIBIK MICHAEL A

PHILADELPHIA, PA  19106

334 S FRONT ST

WHIPPLE RALPH U & LYNNE C

PLANDOME, NY  110301415

24 MIDDLE DR

LISCHKA JESSICA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3249

WALLE GABRIELE

ASPEN, CO  81611

1121 VINE ST

DUCHEIN HILARY

ASPEN, CO  81611

522 VINE ST

MCMILLAN KATHERINE J 2016 TRUST

ASPEN , CO  81611

421 VINE ST 

POTVIN DALE A FAMILY BYPASS TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD C-2

CARROLL TWILA

ASPEN, CO  81611

314 TEAL CT

KROUPA KYLE R & THOENE HONEY J

ASPEN, CO  81611

127 FREE SILVER CT #A209

EBEST RICHARD A

ASPEN, CO  81611

834 VINE ST

GAMBUTI MAGDALENA

ASPEN, CO  81611

638 VINE ST

TALARICO MEGAN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

726 VINE ST

WAGAR RICHARD H

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9063

KRAHE CATHLEEN M TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

723 VINE ST

BOTICA MICHELLE

ASPEN, CO  81611-3223

323 FREE SILVER CT  #204

SMITH GEOFFREY R

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 TEAL CT
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BITTNER SHIRLEY MARIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

123 VINE ST

MLT PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 AABC #G

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

MANN CATHERINE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

736 VINE ST

EMPHASYS SERVICES COMPANY

MIAMI, FL  33129

1925 BRICKELL AVE PENTHOUSE II

FRANZE LUCAS & AMBER

ASPEN, CO  81611

516 VINE ST #516

MANIE MICHAEL B

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11373

MANNING SARAH E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10665

ADLER FAMILY LLC

PRINCTON, NJ  08540-4618

287A NASSAU ST

CORCORAN JAMES W

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4977

HAGGERTY BEATRICE M

ASPEN, CO  81611

308 INDEPENDENCE CT

CROCKETT RUFUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3837

MATTHEWS NANCY ANN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1370

JAHNKE GRANT FOX & KENDALL PAIGE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10000

ZAUNER HEINZ J REV TRUST

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0451 STAGECOACH LN

CURRY CHARLES T

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8150

ASPEN HUNTER CREEK #113 LLC

BOONVILLE, NY  13309

PO BOX 255

MALCOLM IAN

AVALON NS WALES AUSTRALIA 2107,   

35 QUEENS AVE

MCF 2008 TRUST

PALM BEACH , FL  33480

280 EL PUEBLO WAY 

HUNTER CREEK COMMONS CORP INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

HOLMSTEDT MONIKA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1141

KERN SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 389

KRAVITZ PATRICIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

123 FREE SILVER CT

ARMENTA FELIPE JR

FORT WORTH, TX  76126

4705 SANTA COVA CT

MANDT JULIE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11813

MADSEN DIANNE G & TIMOTHY T

ASPEN, CO  81611

104 INDEPENDENCE PL

TULLMAN DEBORAH

ASPEN, CO  81611

623 VINE ST

ALVAREZ OTILIO ARTEMIO AVILA

ASPEN, CO  81611

836 VINE ST 

HICKS SCOTT ANDREW

ASPEN, CO  81611

2 WILLIAMS WY

HUANG YANG

ASPEN, CO  81611

949 VINE ST #949
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GREGORY SHANA

ASPEN, CO  81611

631 VINE ST

HYDE ARTHUR C JR

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX T

FAVELLA GIOVANNI

ASPEN, CO  81611

622 VINE ST

EINARSDOTTIR ARNA

ASPEN, CO  81611

412 INDEPENDENCE PL #412

MELEG TANJA HELLER

ASPEN, CO  81611

1048 VINE ST 

WERNGREN HELEN

BELVEDERE , CA  94920

43 PENINSULA RD

WHIPPLE RALPH U & LYNNE C

PLANDOME, NY  110301415

24 MIDDLE DR

COULOMBE RICHARD

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B8

LAI RICHARD TSENG-YU AND

LOS ALAMOS, NM  87544

4574 FAIRWAY DR

YOUNG DENNIS & ANDREA C

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 133

CAMMACK DARELL R JR

SAINT PETERSBURG, FL  33706

11000 GULF BLVD #402

BOLTON LANCE

BASALT, CO  816218402

702 LAKESIDE DR

MNKN LLC

MENLO PARK, CA  94025

800 MAGNOLIA ST

MAHONEY SHARON A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11694

HUFKER WILLIAM J III

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8925

EMPHASYS SERVICES COMPANY

MIAMI, FL  33129

1925 BRICKELL AVE PENTHOUSE II

CLARKE HANNAH

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1383

CRAWFORD PATRICIA C

ASPEN, CO  81611

412 TEAL CT #Q-104

KERR ALI K

BASALT, CO  81621

1006 LAUREN LN

NEWELL GEORGE

BOULDER, CO  80306

PO BOX 2179

NEW CENTENNIAL LLC

INDIANAPOLIS, IN  46260

8902 N MERIDIAN ST #205

DAKOTA MEADOWS DUPLEX LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77007

55 WAUGH DR #1111

ILICH MARK

ASPEN, CO  81611

1132 VINE ST

UKRAINE JOHN M

ROCKPORT, MA  019661904

10 BRIARSTONE RD

1005 VINE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 AABC # G

BAEHR LYNNE

ASPEN, CO  81611

1132 VINE ST

VINE236 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

6 TUMBLEDOWN LN

LOCK DENISE E

ASPEN, CO  81611

125 VINE ST

TEAGUE LEWIS TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  90077

862 N BEVERLY GLEN BLVD

SMITH JASON

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3695
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BLUE MARCUS & GLEN T

ASPEN, CO  81611

700 W HOPKINS #8

ETS-HOKIN DOUGLAS LIV TRUST

PLACERVILLE, CA  95667

6710 MOTHER LODE DR

PRIDE KRISTIN

ASPEN, CO  81611

737 VINE ST 

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

CENTENNIAL CONDO ASSOC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

1100 VITOS WY

NEWELL GEORGE S

BOULDER, CO  80306

PO BOX 2179

KRIBBS DONOVAN ROSS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8761

DANFORTH DAVID N

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1863

RODRIGUEZ ANA B

ASPEN, CO  81611

214 FREE SILVER CT #B105

YOUNG LEA

ASPEN, CO  81611

815 VINE ST

CLAYTON DOUGLAS & STEPHANIE

ASPEN, CO  816113259

216 TEAL CT

MALCOLM IAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4671

WILLIAMS RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

ASPEN, CO  81611

0354 SILVERLODE DR

HUGHES THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10190

SCHUMACHER DAVID

ASPEN, CO  81611

125 FREE SIVER CT

WEDUM JOHN R

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 INDEPENDENCE PL

WHEELER PATRICIA A

ASPEN, CO  81611

321 TEAL CT

BELL ANTHONY R

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 449

HALL JO-ANN

ASPEN, CO  81611

103 INDEPENDENCE PL

PETRESKI GOCE

ASPEN, CO  81611

421 FREE SILVER CT

HEEDUM SHARON D

DENVER, CO  80210

2315 S MONROE ST

GUDZENKO NATALIIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

125 FREE SILVER CT

MARTIN LYNSEY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2318

GEREB BARRY

ASPEN, CO  816114303

3131 MAROON CRK RD #27

HAWKEN MADELEINE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3695

HULEY MARC J

ASPEN, CO  81611

317 TEAL CT

COATES MARY ANN TRUST

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK  73142

12664 VAL VERDE DR

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

TRUSO JOHN

ASPEN, CO  81611

421 TEAL CT #Q205

WHIPPLE CANDACE

BASALT, CO  816219327

102 LAKESIDE DR

340



EIS RANDALL S

ASPEN, CO  81611

129 FREESILVER CT

BAYKO LYNN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

329 FREE SILVER CT #C210

ROUSE SUSAN ELIZABETH

RICHMOND SURRY UNITED KINGDOM TW9 4DP,   

15 CHARLWOOD HOUSE  6 STRAND DR

GOLDSTEIN TAMARA B

ASPEN, CO  81611

333 E DURANT AVE 

HANAK SORAYA

ASPEN, CO  81611

220 TEAL CT

HUNTER CREEK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

HUNTER CREEK COMMONS CORP INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

ROGO KATHRYN E

ASPEN, CO  81611

50 WILLIAMS RANCH DR

NORMAN JUDY KAY

ASPEN, CO  81611

314 FREE SILVER CT

CARDER FAMILY LLC

DENVER, CO  80210

1100 S RACE ST

PAGNUCCO JACQUELYN CAROL

ASPEN, CO  81611

213 VINE ST #213

LANE TAMMIE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

413 INDEPENDENCE PL

FLETCHER JANET TRUST

SOUTHAMPTON, NY  11968

4 CROWS NEST CIR

HILE RYAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

616 VINE ST 

CHAN NICHOLAS

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

1351 ROCK CT

OVERTON JAMES E

ASPEN, CO  81611

1334 VINE ST

KING WANDA JO

ASPEN, CO  81611

824 VINE ST

FLYNN VICTORIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4388

LEBACH DOROTHY JULIA TRUST

CHESTNUT HILL, MA  024671463

2420 BEACON ST #304

BERNARD SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8908

LATKOSKA BILJANA

ASPEN, CO  81611

421 FREE SILVER CT

MENDELSON MEL I & ROBERTA L

RESTON, VA  20190

1860 STRATFORD PARK PL #211

SMITH BETH A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1758

RONICK MEL & RUTH TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #4

KNEIFEL NATHAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

122 FREE SILVER CT #204

NELSON BRETT

ASPEN, CO  81611

516 INDEPENDENCE PL

BARTELL NICHELLE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4496

HANLE GREGORY L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4221

BURCHAM JAMES G REV TRUST

KANSAS CITY, MO  64112

5011 SUNSET DR

LONG JESSICA & DIOSDADO S

ASPEN, CO  81611

327 FREE SILVER CT #C208
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KOWAR HEIDI MARIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

225 VINE ST

SILVER JEROME D & STEPHANIE

INDIANAPOLIS, IN  46278-1223

6835 FOX LAKE DR S

WRAITH STEPHEN KERR

PORTOLA VALLEY, CA  94028

110 SAUSAL DR

BERT ALEX

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 VINE ST

KARSON ANDREA M

ASPEN, CO  81611

224 TEAL CT #O207

HOLSONBACK JOHN K & HILDE G

ASPEN, CO  81611

416 VINE ST 

ASPEN JEWELRY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1010 E HYMAN AVE

BARRETT MARIANNE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4776

PECK ERIN E

ASPEN, CO  81611

214 TEAL CT

MOCKLIN PETER M REV TRUST

EAGLE, CO  816310261

PO BOX 261

DIMSDALE WILLIAM S

ASPEN, CO  81611-3209

114 FREE SILVER CT

NIX ROBERT F LIVING TRUST

OAK PARK, IL  60302-1985

1111 ONTARIO ST #1105

AVILA NORMA

ASPEN, CO  81611

836 VINE ST

SMILER WESLEY II

ASPEN, CO  816111597

950 VINE ST

EVERSON CHRISTOPHER

ASPEN, CO  81611

325 TEAL CT

BROCKHOFF BRUCE & KRISTINE

SOUTH YARRA     VICTORIA 3141  AUSTRALIA,   

27 CLOWES ST

PAGLIA FILBERTO

ASPEN, CO  81611

220 TEAL CT

STRICKLAND WILLIAM SCOTT

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2526

HOLZER HANS U

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11928

DALEY KEEGAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1383

ANASTASI JOAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

435 VINE ST

ACCORDINO KRISTINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 VINE ST

WARREN ROBERT O

ASPEN, CO  81611

333 E DURANT AVE

LEVERSON JANET V

ASPEN, CO  81611

221 TEAL CT

BALCOM SYLVIA JEAN TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

1336 VINE ST

WOOLLEY SUSAN C

ASPEN, CO  81611

823 VINE ST

CARTER SHELBY HENRY IV

ASPEN, CO  81611

123 LUKE SHORT CT

BACOS AISHA

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A13

BOUCHARD JESSE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

315 E HYMAN AVE

FARADZHOV RUSLAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

522 VINE ST
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DAUGHERTY BRYAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

324 FREE SILVER CT

DUKAS SANDRA & JAMES

ASPEN, CO  81611

320 TEAL CT

GOMES SUSAN R

ASPEN, CO  81611-1595

732 VINE ST

WALLACE FAMILY TRUST

PLACERVILLE, CA  95667

6710 MOTHER LODE DR

MILIAS ELIZABETH A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4662

HERNANDEZ YVONNE M

ASPEN, CO  81611

316 FREE SILVER CT

HEGARTY THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1475

RACHILLA KALA M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3184

SMUGGLER HUNTER TRUST CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

WILLIAMS WY

WENZEL KAREN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

1125 VINE ST

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

FCHC LLC

JACKSONVILLE, FL  32257

3030 HARTLEY RD #140

SPIROFF JEFF

REDSTONE, CO  81623

166 BEAVER LN

FOX KRISTA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10190

LUCARELLI CHARLES

ASPEN, CO  81611

1221 VINE ST 

JACKSON LAURI A

ASPEN, CO  81611

619 INDEPENDENCE PL

81611 PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

637 E HYMAN AVE 

STEPHENS RICHARD L

ASPEN, CO  81611

832 VINE ST

BIBBIG DIETER

ASPEN, CO  81611

401 PARK AVE

PEGIEL TOMEK & MALGORZATA

ASPEN, CO  81611

722 VINE ST

MELTON LILY

ASPEN, CO  81611

516 INDEPENDENCE PL

BITTNER SHIRLEY MARIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

123 VINE ST

BEKHAAZI SONIA YASMIN

BASALT, CO  816219208

145 CROSSLAND RD

COLORADO MTN NEWS MEDIA

CARSON CITY, NV  89702

PO BOX 1927

POGLIANO NATEAL 2016 IRREV TRUST

DENVER, CO  80202

1900 16TH ST #1200

ROSELLE VERONICA

BOCA RATON, FL  33432

99 SE MIZNER BLVD #824

WABISZEWSKI KATHRYN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 943

WHITING RYAN L

ASPEN, CO  81611

521 VINE ST

HARDE JOSH

ASPEN, CO  81611

1316 VINE ST

HUNTER CREEK COMMONS CORP INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST
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ASPEN PITKIN EMP HSG INC

BASALT, CO  81621

100 ELK RUN DR #103

ETS HOKIN RUSSELL

PLACERVILLE, CA  95667

6710 MOTHER LODE DR

TANAKA PHILIP & AMANDA

ASPEN, CO  81611

212 FREE SILVER CT #B103

RAF PT ASPEN LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77023

10000 MEMORIAL DR #320

CONDIT ALICIA

ASPEN, CO  816113209

110 FREE SILVER CT

RAY GAYLE A TRUST

CASTLE ROCK, CO  80108

634 CASTLE PINES DR S

SCHNEIDER SID

BASALT, CO  81621

40 SUNSET DR  #10A

WARLOP ELIZABETH F & MARY M

ASPEN, CO  81611

946 VINE ST 

BOUGHTON MATTHEW P & MARINDA KATE

ASPEN, CO  81611

102 INDEPENDENCE PL

BARBOUR REGINALD D & MARY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4194

GOKEY REED

ASPEN, CO  81611-3256

327 TEAL CT

OBR WARREN

FRANCE,   

5 RUE PORTE DE FOURQUEUX

78112 FOURQUEUX

SHERMAN YONEKO SUZUKI

PARACHUTE, CO  81635

206 SOUTH RIDGE CT

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

VAUGHAN CHRISTOPHER

ASPEN, CO  81611

126 FREE SILVER CT #A208

SANDERS RICHARD ALLEN

BIRMINGHAM, AL  35242

2041 BROOK HIGHLAND RIDGE

MLT PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 AABC #G

NEWELL GEORGE

BOULDER, CO  80306

PO BOX 2179

HUNTER CREEK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

PARKER STEPHEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

1010 VINE ST #1010

BARR STEVEN K

ASPEN, CO  81611

214 TEAL CT

RIDLING JERRY & MURIEL REV TRUST

NAPA, CA  94558

1110 STONYBROOK DR

CLOSIC JASON

ASPEN, CO  81611

319 TEAL CT

ASPEN SQUARE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

617 E COOPER

RHINES MELISSA E

ASPEN, CO  81611

515 VINE ST

MILLS DANIELLE & DAVID

ASPEN, CO  81611

812 VINE ST

1326 VINE STREET LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1085 CEMETERY LN

KLAWITER FAMILY TRUST

SNOWMASS VILLAGE, CO  81615

PO BOX 6759

FRENCH RYLAND R & KIMBERLY P

ASPEN, CO  81611

636 VINE ST

WILLIAMS JOHN T JR  IRREV TRUST

WELLINGTON , FL  33414

2904 APPALOOSA TR 
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BECKER DANIEL A

ASPEN, CO  81611

132 VINE ST #132

AQUINO DIEGO

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11780

MENDOZA RICHARD J

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4205

CROSS EDWARD T

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1843

ANTOS TIFFANY E

ASPEN, CO  81611

412 FREE SILVER CT D103

TIDWELL JOAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

734 VINE ST

BROWN JOY

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B5

MANOLOV LUBOMIR & YANA

ESTES PARK, CO  80517

321 BIG HORN DR #B1

KOERNER JENNIFER

ASPEN, CO  81611

733 VINE ST

FLYNN VICTORIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4388

GEIST SUSAN L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8431

BETTIO JACK A

MANCHESTER, NJ  550334049

2985 ROUTE 547

HUNTER CREEK CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1400 VINE ST

SMITH NANCY ROSS

FOREST HILL, MD  21050

315 J WILLRICH CIR

BORENSTEIN DENISE & MARK

ASPEN, CO  81611

573 CONUNDRUM CREEK RD

SPEER CHRISTINE REV TRUST

BONITA SPRINGS, FL  34133

PO BOX 2734

552 WALNUT LLC

NASHVILLE, TN  37203

2817 WEST END AVE #126-384

ADRIANCE FRANKLIN III P

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B7

MEDINA RICHARD A

ASPEN, CO  816111593

512 VINE ST

RYAN KYM & PAT

ASPEN, CO  81611

624 VINE ST

HARRIAGE STEPHEN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

1338 VINE ST

AVALANCHE EAGLE PINES LLC

MANHASSET, NY  11030

24 MIDDLE DR

BONDS MICHAEL S & ELAINE JOHNSON

ASPEN, CO  81611

310 INDEPENDENCE PL

DEMAS CHRYSANTHE

ASPEN, CO  81611

123 LUKE SHORT CT

KRAFT GARY

ASPEN, CO  81611

121 FREE SILVER CT

GRABOWSKI PATRICK N

ASPEN, CO  81611

733 VINE ST

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

JOHNSON TAMAR

ASPEN, CO  81611

410  FREE SILVER CT  D101

EARL MONTY & CAMILLA

ASPEN, CO  816112175

114 MAPLE LN

MYOB2 LLC

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33139

500 SOUTH POINTE DR #240
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STEWART TODD

ASPEN, CO  816111581

155 LONE PINE RD #A6

PEGOLOTTI DELLA J

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2656

DANFORTH ALISON C

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3763

MOORE THOMAS P & TERRY L

BASALT, CO  81621

802 KESTREL CT

HORNBURG ANDREE

ASPEN, CO  81611

614 VINE ST 

AGUIRRE VANESSA G

ASPEN, CO  81611

627 VINE ST

VERNIER FAMILY REV LIV TRUST

WYANDOTTE, MI  48192

2040 DAVIS

FOX CROSSING CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

MACDONALD SHIRLEY & PAUL

ASPEN, CO  81611

0155 LONE PINE RD #B1

QUINN MICHAEL KIERON & KATHLEEN MARIE

WASHINGTON, DC  20016

3623 38TH ST NW #303

DESOTO LINDA JANE LIVING TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #9

FORSEILLE JULIA S

ASPEN, CO  81611

315 TEAL CT

METCO COLORADO LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77024

333 W LOOP NORTH 4TH FLR

MELVILLE CRAIG W

ASPEN, CO  81611

333 E DURANT AVE 

LANDIS CAROLYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #C8

ROLDAN BEATRIZ H R

ASPEN, CO  81611

825 VINE ST

PARKER ROBERT

ASPEN, CO  81611

310 FREE SILVER CT #C101

MUTRIE TIMOTHY J

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #B4

KOWAR  JOSEPH ALBERT

WOODY CREEK , CO  81656

7909 UPPER RIVER RD #646

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

ROOD JERE E

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 TEAL CT

SABA ROY

ASPEN, CO  81611

737 VINE ST

ATTEMA DEREK

ASPEN, CO  81611

616 VINE ST 

STELLJES PETER V

ASPEN, CO  81611

121 VINE ST #121

BELL MARTIN W

SEATTLE, WA  98102

400 MELROSE AVE E #601

KERSHAW ROBERT B

BALTIMORE, MD  21230

1200 STEUART ST #821

OLSON FAMILY TRUST

TULARE, CA  93274

198 S OAKMORE ST 

BOHN GERRY

ASPEN, CO  81611

537 VINE ST

PALMER HELEN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1855

FRANK BARBARA A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11126
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LEE MICHAEL P & SUSAN S

ASPEN, CO  81611

717 VINE ST

PARTYKA VINCENT K

BASALT, CO  81621

350 MARKET ST #311

BENDA BEAU

ASPEN, CO  81611

414 TEAL CT #Q-102

SKADRON STEVEN J

ASPEN, CO  81611

436 VINE ST

PORTER SUZANNE T & B G

WELLINGTON, FL  33414

13831 QUARTER HORSE TRL

SOUFER KARA & JACQUES

MALIBU, CA  90265

20468 SEABOARD RD

ZUEHLKE WILLIAM M

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 806

SPUD HUNTER LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

214 VINE ST

KENNEDY JOHN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

221 FREE SILVER CT

MINERS MOUNTAIN HOUSE LLC

TOLEDO, OH  43615

5107 HIGHPOINT DR

CROWLEY ELAINE C

ASPEN, CO  81611-1550

1124 VINE ST

BUNEVICH PETER CHARLES

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO  80904

4095 STONEBRIDGE PT

CASTLE AND CONUNDRUM LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #C1

ETS HOKIN TRACY

PLACERVILLE, CA  95667

6710 MOTHER LODE DR

KLEPPINGER KENT

ASPEN, CO  81611

1047 VINE ST

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301

CENTENNIAL CONDO ASSOC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

1100 VITOS WY

KUBASIEWICZ E MICHAEL

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 10416

BYRUM PATRICIA BEAMS FAMILY TRUST

WINSTON SALEM, NC  27104

2428 BITTING RD

KRIVONEN MARCIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

226 TEAL CT

BIELINSKI BRIDDGET

ASPEN, CO  81611

620 INDEPENDENCE PL

MCDONAGH THOMAS G

NEW ROCHELLE, NY  108017270

542 MAIN ST #200

WHITE MATTHEW G & SARAH E

ASPEN, CO  81611

731 VINE ST

MILLER THERESA

ASPEN, CO  81611

422 FREE SILVER CT #D203

CUSSAGUET CATHERINE

BOZEMAN, MT  597711822

PO BOX 1822

GORDON LETICIA

SCOTTSDALE, AZ  852548219

15215 N KIERLAND BLVD #438

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

KNAPP EILEEN & JEFFREY

ASPEN, CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A-17

RICHMOND ILENE LIV TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90210

714 N ROXBURY DR

MELDAHL JOHN & DEBORAH

MINNEAPOLIS, MN  55408

2620 HUMBOLDT AVE S
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SPINELLI LEANDRO

ASPEN, CO  81611

638 VINE ST

BUESCH THOMAS A

ASPEN, CO  81611

206 INDEPENDENCE PL

GINSBERG JEROME D IRREV TRUST

NEW YORK, NY  10065

166 E 61ST #19F

CUELLAR MARIA L

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 FREE SILVER CT

GIAQUINTO ALAN

ASPEN, CO  816113271

1045 VINE ST

DEQUINE SHARON L

ASPEN, CO  81611

713 VINE ST

GOLDSMITH LYNN

NASHVILLE, TN  372054203

111 CLYDELAN CT

1025 VINE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 AABC #G

VICENZI GEORGE A TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2238

GUBSER MARGARET B

ASPEN, CO  81611

1227 MOUNTAIN VIEW DR

RUBEL ANDREA

ASPEN, CO  81611

400 W MAIN #207

TAO DANGUI & KOULING XI

ASPEN, CO  81611

1028 VINE ST #1028

MOCKLIN HOA  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

407 S HUNTER ST #3

SUAZO JASON

ASPEN, CO  81611

226 TEAL CT

ODELBERG JEANETTE

ASPEN, CO  81611

637 VINE ST

RAUPP MARVIN L

ASPEN, CO  81611

433 VINE ST

LI MEI YING

ASPEN, CO  81611

0716 VINE ST

STEPHENSON TERRY ANN

ASPEN, CO  81611

633 VINE ST

BALDO ANIR J

ASPEN, CO  81611

728 VINE ST

RAM PROPERTIES LLC

WILMINGTON, DE  19803

PO BOX 7107

KESSLER BRANDON & DEISY M

ASPEN, CO  81611

225 TEAL CT #O206

KNIGHT DANA ERIC

ASPEN, CO  81612-0561

PO BOX 561

HUNTER CREEK REALTY LLC

WESTWOOD, MA  02090

30 WILLETT POND DR

LUU TONY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 795

PRIKRYL ANTHONY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1548

MOCKLIN MONICA M REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 807

STEWART KYLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

614 VINE ST 

CHISHOLM REV TRUST

FLAGSTAFF, AZ  86004

3725 N GRANDVIEW DR 

DETURRIS MONICA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 944

COATES M A TRUST

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK  73125

PO BOX 25277
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ORROS RENEE

ASPEN, CO  81611

423 TEAL CT #Q203

135 MINERS TRAIL LLC

WESTPORT, CT  06880

8 WRIGHT ST

GALLUS SHAWN M

ASPEN, CO  81611

515 VINE ST

VANAMBURGH THOMAS & EMILY

ASPEN, CO  816113268

721 VINE ST

HAWKS JENNIFER SUSAN

SNOWMASS, CO  81654

PO BOX 630

LURIE MARTIN W & CHERYL A

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11113

BARBOUR SUSAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11602

KEILIN L RICHARD

WOODY CREEK, CO  81656

PO BOX 100

SIMON ELIZABETH M

ASPEN, CO  81611

219 TEAL CT #O102

1131 VINE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

309 AABC #G

MELEG MARK A J

ASPEN, CO  81611

1048 VINE ST 

BERKSON DAVID A

ASPEN, CO  81611

113 FREE SILVER CT A105

ANTOINE NATALIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

415 FREE SILVER CT #D-106
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Pitkin County GIS presents the information and data on this web
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ensure that the information and data contained in this electronic
system  is  accurate,  but  the  accuracy  may  change.   Mineral
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does not maintain a database of mineral estate owners.
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the completeness,  accuracy, or  reliability  of  the  content  at  this
site  or at  other sites to which we link.  Assessing accuracy and
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liable  for  use,  modification, or distribution  of  any information  or
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FIRESIDE ASPEN LP

ROSEMONT, PA  19010

1062 E LANCASTER AVE #30B

KAMINER NINA

LOS ANGELES , CA  90067

10000 SANTA MONICA BLVD #2402

CALLAHAN PATRICIA LIVING TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

184 MOUNTAIN LAUREL DR 

BARRETT STEVEN R

WICHITA, KS  67202

150 N MARKET

MURPHY JULIANNE RUTH & WILLIAM R JR REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816111763

100 E COOPER AVE # 8

WICHMANN VICTORIA

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER ST #4

JACARANDA ASPEN LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 11980

SALISBURY JAMES A REV TRUST

MORGANTON, NC  28655

101 MONTROSE ST

ASPEN WILD CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 E COOPER AVE

ASPEN 105 LLC

SAINT LOUIS, MO  63130

7211 DELMAR BLVD

TRAGGIS ELIZABETH G

NEW LONDON, CT  06320

PO BOX 284

COOPER STREET LOFT  #3 LLC

SANTA FE, NM  87501-1887

576 1/2 W SAN FRANCISCO ST

IVES THEODORA H

LA JOLLA, CA  92037

1874 SPINDRIFT DR

BIELINSKI JUDITH R TRUST

GLENVIEW, IL  60026

2121 TROWBRIDGE CT

WINFIELD ARMS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

600 E HOPKINS AVE #203

PARRA KEVIN REV TRUST

WAILEA, HI  96753

75-1 HO'OLEI CIR

FEINBERG HELEN HOUGH

ST PETE BEACH, FL  33706

1407 PASS-A-GRILLE WY 

ASPEN LITTLE RED HOLDINGS LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90401

233 WILSHIRE BLVD #850

COOPER ST LOFT CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

BACON SHIRLEY LIV TRUST

MIAMI, FL  33133

3 GROVE ISLE DR # 1608

ZAUNER HEINZ J REV TRUST

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0451 STAGECOACH LN

HOMONY MICHAEL J

SAN ANTONIO, TX  78209

202 BLUE BONNET BLVD

108 HYMAN LLC

MIAMI, FL  33133

3500 N BAY HOMES DR

SIX STONES LLC

PEBBLE BEACH, CA  93953

PO BOX 626

MESSNER CHRISTIAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER AVE #21

ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY HOUSING AUTH 0.01%

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 E HYMAN AVE #202

ASPEN WEST UNIT 3 LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90403

1043 CHELSEA AVE

EAGLES NEST CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 W HYMAN AVE

COX HEATHER J

ASPEN, CO  81611

555 E DURANT #4A

CRETE ASSOCIATES LP

BRYN MAWR, PA  19010

1062 E LANCASTER AVE #30B
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CASA KESS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8442

FRANK VALERIE EXEMPT TRUST U/W

PORTLAND, OR  972013544

1500 SW 11TH AVE #1504

WHITE JALEH REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  816112053

960 E DURANT AVE #7

WHELCHEL ANGUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1349

ALBANO DUPLEX CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

121 W HYMAN AVE

SANDLER JUSTIN PRIMARY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1554

WINKELMAN WENDY L

ASPEN, CO  81611

108 W HYMAN AVE #8

306 S GARMISCH TOWNHOMES CONDO

FLORHAM PARK , NJ  07932

PO BOX 238

HARLOW VIRGINIA TRUST

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0554 ESCALANTE

FRY KATHERINE

SNOWMASS VILLAGE, CO  816155082

PO BOX 5082

JPL LLC

PHOENIX, AZ  85016

2801 E CAMELBACK RD #450

SAUNDERS CLAYTON MARK SR

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3170

JCS GARMISCH LLC

ALEXANDRIA, LA  71315

PO BOX 11636

INVENTRIX LLC

CHICAGO, IL  60606-5096

227 MONROE

WARSHAW MARTIN R TRUST 1

ANN ARBOR, MI  48105-2585

1058 SCOTT PL

BRAYMAN WALTER W TRUST 4/20/17

KANSAS CITY, MO  641122363

844 ROCKWELL LN

BRENNAN SHAWN TIFFANY

MILL VALLEY, CA  94941

408 TENNESSEE GLEN WY

306 S GARMISCH TOWNHOMES CONDO

FLORHAM PARK , NJ  07932

PO BOX 238

FIRESIDE TOWNHOMES CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

160 W COOPER AVE

SNOW QUEEN LODGE LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

124 E COOPER AVE 

ANLUJO CAPITAL INC

ROAD TOWN TORTOLA BRITISH VIRGIN ISLANDS VG 1110,   

WOODBOURNE HALL   POB 3162

JADE PEAK LLC

GOLDEN, CO  80403

472 WYOMING CIR

HANDLER MINDY RAE

DENVER, CO  80206

PO BOX 6021

DPG INVESTMENT PROPERTIES LLC

TOPANGA, CA  90290

21000 MENDENHALL CT 

WARWICK RILEY

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER AVE #15

BULL RUN ENTERPRISES LLC

CANADIAN, TX  79014

PO BOX 75

JACOBSON SUZAN & JAY

ASPEN, CO  81611

108 W HYMAN #7

WILLIAMS BURRELL LIVING TRUST

VIENNA, VA  22182

8116 BOSS ST 

HBN FAMILY TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90212

9420 WILSHIRE BLVD #400

PITKIN COUNTY

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST #301
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DUNN DAVID & POLLY

CORPUS CHRISTI, TX  78401

611 S UPPER BROADWAY

CHALET LISL PARTNERSHIP LTD

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 E HYMAN AVE

CAYTON ANDREA TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  90077

2379 EARLS CT

MOLLICONI CHARLES A

GLENWOOD SPGS, CO  816015526

160 ORCHARD LN

MRFH LLC

SEATTLE, WA  98116

2305 HUGHES AVE SW

STRAUCH ELAINE B

GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO  80111

4327 S YOSEMITE CT

LOFINO MICHAEL D JR

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 E COOPER AVE APT 3

POOL ALEXANDRA M

DENVER, CO  80206

1650 FILLMORE ST #1304

214 WEST COOPER LLC

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK  73105

6 NE 63RD ST #220

FRANK EDMUND H EXEMPT TRUST

PORTLAND, OR  972013544

1500 SW 11TH AVE #1504

ASPEN SKIING COMPANY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1248

COHEN SANDRA IRREV TRUST

AVENTURA , FL  33160

6000 ISLAND BLVD # 2608

HOLDER STEPHANIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 E COOPER AVE #5

119 E COOPER AVE #6 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

116 W LUPINE DR

STINGRAY JOANNA REV TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90210

1275 BEVERLY ESTATES DR

KATZMAN DAVID B REV LIV TRST

FARMINGTON HILLS, MI  48334

27725 STANSBURY BLVD STE 175

BIELINSKI ROBERT A JR

HOUSTON, TX  77018

523 WEST 34TH ST 

CORKSCREW DUPLEX CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

118 E HYMAN AVE

KENT STACEY

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

457 SCHOONER LN

TIEMANN CAROLYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

124 W HYMAN AVE #2D

NAUGHTON ANN N

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO  80906

36 BROADMOOR AVE

KNAPP MICHAEL P MARITAL TRUST

GRAND RAPIDS, MI  49546

3516 GOODWOOD DR SE

KJA2 LLC

SAINT PETERSBURG, FL  33706

1407 PASS-A-GRILLE WY

SALISBURY JAN ETHRIDGE REV TRUST

MORGANTON, NC  28655

101 MONTROSE ST

HUNT CHRISTINA

EVERGREEN, CO  80439

28526 EVERGREEN MANOR DR

GEORGIEFF KATHERINE REV LVG TRUST

ST LOUIS, MO  63131

11 TOPPING LN

WINFIELD ARMS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

600 E HOPKINS AVE #203

DORNBUSCH ELLIOT & JESSICA

AVENTURA, FL  33180

BISCAYNE BLVD #808

LEAR STEFANIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3394

RUMSEY LIVING TRUST

SAN DIEGO, CA  92101

1325 PACIFIC HWY #1902
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COLES DAVID SEP A TRUST

CULVER CITY, CA   90232

4223 DUQUESNE AVE

MCBEE LISA A

SANTA ANA, CA  92705

2306 KEEGAN WY

HARPER MARILYN HILL & HILL

ASPEN, CO  81612-7952

PO BOX 7952

SONNENBERG FAMILY TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90212

350 S BEVERLY DR # 300

PENTHOUSE ONE & TWO  LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

PO BOX 11980

135 HOPKINS LTD

AUSTIN, TX  78738

12400 HWY 71 W #350-371

SIX STONES LLC

PEBBLE BEACH, CA  93953

PO BOX 626

YONCE SUSAN

GREENWICH, CT  068313721

81 ROUND HILL RD

HBN FAMILY TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90212

9420 WILSHIRE BLVD #400

COHN PETER L

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER AVE #2

DINSDALE JOY

DENVER, CO  80206

251 STEELE ST #4N

SMITH MARKELL LEIGHTON

CHICAGO, IL  60657

645A W SURF ST # A2

CENTRAL VIEW TOWNHOMES CONDO

ASPEN, CO  81611

109 E HYMAN AVE

COLES PETER SEP A TRUST

MASSACHUSETTS, MA  02138

20 PRESCOTT ST #41

306 S GARMISCH TOWNHOMES CONDO

FLORHAM PARK , NJ  07932

PO BOX 238

COHEN JACK DAVID

DENVER, CO  802462001

4541 E KENTUCKY CIR

WEST SHADOW MTN HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

111 W HYMAN AVE

TOMLINSON JAMES

CARBONDALE, CO  81611

457 SCHOONER LN

COTTONWOODS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

124 W HYMAN AVE

HYMAN STREET CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

719 W HYMAN AVE

TCRE ASPEN LLC

WESLEY CHAPEL, FL  33543

5435 BLUE HERON LN

ROSSI HALSTON A & TAYLOR R

GRETNA , VA  24557

1104 AZALEA DR

TRENTLY TRUST

FLORHAM PARK , NJ  07932

PO BOX 238

DUNN DAVID & POLLY

CORPUS CHRISTI, TX  78401

611 S UPPER BROADWAY

HOLYOAKE LAURENCE M & COX HEATHER J

ASPEN, CO  81611

555 E DURANT #4A

COHEN ALIX O & CRAIG S

ROCKVILLE CENTRE, NY  11570

5 BUCKINGHAM RD

GOOD THUNDER CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 871

25 COOPER LLC

SNOWMASS, CO  81654

1444 LOWER RIVER RD

DER BERGHOF CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

COMMON AREA

110 E COOPER AVE

KEEFE MERRY L REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER #11
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KAUFMAN STEVEN TRUST

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

0554 ESCALANTE 

GTMJ COLORADO LLC

THE VILLAGES, FL  32162

3619 KIESSEL RD 

SANDLER ANDREW PRIMARY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1554

JOBE MARCIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX M-3

SHOAF THOMAS L

DALLAS, TX  752053021

4224 BEVERLY DR

ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY HOUSING AUTH 0.01%

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 E HYMAN AVE #202

WEIGAND FAMILY LLC

WICHITA, KS  67202

150 N MARKET

JODIS MELISSA

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER AVE # 1

ASPEN/PITKIN COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 E HYMAN AVE #202

GOLDBERG DAVID L

ASPEN, CO  81611

450 S GALENA ST #202

LARKIN FRED C SPOUSAL TRUST

BOW MAR, CO  80123

ONE COVE LN

GOLDSMITH HENRY JOSH

PIKESVILLE, MD  21208

7902 BRYNMOR CT #504

LEAR STEFANIA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3394

CROCKETT RUFUS

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3837

ALPINE PETROLEUM LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

435 E MAIN ST

ASPEN TOWNHOUSE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 12384

ASPEN TOWNHOMES 3 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

1796 E SOPRIS CREEK RD 

THOMAS GAIL HICKS REV TRUST

BEDFORD, VA  24523-1508

1242 HAMPTON RDG

TARPLEY GERALD W JR & SUSAN

ANN ARBOR, MI  48105

2255 PLACID WY

AYARZA FRED & GENENE

INDIAN WELLS , CA  92210

77-924 COTTONWOOD COVE 

HAPPY PLACE VH2 LLC

WESTPORT, CT  06880

52 LYONS PLAINS RD

119 E COOPER UNIT 5 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

119 E COOPER AVE #5

BRENNAN SAMANTHA SCOTT

MILL VALLEY, CA  94941

408 TENNESSEE GLEN WY

MACDONALD VALERIE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1681

WEIGAND FAMILY LLC

WICHITA, KS  67202

150 N MARKET

SANDLER ANDREW PRIMARY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1554

ASPEN CORE HOLDINGS LLC

SANTA MONICA, CA  90401

233 WILSHIRE BLVD #850

JOHNSON ASPEN HOLDINGS LLC

PARADISE VALLEY, AZ  852534108

4949 E LINCOLN DR #19

KOENIG RAYMOND J

NEW LONDON, CT  06320

PO BOX 284

GLICKENHAUS & CO

SLEEPY HOLLOW, NY  105912211

8 KENDALL AVE
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KAISER HARRIS FAMILY TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  90049

12942 CHALON RD 

OTT JOHN & CAROL

SNOWMASS, CO  81654-9318

129 LITTLE ELK CREEK AVE

BOWMAN AL

MOUNT DORA, FL  32757

700 HELEN ST

COOPER STREET LOFT # 4 LLC

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

227 RABBIT RD

OFM HOLDINGS LP

DALLAS, TX  75354

PO BOX 541208

POPKIN PHILIP G

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7956

SANDS CASTLE DUPLEX CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1554

POOL JUDY F M

DENVER, CO  802113829

3038 ZUNI ST

SANDLER JUSTIN PRIMARY TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1554

LAMPTON PATRICIA M TRUST

ASHEVILLE, NC  28814

PO BOX 18013

BOURKEY888 LLC

SINGAPORE 436853,   

16 THIAM SIEW AVE

ASPEN WEST CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 S MONARCH ST #101

HALCYON ENTERPRISES LLC

PRINCETON, NJ  08540

78 LOVERS LN

DPG INVESTMENT PROPERTIES LLC

TOPANGA, CA  90290

21000 MENDENHALL CT 

GLISMANN JOHN P

BASALT, CO  81621

681 SOPRIS MOUNTAIN RANCH RD

ASPEN UPTOWN LLC

SNYDER, OK  73566

PO BOX 348

CARRUTHERS MARILYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 E COOPER  #301
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TRAN HONG HUONG

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #C1

ROTHMAN MARK S & SANDRA C

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #12

WEST END PROPERTY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 WEST BLEEKER ST #B6

GOLDSTEIN JEFFREY S

BOW MAR, CO  80123

5340 SOMBRERO

KURTZ KAREN L QPRT

PLAINFIELD, IL  60586

17358 S MCKENNA DR

EIDSON ARVIN WAYNE REV TRUST

SULPHUR, OK  730860309

PO BOX 309

GIBANS JONATHAN

ASPEN, CO  81611-3145

100 N 8TH ST #1

VILLAS OF ASPEN TOWNHOUSES ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST

MATTHEWS DEE R

WASHINGTON, DC  20016-4379

5121 52ND ST NW

BECKER RACHEL

NEW YORK, NY  10021

1000 PARK AVE

LEVINE MICHAEL A

AVENTURA, FL  331802581

3500 MYSTIC POINTE DR #1408

BERGER JAMES

GREENWOOD VILLAGE, CO  80121

5751 OAK CREEK LN

814 W BLEEKER B2 LLC

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 3695

MIRACLE MICHAEL

ASPEN, CO  81611

821 W BLEEKER ST

ORR ROBERT WILLIAM & EVE MARIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #E2

DIAZ MIGUEL

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 N SEVENTH ST  #201

PLOTKE ELIZABETH H

ASPEN, CO  81611

100  N 8TH ST # 10

MENCHACA ANA

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 N SEVENTH ST #201

HULL LESLIE

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 N 7TH ST #103

MCNUTT RAY EVERETT II

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #A2

HEISLEY AGNES M TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60602

70 W MADISON ST #5600

CJW BUNGALOW LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77055

1414 WOODVINE

BUDD MARTIN

STAMFORD, CT  06902

215 OCEAN DR WEST

CROSSETT JENNIFER A

DENVER, CO  80218-3906

1333 E 3RD AVE

ASPEN COLORADO LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #5

BORDERICK MARK

ASPEN, CO  81611-1163

939 W HALLAM

SHADOW MTN VIEW TOWNHOME CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

831 W BLEEKER ST

KLEIN HERBERT S & MARSHA L

ASPEN, CO  816111557

101 S  MILL ST #200

ESNEWCO LLC

PITTSBURGH, PA  15232

204 N WOODLAND RD

MINNESOTA MATERNAL

MINNETONKA, MN  55305

2115 DWIGHT LN
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TOLLESSON KENT TOMMY

ASPEN, CO  816111668

107 N 7TH ST UNIT 202

PITCHFORD BARBARA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8812

PLATERO CHILDRENS TRUST

BOCA RATON, FL  33487

8000 N FEDERAL HWY #200

SACHDEVA SANDEEP

BROOKLYN, NY  112174345

250 ASHLAND PL #483

WEST SOREN P & KAREN C

ASPEN, CO  816113152

100 N 8TH ST #34

FERTIG DALE M

FORT LAUDERDALE, FL  33301

1009 SE 2ND ST

SHAPIRO MARK I REV TRUST

AKRON, OH  44333

4554 ROCKRIDGE LN

HI HO SILVER LLC

FORT LAUDERDALE, FL  33324

690 LEIGH PALM AVE

GABEL PAMELA SUE

ASPEN, CO  81611

943 W HALLAM

BRUNT FAMILY LP

ST THOMAS  VIRGIN ISLANDS  00802,   

3814 CROWN BAY

MANDERSON NANCY R MARITAL TRUST

HOUSTON, TX  77005

2212 RICE BLVD

SHERIDAN DAVID R II

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 WEST BLEEKER ST #B5

KLUG WARREN & KATHLEEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #3

SHEN LI

ASPEN, CO  81611

945 W HALLAM ST

LEUSCHEL DANIEL R & MCDANIEL ANNIE L

ASPEN, CO  816111668

107 N 7TH ST #101

LARNER JACQUELINE L

DENVER, CO  80220

376 DAHLIA ST

TSFR LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N EIGHTH ST #20

ENGELMAN TOM

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 N 7TH ST #203

MCGEE ASHLEY

ASPEN, CO  816111668

107 N SEVENTH ST #102

LUU TONG KHON

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #B4

BRITTINGHAM JOHN SHELBY

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #22

OTTEN FAMILY LIV TRUST

DALLAS, TX  75287

5103 SEA PINES DR

MCNAIR STEPHEN & STACY

HOUSTON, TX  77024

2 STILLFOREST

ASPEN VILLAS CONDO ASSOC INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 WEST BLEEKER ST

BLAIR ALISON & WINFORD R

ASPEN, CO  81611

941 W HALLAM

DONOVAN JULIE A

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 N SEVENTH ST #204

MURRY SHAWN P

DENVER, CO  802183906

1333 E 3RD AVE

CONNER IRENE A & CLAUDE M

PALISADE, CO  81526

PO BOX 38

OVERTON PATRICIA J

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #24

STEPHENS DANETTE

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #31
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PEDRAGOSA MERITXELL

ASPEN, CO  81611

821 BLEEKER ST

KANTOR LISA

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E MAIN ST #102B-233

COCKRELL LAUREN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8511

HEISLEY AGNES M TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60602

70 W MADISON ST #5600

FRASER KRISTINA B

BOW MAR , CO  80123

5340 SOMBRERO 

MANIE MICHAEL B

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 WEST BLEEKER ST #B5

KLEIN HERBERT S & MARSHA L

ASPEN, CO  816111557

101 S  MILL ST #200

ABELLO REAL ESTATE TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #E6

BAVARIAN INN CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611-3800

1000 S MILL ST

LEWIS JOHN G

DENVER, CO  80220

376 DAHLIA ST

SMITH WENDY M TRUST

MIAMI BEACH, FL  33141

6652 SHEFFELD LN

STEMPLE ERICA

ASPEN, CO  81611

937 W HALLAM ST

AARONS MARTHA REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N 8TH ST #26

TRAN TUYET LE

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #B4

RED HOUSE ENCLAVE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

 937 W HALLAM ST

BLESSED BETWEEN 2 CREEKS LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77019

3333 ALLEN PKWY #2701

DUPPS KATHERINE

ASPEN, CO  81611

814 W BLEEKER ST #A2

ATKINSON SUZANNE E

ASPEN, CO  81611

100 N EIGHTH ST #19

ADAMSON GLEN P

ASPEN, CO  81611

945 W HALLAM ST

VILLA 15 LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1307

PULLIS JONATHAN C & REBEKAH

ASPEN, CO  81611-1135

823 W BLEEKER ST

ARETZ REALTY INC

DENVER, CO  80237

4725 S MONACO ST #330

23 8TH ST LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 8193

CKS ASPEN LLC

CINCINNATI, OH  45206

2412 INGLESIDE AVE #1A

COX BRANDON

FORT LAUDERDALE, FL  33301

1009 S E 2ND ST

TOPELSON ALEJANDRO

DENVER, CO  80237-3468

4725 S MONACO ST #330

BUMP LINDA LIGHT

BOULDER, CO  80302

801 BASELINE RD

SCHUSTER SCOTT & SARA

FORT WORTH, TX  76109

2721 COLONIAL PKWY

GUTH WILLIAM

ASPEN, CO  81611

625 E MAIN ST #102B-233

KELLEY JENNIFER E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9496
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WEINBERGER DANIEL R & LESLIE J

WASHINGTON, DC  20008

3116 DAVENPORT ST NW

GELLER SCOTT

FORT MYERS , FL  33919

4755 SUMMERLIN RD #1

NEUMAN JONAH

NEW YORK, NY  10021

333 CENTRAL PARK WEST 

MANDERSON NANCY R

HOUSTON, TX  770052628

2212 RICE BLVD

REED BRENT H

ASPEN, CO  81611-1124

100 N 8TH ST #6

HARPER DONNA M REV TRUST

BELLEAIR, FL  33756

27 PELICAN PL

NAFTALIS RICHARD C & ELIZABETH Z

DALLAS, TX  752015528

1918 OLIVE ST #2402

SIEGEL ELIZABETH N & NEIL B

ASPEN, CO  816113145

100 N 8TH ST #8

BRUFF SHERLYNNE GUEST & HAROLD H

BOULDER, CO  80303

2801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE #105

HAYES HOLDINGS LLC

DENVER, CO  80205

2894 CURTIS ST
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ASPEN VALLEY HOSPITAL DISTRICT

ASPEN, CO  81611

0401 CASTLE CREEK RD

MTN OAKS EMPLOYEE HSING

ASPEN, CO  81611

200 CASTLE CREEK RD
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BAKER SANDRA J

ASPEN, CO  81611

37 CLOUD NINE LN

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ACHESON SHEREE

BIRMINGHAM, AL  35216

1675 MONTGOMERY HWY

CHI WALTER D

ASPEN, CO  81611

79 CLOUD NINE LN 

THUNDERBOWL PROPERTIES LLC

GREENWICH, CT  06831

101 OLD MILL RD 

SHINE CHRISTINE & FRANK

ASPEN, CO  81611

58 CLOUD NINE LN

KAMINS GARY & LUCIA

PACIFIC PALISADES, CA  90272

1415 VIA CRESTA

DELAK ERICA

ASPEN, CO  81611

46 CLOUD NINE LN 

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

LABARGE ALEXA

ST LOUIS, MO  631053613

111 N FORSYTH BLVD

BUDSEY SUSAN P

ASPEN, CO  81611

66 CLOUD NINE LN

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100

MILLER SUZANNE K TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611

11 E WALTON ST #3502

SHEPHERD CHRISTOPHER D & KAYTLYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

56 CLOUD NINE LN

PI CASTLE ROCK LLC

DENVER, CO  80206

3033 E 1ST AVE #502

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

LANGLEY ROBERT A & S DARNELL

ASPEN, CO  81611

72 CLOUD NINE LN

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

EASTWOOD HIGHLANDS INVESTORS

ASPEN, CO  81611

0133 PROSPECTOR RD #4102

DELIA COLLEEN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3427

MILLER LEE I TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611

11 E WALTON ST #3502

ASPEN SKIING COMPANY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1248

SAX BRYAN & CHRISTY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 4256

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

81 THUNDERBOWL LLC

CLEVELAND, OH  44114

1360 E 9TH ST #1100

WEBERG BRIGIT K & PAAL K

ASPEN, CO  81611

95 ASPEN VILLAGE
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COOK CARMIE G

ASPEN, CO  81611

99 CLOUD NINE LN 

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

AJ ASPEN LLC

BRADENTON, FL  34209

2423 LANDINGS CIR

DELIA JOAN

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3427

RONNER AMY D TRUST

MIAMI, FL  33158

13645 DEERING BAY DR # 133

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

107 THUNDERBOWL LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77005

6521 VANDERBILT ST

THIRION FRANCK P

ASPEN, CO  81611

199 PROSPECTOR RD # 3102

EASTWOOD HIGHLANDS INVESTORS

ASPEN, CO  81611

0133 PROSPECTOR RD #4102

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

BUCHALTER NEAL J & ROBIN S

SHORT HILLS, NJ  07078

27 HILLSIDE AVE

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

THUNDERBOWL 9 LLC

PARADISE VALLEY, AZ  85253

6111 N NAUNI DR

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

THUNDERBOWL NEIGHBORHOOD TOWNHOME ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

202 PROSPECTOR RD #2015

LABARGE ANDREA S TRUST

ST LOUIS, MO  631053613

111 N FORSYTH BLVD

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

LABARGE CRAIG E TRUST

ST LOUIS, MO  631053613

111 N FORSYTH BLVD

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

RIOS JUAN A

ASPEN, CO  81611

10 CLOUD NINE LN

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

LUONG MEI YEE

ASPEN, CO  81611

10 CLOUD NINE LN

REGAN DYLAN & BERNADETTE

ASPEN, CO  81611

49 CLOUD NINE LN

PI CASTLE ROCK LLC

DENVER, CO  80206

3033 E 1ST AVE #502

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100
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HIGHLANDS POND PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

335 GLEN EAGLES DR

LANESE DOMINIC C & EMILY E

ASPEN, CO  81611

21 CLOUD NINE LN

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

KRIPALANI FAMILY TRUST

MANHATTAN BEACH, CA  90266

1016 HIGHLAND AVE

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

EASTWOOD HIGHLANDS INVESTORS

ASPEN, CO  81611

0133 PROSPECTOR RD #4102

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

VBC PROPERTIES LLC

SADDLE RIVER, NJ  07458

PO BOX 14

HIGHLANDS POND PROPERTIES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

335 GLEN EAGLES DR

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

SCIARRONE CAROLYN V & EDWARD F

ASPEN, CO  81611

18 CLOUD NINE LN

COSSET-THIRION MARILYN

ASPEN, CO  81611

199 PROSPECTOR RD #3102

PI CASTLE ROCK LLC

DENVER, CO  80206

3033 E 1ST AVE #502

GOTTDENKER MICHAEL & FELICIA

BETHESDA, MD  20817

8711 RIDGE RD

117 THUNDERBOWL LLC

CORAL GABLES, FL  33134-5249

2 ALHAMBRA PLAZA #1040

LABARGE ANDREW

ST LOUIS, MO  631053613

111 N FORSYTH BLVD

EASTWOOD HIGHLANDS INVESTORS

ASPEN, CO  81611

0133 PROSPECTOR RD #4102

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

PI CASTLE ROCK LLC

DENVER, CO  80206

3033 E 1ST AVE #502

ASPEN HIGHLANDS CONDO ASSOC INC

LAKELAND , FL  338015901

1200 S BARTOW RD #40

BERG KEVIN REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60654

640 N LASALLE #295
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BERGDAHL MATTHEW A & ELIZABETH A

ASPEN, CO  81611

0011 EXHIBITION LN

ASPEN 2306 LLC

MIAMI, FL  33156

5051 SW 88TH ST

GOULD RICHARD G III & NANCY M

NEW CANAAN, CT  06840

337 CANOE HILL RD

RUNKLE PROPERTIES LLC

WEST BLOOMFIELD, MI  48323

2692 W LONG LAKE RD

GRUSECKI JAMES P REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  60611-2490

840 N LAKE SHORE DR APT 2301

MIXTLI LLC

MIAMI, FL  33156

9361 SW 59TH AVE

TIERNEY MICHAEL P & ANNE

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 2391

HOPKINSON REGINALD & SUE ELLEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 STEIN WY

TRUE CONSTRUCT & MAINT SERVICES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX TT

83 EXHIBITION LLC

WASHINGTON, DC  20008

3215 CATHEDRAL AVE NW

FITZPATRICK ROBIN E REVOCABLE TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

107 STEIN WAY

MAROON NEIGHBOR TWNH ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 STEIN WY

FORAN EDMUND C

ASPEN, CO  81611

45 EXHIBITION LN

ANDERSON JON & LORI

ASPEN, CO  81611

43 EXHIBITION LN

PISANI MARK & JILL

ASPEN, CO  81611

31 EXHIBITION LN

ACA CAPITAL TRUST

SIOUX FALLS, SD  57186

PO BOX 2618063

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100

AJAX BONZAI LLC

CHICAGO, IL  60654

350 W HUBBARD ST #450

AVEDISIAN VANN A & HEIDI S

SIOUX FALLS, SD  57186

BOX 1546-7878

ASPEN HIGHLANDS VLG AFF HSG

ASPEN , CO  81611

155 LONE PINE RD #A6 

PETERSON SUSAN B

HOUSTON, TX  77057

6027 DEERWOOD RD

ASPEN HIGHLANDS COMM METRO DIST

BASALT, CO  816214100

PO BOX 4100

TWOHIG PAUL

ASPEN, CO  81611

9 EXHIBITION LN

CEJJC PARTNERS LP

GREENWICH, CT  06830

247 BYRAM SHORE RD

NEPSA INVESTMENT GROUP PTY LTD

MELBOURNE  VICTORIA AUSTRALIA 3000,   

185 SPRING ST 

MARKS EVAN QPR TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

54 EXHIBITION LANE
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SZTYKIEL ADAM & ELIZABETH

ASPEN, CO  81611

713 OREGON TRL

CB 815 OREGON TRAIL LLC

GREEN COVE SPRINGS, FL  320433443

411 WALNUT ST #12513

KOVLER H JONATHAN REV TRUST

CHICAGO, IL  606111958

875 N MICHIGAN AVE #3400

FLORES 2004 CHILDRENS TRUST

HOUSTON, TX  77056

5507 CANDLEWOOD  DR

COLEMAN FAMILY TRUST

LOS ALTOS, CA  94022

120 DOUD DR 

101 OREGON LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 OREGON TRL

OREGON TRAIL LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

715 W MAIN ST #201

GLOTCHI LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

612 OREGON TRL

WALTERS WIPEOUT LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77002

600 TRAVIS #3550

MILLS TIMOTHY C

PORTOLA VALLEY, CA  94028

1 REDBERRY RIDGE

MAROON CREEK TOWNHOMES HOA

ASPEN, CO  81612

815 OREGON TRL

TB 815 OREGON TRAIL LLC

GREEN COVE SPRINGS, FL  320433443

411 WALNUT ST #12513

LLSM INVESTMENT LLC

BOCA RATON, FL  33496

7204 QUEENFERRY CIR

204 OREGON LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 E MAIN ST # 210

PRIME GREEN ADVISORS LLC

MAGNOLIA, TX  77354

32731 EQYPT LN #704

LEE LEE EVANS & ZACHARY STEVEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

510 OREGON TR

SINGER GLEN H

GOLDEN BEACH, FL  33160

552 N ISLAND DR

ASPEN SKIING COMPANY LLC

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 1248

BAUMANN NANCY S FAMILY TRUST

METAIRIE, LA  70002

3330 W ESPLANADE AVE S #100
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ACI AFFORDABLE I LLLP

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

YANG LUZVIMINDA LIV TRUST

NORTHBROOK, IL  60062

828 PONY LN

49 GUERRERO STREET LLC

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94123

1746 UNION ST

YANG PO HSIUNG LIV TRUST

NORTHBROOK, IL  60062

828 PONY LN

ORWICK JACQUELINE ANDREA

ROCKVILLE, MD  20850

610 CROCUS DR

ANDERSON GREGG R

ASPEN, CO  81611

39060 HWY 82 #17

STRAUB GRETCHEN ASHLEY

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9848

POMEGRANATE CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81611

38996 HWY 82

POMEGRANATE DEVELOP CO

LAQUINTA, CA  922471685

PO BOX 1685

HEDRICH CARLY J TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

39060 HWY 82 #15

JN TRUST

WOODLAND HILLS, CA  91367

21700 OXNARD ST #400

596 SAUSALITO BLVD LLC

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94123

1746 UNION ST

HEDRICH MEREDITH N

ASPEN, CO  81611

39060 HWY 82

POMEGRANATE #13 

ALBERTA TRUST

FORT WORTH, TX  76116

3430 HILLDALE RD

MCMATH PHOEBE H TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

39060 HWY 82 #2

MAROON CREEK LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

10 CLUB CIR

FALCONE LEONE J & BASIL

ASPEN, CO  816113558

39060 HWY 82 #12

BELSKY JOSHUA

HOOD RIVER, OR  97031

2149 W CASCADE AVE #106A60

HEDRICH CARLY J TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81611

POMEGRANATE #13

39060 HWY 82

MOORE PAM E

CARBONDALE, CO  81623

123 GARFIELD AVE

DURSO JOHN E

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7905

ASPEN ZEAL ENTERPRISES LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

108 MAPLE LN

METCALF F MEAD REV TRUST

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 32

HEDRICH MEREDITH N

ASPEN, CO  81611

POMEGRANATE #13

39060 HWY 82

ORWICK MICHAEL HAMILTON

MONTGOMERY VILLAGE, MD  20886

8505 HAWK RUN TER

MENENDEZ BARBARA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9553

373



Pitkin County Mailing List of 0 Feet Radius

Pitkin County GIS presents the information and data on this web
site  as  a  service  to  the public.   Every effort  has been made  to
ensure that the information and data contained in this electronic
system  is  accurate,  but  the  accuracy  may  change.   Mineral
estate ownership is not included in this mailing list. Pitkin County
does not maintain a database of mineral estate owners.

Pitkin  County GIS  makes no warranty  or guarantee  concerning
the completeness,  accuracy, or  reliability  of  the  content  at  this
site  or at  other sites to which we link.  Assessing accuracy and
reliability of information and data is the sole responsibility of the
user.  The user understands he or she is solely responsible and
liable  for  use,  modification, or distribution  of  any information  or
data obtained on this web site.

This  document  contains  a  Mailing  List  formatted  to  be
printed  on  Avery  5160  Labels.   If  printing,  DO  NOT  "fit  to
page" or "shrink oversized pages." This will manipulate the
margins  such  that  they  no  longer  line  up  on  the  labels
sheet. Print actual size.

From Parcel: User Defined Area on 03/01/2021

Instructions:

Disclaimer:

http://www.pitkinmapsandmore.com

374

http://www.pitkinmapsandmore.com


RED MTN GRILL

ASPEN, CO  81611

1000 TRUSCOTT PL

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST
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RED MTN GRILL

ASPEN, CO  81611

1000 TRUSCOTT PL

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

ASPEN JR GOLF FOUNDATION

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3273

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

TRUSCOTT PHASE II LLLP

ASPEN, CO  81611

530 E MAIN ST LOWER LEVEL

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST
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SCHOSTAK ELYSE F MARITAL TRUST

LIVONIA, MI  48152

17800 LAUREL PARK DR N #200C

CLUBSIDE AT MAROON CRK HOA

ASPEN, CO  81611

215 S MONARCH #101

MCRAE CAROLYN S

JACKSON, MS  39201-2304

210 E CAPITAL ST 1210

203 CLUBSIDE LLC

HOUSTON, TX  77027

1333 WEST LOOP SOUTH #1600

ROSNER BONNIE L RES TRST

WEST PALM BEACH, FL  33401

1100 S FLAGLER DR PH2502

SIMMS FAMILY TRUST

BEVERLY HILLS, CA  90212

9320 WILSHIRE BLVD #300

ROSNER DAVID N RES TRST

WEST PALM BEACH, FL  33401

1100 S FLAGLER DR PH2502

BERNSTEIN 2012 TRUST

WASHINGTON, DC  20037

3299 K ST NW #700

TASSO LLC

NEW ORLEANS, LA  70130

208 BIENVILLE ST #1

MAROON CREEK LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

10 CLUB CIR

MAROON CREEK LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

10 CLUB CIR

R FAMILY INVESTMENTS LP

LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE, CA  91011

800 MONARCH DR
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CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

BURLINGAME HOUSING INC

BASALT, CO  81621

PO BOX 2685
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NERBONNE ARTHUR R

ASPEN, CO  81611

620 PASS GO LN

MONRONEY MICHAEL

ASPEN, CO  81611

720 PASS GO LN

DELAY JOHN P

ASPEN, CO  81611

420 PASS GO LN

WALKIEWICZ LAUREN L

ASPEN, CO  81611

411 PASS GO LN #411

GIAMPAOLO JOSEPH F JR

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7871

LATHAM RYAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

320 PASS GO LN

LEE JOEL D

ASPEN, CO  81611

722 PASS GO LN #722

ANNIE MITCHELL HOMESTEAD HOA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 3149

REISCHE ERIC

ASPEN, CO  81611

611 PASS GO LN

MARX NICOLE E

ASPEN, CO  81611

320 PASS GO LN

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

HOULIHAN SARA B

ASPEN, CO  81611

110 PASS GO LN

DITTMAR GERMAN

ASPEN, CO  81611

721 PASS GO

JOHNSON JEREMY R

ASPEN, CO  81611

711 PASS GO LN # 711

NORLUND KAREN L

ASPEN, CO  81611

621 PASS GO LN

VU TRUC K & TERESITA S

ASPEN, CO  81611

112 PASS GO LN

HARRIS BRIAN PAYNTAR

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 395

MARSH KAMALA

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 507

LYNK HARRY A II

ASPEN, CO  81611

510 PASS GO LN

ASPEN BUSINESS PARK INVESTORS LLC

PASADENA, CA  91106

1010 E UNION #100

CASEY WILLIAM D

ASPEN, CO  81611

710 PASS GO LN #710

ARIEL KYLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

512 PASS GO LN

HAAS JANET A

ASPEN, CO  81611

220 PASS GO LN #220

DECARLO KIM

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 9301

HOWE PAUL

ASPEN, CO  81611

210 PASS GO LN

SMALL JACK E

ASPEN, CO  81611

712 PASS GO LN

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

RYAN RICHARD E III

ASPEN, CO  81611

101 PASS GO LN #101

BARSTOW JON F

ASPEN, CO  81611

211 PASS GO LN

NAIBI MARIAM M

ASPEN, CO  81611

511 PASS GO LN
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DEER HILL COMM/LOFTS CONDO ASSOC

ASPEN, CO  81612

209 VENTNOR AVE

HUNTER JOHN HENRY

ASPEN, CO  81611

610 PASS GO LN

RUTLEDGE WILLIAM O IV

ASPEN, CO  81611

412 PASS GO LN

KEANAAINA FARRAH K

ASPEN, CO  81611

612 PASS GO LN #612

BARROW DAVID J

ASPEN, CO  81611

520 PASS GO LN

LIDDINGTON JENNIFER

ASPEN, CO  81611

421 PASS GO 

FULLER T NICOLE

ASPEN, CO  81611

522 PASS GO LN #522

CARROLAN SUSAN M

WOODY CREEK, CO  81656

PO BOX 206

SMITH ANDREW

ASPEN, CO  81611

311 PASS GO LN

HULSLANDER BRADFORD J & XIMENA

ASPEN, CO  81611

322 PASS GO LN # 322

ARENSDORF KIMBERLY

ASPEN, CO  81611

310 PASS GO LN

GATES MICHAEL D

ASPEN, CO  816113423

102 PASS GO LN

FREEMAN PERRIN N III

ASPEN, CO  816113421

521 PASS GO LN

GASPERETTI JOHN

ASPEN, CO  81611

212 PASS GO LN

HOWELLS THOMAS

ASPEN, CO  81611

321 PASS GO LN
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SARPA JOHN G & JAN JONES

ASPEN, CO  81611

71 MEADOWS TRUSTEE RD

BLUEFIELD REAL ESTATE TRUST

NEW YORK, NY  10022

599 LEXINGTON AVE

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

REED PRESLEY FAMILY TRUST

DENVER, CO  80202

999 18TH ST #1745

LAMM HEATHER E

DENVER, CO  80206

1128 VINE ST

ASPEN INSTITUTE INC

WASHINGTON, DC  20037

2300 N ST NW #700

TRUSTEE TOWNHOMES AT ASPEN MEADOWS CONDO

ASPEN, CO  81611

11 MEADOWS RD

ASPEN 111 TRUSTEE TOWNHOME LLC

SAINT LOUIS, MO  63117

14 LAKE FOREST DR

SHERMAN HARRIS D

DENVER, CO  80246

5401 E DAKOTA #20

ASPEN INSTITUTE INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1000 N THIRD ST

ASPEN INSTITUTE INC

ASPEN, CO  81611

1000 N THIRD ST

SMOOKE JULIE ASPEN TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  900246432

10776 WILSHIRE BLVD #1704

SMITH VICTORIA LEA

NEW YORK, NY  10128

1160 PARK AVE

MCHUGH JOHN J & RICKI L

ASPEN, CO  81612

PO BOX 7954

NSF 1976 INVESTMENTS LLC

ASPEN, CO  81611

61 MEADOWS TRUSTEE RD

SMOOKE BARRY ASPEN TRUST

LOS ANGELES, CA  900246432

10776 WILSHIRE BLVD #1704
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Pitkin County Mailing List of 0 Feet Radius

Pitkin County GIS presents the information and data on this web
site  as  a  service  to  the public.   Every effort  has been made  to
ensure that the information and data contained in this electronic
system  is  accurate,  but  the  accuracy  may  change.   Mineral
estate ownership is not included in this mailing list. Pitkin County
does not maintain a database of mineral estate owners.

Pitkin  County GIS  makes no warranty  or guarantee  concerning
the completeness,  accuracy, or  reliability  of  the  content  at  this
site  or at  other sites to which we link.  Assessing accuracy and
reliability of information and data is the sole responsibility of the
user.  The user understands he or she is solely responsible and
liable  for  use,  modification, or distribution  of  any information  or
data obtained on this web site.

This  document  contains  a  Mailing  List  formatted  to  be
printed  on  Avery  5160  Labels.   If  printing,  DO  NOT  "fit  to
page" or "shrink oversized pages." This will manipulate the
margins  such  that  they  no  longer  line  up  on  the  labels
sheet. Print actual size.

From Parcel: User Defined Area on 03/02/2021

Instructions:

Disclaimer:

http://www.pitkinmapsandmore.com
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CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

ASPEN INSTITUTE INC

WASHINGTON, DC  20037

2300 N ST NW #700

CITY OF ASPEN

ASPEN, CO  81611

130 S GALENA ST

WESTVIEW HOLDINGS LLC

SAN ANTONIO, TX  782151285

303 PEARL PKWY #300

WESTVIEW HOLDINGS LLC

SAN ANTONIO, TX  782151285

303 PEARL PKWY #300
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April 8, 2021

RMF Code Amendment 
Proposal
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Introduction

• An application was submitted to the City of Aspen requesting a code 
language amendment to the Residential Multi-Family (RMF) Zone District 
to change the minimum lot size to 3,000 SF for purposes of by-right 
development.

• Currently, lots under 6,000 square feet can only be developed with a 
single-family home.
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RMF Zone Districts
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RMF Zone Districts
• The City’s Residential Multi -Family (RMF) and 

Residential Multi -Family A (RMFA) Zone District 
contain the City’s neighborhoods. These areas 
are also where the City should expect high-
density projects to be developed. 

• The City’s zoning incorporates height and floor 
area incentives for higher-density projects in 
these zone districts.

• The purpose of these Zone districts is to allow for 
“for intensive long-term residential purposes, 
short term vacation rentals, and customary 
accessory uses.” Permitted uses include single 
family, duplex, and multi-family residential.
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RMF Zone Districts • The Code specifies a minimum lot size of 6,000 sf 
for non-historic lots (and a minimum lot size of 
3,000 sf for historic lots created as part of a 
historic landmark lot split) in the RMF and RMFA 
Zone Districts.

• Currently, non-historic lots that are smaller than 
6,000 sf are considered “non-conforming lots of 
record” which are only allowed to be developed 
as a single-family home. Non-conforming historic 
lots of record that contain a historic resource are 
allowed to be developed pursuant to the 
permitted uses in the zone district.
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Code Amendment 
Proposal

• A Code amendment to allow multi-family 
residential use on sub-6,000 square foot lots in 
the RMF and RMFA zone districts is proposed. 
Specifically, the request is to amend Section 
26.710.090.d.1 and Section 26.710.100.d.1 to 
include the following highlighted text:

• Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six 
thousand (6,000). For lots created by Paragraph 
26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: 
Three thousand (3,000). For Multi-Family 
Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000).

394



Who does this 
affect?

• There are roughly 24 lots with RMF and 
RMFA designations that have been 
identified as not meeting the 6,000SF
minimum size requirement.

• 9 are historic properties and may already 
develop multi-family dwellings. 
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Who does this affect?

Address Parcel    Size (SF) Zone District Current Use
898 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH
1016 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH
207 W End 3,000 RMF SFH
824 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH
920 E Hyman* 3,000 RMF SFH
940 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH
212 South Cleveland 4,500 RMF Duplex
1006 E Hyman ~4,500 RMF Duplex
1001 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH
927 E Hyman 2,933 RMF SFH
917 E Hyman 3,067 RMF SFH
820 E Cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH
824 E cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH
934 E Cooper 4,000 RMF SFH
1000 E Cooper* 2,654 RMF SFH
1006 E Cooper* 4,345 RMF SFH
1020 E Cooper* 4,379 RMF SFH
1007 E Durant 4,500 RMF SFH
926 Waters ~5,200 RMF MF
1004 E Durant* ~2,500 RMF MF
123 E Hyman 2,940 RMF SFH
121 E Hyman 3,060 RMF SFH
124 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge
118 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge

* indicates historic designation 
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Aspen Area Community 
Plan Alignment

Allowing multi-family residential on
substandard lot sizes aligns with the 2012
Aspen Area Community Plan that states a
commitment to “achieving sustainable
land use practices that support a healthy
year-round community and a thriving,
vibrant visitor-based economy.” Higher
density residential compared to single
family development is more
environmentally and socially sustainable.
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Mass and Scale 
Comparison

Multi-Family Floor Area and height are
based on density and lot size which results
in smaller projects on smaller lots. More
residential units provides a higher
allowable floor area with a maximum floor
area ratio of 1.5:1, and maximum height is
also based on density with an upper limit
of 32 feet. These restrictions encourage
density but at the same time encourage
neighborhood compatibility by relating
floor area directly to lot size.
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Mass and Scale Comparison

LOT 
SIZE
(SF)

EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY

NEW     SINGLE-
FAMILY

MULTI-FAMILY 
(LOW DENSITY)

MULTI-FAMILY 
(MED. DENSITY)

MULTI-FAMILY  (HIGH 
DENSITY) 

3000
FA = 2,400sf
Height = 25ft

1,920 sf
Height = 25ft na

3 units
FA = 3,750
Height = 32ft

4 units
FA = 4,500
Height = 32ft

4500
FA = 2,820
Height = 25ft

2,256 sf
Height = 25ft

3 units
FA = 3,375sf
Height = 25ft

3 units
FA = 5,625sf
Height = 32ft

6 units
FA = 6,750sf
Height = 32 ft

6000
FA = 3,240
Height = 25ft

2,592 sf
Height = 25ft

3 units
FA = 4,500sf
Height = 25ft

4 units
FA = 7,500sf
Height = 32 ft

8 units
FA = 9,000sf
Height = 32 ft
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Comparison – Employee Mitigation

Single-Family development 
requires housing mitigation 
based on the net additional 
Floor Area added to the 
property.  Most properties are 
already developed and many 
are already developed to the 
maximum, some scenarios 
result in very little mitigation 
being provided.  

Single-Family Mitigation 

Lot Size 
(square 

feet)

Allowed 
Home Size 

(Square Feet 
of Floor Area)

Maximum FTEs 
of Mitigation 
(development 

on a vacant lot)

3,000 1,920 .31
4,500 2,256 .36
6,000 2,592 .41
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Comparison – Employee Mitigation

Multi-Family Mitigation
Project Size 

(Units)
Project Size (Floor 
Area, square feet)

Minimum 
AH (Units)

Minimum AH (Floor Area, square feet) FTEs of Mitigation 
(@400sf per FTE) 

3 3,000 2 900 2.25
5 5,000 3 1,500 3.75
8 8,000 5 2,400 6

Multi-Family development is required to provide 60% of the total additional units in the development as
affordable housing and 30% of the total additional Floor Area as affordable housing. Likewise, most
properties are already developed and the mitigation is based on the net new development. The following
chart shows mitigation requirements for three different sized multi-family developments, assuming starting
with a vacant lot.
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Comparison – Parking

Parking Infill Area All Other Areas

Requirement Cash-in-lieu Minimum on-
site Requirement Cash-in-

lieu
Minimum on-

site

Single-
Family

the lessor of one 
parking space per 

bedroom or two per 
unit

100% 0

the lessor of one 
parking space per 

bedroom or two per 
unit

40% 60%

Multi-Family One per unit 100% 0

the lessor of one 
parking space per 
bedroom or two 

per unit

40% 60%

Parking mitigation for single family and multi-family developments is treated the same based on location within or
outside the Aspen Infill Area. Typically, residential density on a smaller lot is dictated by number of parking spaces
that can be accommodated on the lot. Parking provides a control for the number of units a property can support.
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What Happens If This Is Approved?

• If the code language for these Zone Districts is approved and adopted into the 
Land Use Code by Aspen City Council, then eligible properties could apply to 
develop multi-family buildings on small lots.

• Multi-Family Floor Area and height are based on density and lot size which results 
in smaller projects on smaller lots. More residential units provides a higher 
allowable floor area with a maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1, and maximum 
height is also based on density with an upper limit of 32 feet. These restrictions 
encourage density but at the same time encourage neighborhood compatibility by 
relating floor area directly to lot size.

404



Let Your Voice be Heard

• https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/rmfcodeamendment
• Survey open to the public until April 15th

• Results will be shared with City staff and Board Members
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Next Steps

• Planning and Zoning Commission on April 20th

• Tentative City Council Dates: Policy Resolution and First Reading May 11th / Second 
Reading May 25th
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Project Contacts

• Ben Anderson, Long Range Planner, City of Aspen ben.anderson@cityofaspen.com

• Chris Bendon, Project Representative, BendonAdams, chris@bendonadams.com
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Proposed Code Amendment to RMF And RMFA Zone Districts (SURVEY CLOSES APRIL 15th)

5 / 31

Q2 What is your zip code?
Answered: 122 Skipped: 0

# RESPONSES DATE

1 81611 4/13/2021 10:09 AM

2 81611 4/12/2021 9:33 AM

3 81611 4/7/2021 2:41 PM

4 81611 4/6/2021 4:47 PM

5 81611 4/6/2021 12:21 PM

6 81611 4/6/2021 10:32 AM

7 81611 4/5/2021 7:30 PM

8 81611 4/4/2021 6:14 PM

9 81611 4/4/2021 11:44 AM

10 81611 4/3/2021 12:28 PM

11 81611 4/2/2021 3:06 PM

12 81611 4/2/2021 8:04 AM

13 81611 3/31/2021 4:59 PM

14 81611 3/31/2021 8:02 AM

15 81611 3/30/2021 10:54 AM

16 81611 3/30/2021 7:54 AM

17 81611 3/30/2021 6:48 AM

18 81611 3/29/2021 3:50 PM

19 81611 3/29/2021 1:46 PM

20 81611 3/29/2021 1:35 PM

21 81611 3/29/2021 12:50 PM

22 81611 3/29/2021 10:15 AM

23 81615 3/29/2021 9:08 AM

24 81611 3/29/2021 8:07 AM

25 81611 3/29/2021 7:19 AM

26 81611 3/29/2021 2:09 AM

27 81611 3/28/2021 11:33 PM

28 81611 3/28/2021 10:56 PM

29 81611 3/28/2021 9:54 PM

30 81611 3/28/2021 7:06 PM

31 81611 3/28/2021 7:03 PM

32 81611 3/28/2021 5:39 PM

33 81611 3/28/2021 5:38 PM
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34 81611 3/28/2021 5:27 PM

35 81611 3/28/2021 5:25 PM

36 81611 3/28/2021 4:49 PM

37 81611 3/28/2021 4:21 PM

38 81611 3/25/2021 3:37 PM

39 92660 3/24/2021 11:49 AM

40 81611 3/24/2021 9:35 AM

41 81611 3/24/2021 8:46 AM

42 81611 3/23/2021 10:18 AM

43 81611 3/23/2021 7:40 AM

44 81611 3/21/2021 10:26 AM

45 81611 3/20/2021 1:30 PM

46 81611 3/18/2021 1:48 PM

47 81611 3/17/2021 1:12 PM

48 81611 3/17/2021 12:50 PM

49 81611 3/17/2021 10:59 AM

50 81611 3/16/2021 4:32 PM

51 81611 3/16/2021 2:48 PM

52 81611 3/16/2021 10:55 AM

53 55118 3/16/2021 10:32 AM

54 81611 3/16/2021 10:20 AM

55 81611 3/16/2021 9:27 AM

56 81611 3/16/2021 9:16 AM

57 81611 3/16/2021 9:12 AM

58 81611 3/16/2021 9:02 AM

59 81611 3/15/2021 9:01 PM

60 81611 3/15/2021 8:56 PM

61 77024 3/15/2021 7:43 PM

62 81611 3/15/2021 6:58 PM

63 81611 3/15/2021 5:48 PM

64 81612 3/15/2021 5:43 PM

65 77024 3/15/2021 5:28 PM

66 81611 3/15/2021 4:29 PM

67 77056 3/15/2021 4:16 PM

68 77007 3/15/2021 2:26 PM

69 77063 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

70 81611 3/15/2021 2:20 PM

71 06811 3/15/2021 1:37 PM
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72 90274 3/15/2021 1:28 PM

73 81611 3/15/2021 1:19 PM

74 81611 3/15/2021 1:07 PM

75 81611 3/15/2021 12:50 PM

76 81611 3/15/2021 12:43 PM

77 81611 3/15/2021 12:32 PM

78 81611 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

79 81611 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

80 72203 3/15/2021 12:19 PM

81 81611 3/15/2021 12:15 PM

82 81611 3/15/2021 9:26 AM

83 75201 3/14/2021 7:47 PM

84 81611 3/14/2021 5:26 PM

85 81611 3/14/2021 11:01 AM

86 81611 3/13/2021 9:16 PM

87 94010 3/13/2021 9:46 AM

88 81611 3/13/2021 9:16 AM

89 81611 3/12/2021 4:25 PM

90 81611 3/12/2021 2:42 PM

91 81611 3/12/2021 2:37 PM

92 81623 3/12/2021 10:33 AM

93 81611 3/12/2021 9:47 AM

94 81611 3/12/2021 9:10 AM

95 81611 3/12/2021 9:06 AM

96 81611 3/12/2021 8:58 AM

97 81611 3/12/2021 8:46 AM

98 81611 3/12/2021 8:43 AM

99 81611 3/12/2021 8:25 AM

100 81611 3/12/2021 8:12 AM

101 81611 3/12/2021 2:51 AM

102 81611 3/11/2021 11:27 PM

103 81611 3/11/2021 8:48 PM

104 81611 3/11/2021 8:42 PM

105 81611 3/11/2021 8:21 PM

106 81612 3/11/2021 8:03 PM

107 81611 3/11/2021 6:06 PM

108 81611 3/11/2021 4:32 PM

109 33180 3/11/2021 1:57 PM
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110 81611 3/11/2021 1:51 PM

111 81611 3/11/2021 1:11 PM

112 81611 3/11/2021 1:01 PM

113 81611 3/11/2021 12:53 PM

114 81611 3/11/2021 11:41 AM

115 81611 3/11/2021 9:38 AM

116 81611 3/11/2021 6:42 AM

117 81611 3/10/2021 7:23 PM

118 81612 3/10/2021 7:19 PM

119 81611 3/10/2021 6:06 PM

120 81611 3/10/2021 4:10 PM

121 81612 3/10/2021 4:03 PM

122 81611 3/10/2021 2:17 PM
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63.33% 76

36.67% 44

Q3 Are you a full-time resident of Pitkin County?
Answered: 120 Skipped: 2

TOTAL 120

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No
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68.85% 84

0.82% 1

14.75% 18

9.02% 11

6.56% 8

Q4 Do you live in:
Answered: 122 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 122

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 Smuggler Park — deed-restricted free-market housing 4/13/2021 10:09 AM

2 Stareood 3/28/2021 11:33 PM

3 Family Condo 3/16/2021 10:32 AM

4 Part time resident in Aspen, on East Cooper Avenue 3/16/2021 9:27 AM

5 Private residence/house 3/15/2021 6:58 PM

6 Neither 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

7 AH through Peter Fornell 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

8 Private home 3/12/2021 2:51 AM

Free-market
housing

Affordable
housing unit...

Affordable
housing unit...

Other

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Free-market housing

Affordable housing unit provided through City of Aspen

Affordable housing unit provided through APCHA

Other

Other (please specify)
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 54  6,428  118

Q5 How familiar are you with City zoning regulations and allowances?
Answered: 118 Skipped: 4

Total Respondents: 118

# DATE

1 33 4/13/2021 10:09 AM

2 45 4/12/2021 9:33 AM

3 76 4/7/2021 2:41 PM

4 100 4/6/2021 4:47 PM

5 71 4/6/2021 12:21 PM

6 26 4/6/2021 10:32 AM

7 100 4/5/2021 7:30 PM

8 49 4/4/2021 6:14 PM

9 8 4/4/2021 11:44 AM

10 50 4/3/2021 12:28 PM

11 6 4/2/2021 8:04 AM

12 10 3/31/2021 4:59 PM

13 28 3/31/2021 8:02 AM

14 40 3/30/2021 10:54 AM

15 63 3/30/2021 7:54 AM

16 65 3/30/2021 6:48 AM

17 41 3/29/2021 3:50 PM

18 0 3/29/2021 1:46 PM

19 85 3/29/2021 1:35 PM

20 60 3/29/2021 12:50 PM

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

ANSWER CHOICES AVERAGE NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER RESPONSES
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21 95 3/29/2021 10:15 AM

22 53 3/29/2021 9:08 AM

23 19 3/29/2021 8:07 AM

24 80 3/29/2021 7:19 AM

25 50 3/29/2021 2:09 AM

26 0 3/28/2021 11:33 PM

27 58 3/28/2021 10:56 PM

28 0 3/28/2021 9:54 PM

29 28 3/28/2021 7:06 PM

30 54 3/28/2021 7:03 PM

31 90 3/28/2021 5:39 PM

32 90 3/28/2021 5:38 PM

33 34 3/28/2021 5:27 PM

34 99 3/28/2021 5:25 PM

35 80 3/28/2021 4:49 PM

36 46 3/28/2021 4:21 PM

37 64 3/25/2021 3:37 PM

38 16 3/24/2021 11:49 AM

39 74 3/24/2021 9:35 AM

40 80 3/24/2021 8:46 AM

41 23 3/23/2021 10:18 AM

42 64 3/23/2021 7:40 AM

43 48 3/21/2021 10:26 AM

44 70 3/20/2021 1:30 PM

45 40 3/18/2021 1:48 PM

46 82 3/17/2021 1:12 PM

47 60 3/17/2021 12:50 PM

48 50 3/17/2021 10:59 AM

49 62 3/16/2021 2:48 PM

50 61 3/16/2021 10:55 AM

51 73 3/16/2021 10:32 AM

52 84 3/16/2021 10:20 AM

53 59 3/16/2021 9:27 AM

54 56 3/16/2021 9:16 AM

55 51 3/16/2021 9:12 AM

56 63 3/16/2021 9:02 AM

57 74 3/15/2021 9:01 PM

58 1 3/15/2021 8:56 PM

473



Proposed Code Amendment to RMF And RMFA Zone Districts (SURVEY CLOSES APRIL 15th)

13 / 31

59 55 3/15/2021 7:43 PM

60 53 3/15/2021 6:58 PM

61 46 3/15/2021 5:48 PM

62 90 3/15/2021 5:43 PM

63 79 3/15/2021 5:28 PM

64 57 3/15/2021 4:29 PM

65 98 3/15/2021 4:16 PM

66 87 3/15/2021 2:26 PM

67 86 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

68 80 3/15/2021 2:20 PM

69 52 3/15/2021 1:37 PM

70 93 3/15/2021 1:28 PM

71 0 3/15/2021 1:19 PM

72 0 3/15/2021 1:07 PM

73 45 3/15/2021 12:50 PM

74 100 3/15/2021 12:43 PM

75 97 3/15/2021 12:32 PM

76 42 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

77 68 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

78 44 3/15/2021 12:19 PM

79 44 3/15/2021 12:15 PM

80 100 3/15/2021 9:26 AM

81 43 3/14/2021 7:47 PM

82 50 3/14/2021 5:26 PM

83 38 3/14/2021 11:01 AM

84 59 3/13/2021 9:16 PM

85 53 3/13/2021 9:46 AM

86 15 3/13/2021 9:16 AM

87 88 3/12/2021 4:25 PM

88 53 3/12/2021 2:42 PM

89 48 3/12/2021 2:37 PM

90 99 3/12/2021 10:33 AM

91 92 3/12/2021 9:47 AM

92 60 3/12/2021 9:06 AM

93 64 3/12/2021 8:58 AM

94 52 3/12/2021 8:43 AM

95 85 3/12/2021 8:25 AM

96 98 3/12/2021 8:12 AM
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97 55 3/12/2021 2:51 AM

98 1 3/11/2021 11:27 PM

99 22 3/11/2021 8:48 PM

100 20 3/11/2021 8:42 PM

101 16 3/11/2021 8:21 PM

102 70 3/11/2021 8:03 PM

103 14 3/11/2021 6:06 PM

104 17 3/11/2021 4:32 PM

105 57 3/11/2021 1:57 PM

106 50 3/11/2021 1:51 PM

107 70 3/11/2021 1:11 PM

108 60 3/11/2021 1:01 PM

109 64 3/11/2021 12:53 PM

110 33 3/11/2021 11:41 AM

111 39 3/11/2021 9:38 AM

112 0 3/11/2021 6:42 AM

113 87 3/10/2021 7:23 PM

114 0 3/10/2021 7:19 PM

115 79 3/10/2021 6:06 PM

116 40 3/10/2021 4:10 PM

117 44 3/10/2021 4:03 PM

118 90 3/10/2021 2:17 PM
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 19  2,121  112

Q6 What is your level of support for increasing residential density?
Answered: 112 Skipped: 10

Total Respondents: 112

# DATE

1 67 4/13/2021 10:09 AM

2 0 4/12/2021 9:33 AM

3 100 4/7/2021 2:41 PM

4 99 4/6/2021 4:47 PM

5 100 4/6/2021 12:21 PM

6 2 4/6/2021 10:32 AM

7 97 4/5/2021 7:30 PM

8 1 4/4/2021 6:14 PM

9 1 4/4/2021 11:44 AM

10 100 4/3/2021 12:28 PM

11 100 4/2/2021 3:06 PM

12 1 4/2/2021 8:04 AM

13 1 3/31/2021 4:59 PM

14 0 3/31/2021 8:02 AM

15 0 3/30/2021 10:54 AM

16 2 3/30/2021 7:54 AM

17 3 3/29/2021 3:50 PM

18 0 3/29/2021 1:46 PM

19 15 3/29/2021 1:35 PM

20 2 3/29/2021 12:50 PM

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

ANSWER CHOICES AVERAGE NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER RESPONSES

476



Proposed Code Amendment to RMF And RMFA Zone Districts (SURVEY CLOSES APRIL 15th)

16 / 31

21 89 3/29/2021 10:15 AM

22 0 3/29/2021 9:08 AM

23 4 3/29/2021 8:07 AM

24 0 3/29/2021 7:19 AM

25 7 3/29/2021 2:09 AM

26 1 3/28/2021 11:33 PM

27 19 3/28/2021 10:56 PM

28 0 3/28/2021 9:54 PM

29 0 3/28/2021 7:06 PM

30 17 3/28/2021 7:03 PM

31 35 3/28/2021 5:39 PM

32 1 3/28/2021 5:38 PM

33 0 3/28/2021 5:27 PM

34 1 3/28/2021 5:25 PM

35 1 3/28/2021 4:49 PM

36 0 3/28/2021 4:21 PM

37 50 3/24/2021 11:49 AM

38 6 3/24/2021 9:35 AM

39 0 3/24/2021 8:46 AM

40 1 3/23/2021 10:18 AM

41 7 3/21/2021 10:26 AM

42 24 3/20/2021 1:30 PM

43 0 3/18/2021 1:48 PM

44 7 3/17/2021 1:12 PM

45 0 3/17/2021 12:50 PM

46 0 3/17/2021 10:59 AM

47 0 3/16/2021 2:48 PM

48 0 3/16/2021 10:55 AM

49 1 3/16/2021 10:32 AM

50 19 3/16/2021 10:20 AM

51 7 3/16/2021 9:16 AM

52 0 3/16/2021 9:12 AM

53 0 3/16/2021 9:02 AM

54 0 3/15/2021 9:01 PM

55 1 3/15/2021 8:56 PM

56 0 3/15/2021 7:43 PM

57 0 3/15/2021 6:58 PM

58 0 3/15/2021 5:48 PM
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59 0 3/15/2021 5:28 PM

60 0 3/15/2021 4:29 PM

61 1 3/15/2021 2:26 PM

62 0 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

63 0 3/15/2021 2:20 PM

64 0 3/15/2021 1:37 PM

65 0 3/15/2021 1:28 PM

66 0 3/15/2021 1:19 PM

67 21 3/15/2021 12:50 PM

68 3 3/15/2021 12:43 PM

69 1 3/15/2021 12:32 PM

70 3 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

71 69 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

72 0 3/15/2021 12:19 PM

73 0 3/15/2021 12:15 PM

74 99 3/15/2021 9:26 AM

75 21 3/14/2021 7:47 PM

76 0 3/14/2021 5:26 PM

77 16 3/14/2021 11:01 AM

78 3 3/13/2021 9:16 PM

79 0 3/13/2021 9:46 AM

80 87 3/13/2021 9:16 AM

81 0 3/12/2021 4:25 PM

82 0 3/12/2021 2:42 PM

83 100 3/12/2021 2:37 PM

84 10 3/12/2021 10:33 AM

85 97 3/12/2021 9:47 AM

86 0 3/12/2021 9:10 AM

87 0 3/12/2021 8:58 AM

88 0 3/12/2021 8:46 AM

89 0 3/12/2021 8:43 AM

90 3 3/12/2021 8:25 AM

91 0 3/12/2021 8:12 AM

92 1 3/11/2021 11:27 PM

93 100 3/11/2021 8:48 PM

94 0 3/11/2021 8:42 PM

95 1 3/11/2021 8:21 PM

96 0 3/11/2021 8:03 PM

478



Proposed Code Amendment to RMF And RMFA Zone Districts (SURVEY CLOSES APRIL 15th)

18 / 31

97 10 3/11/2021 6:06 PM

98 0 3/11/2021 4:32 PM

99 0 3/11/2021 1:57 PM

100 50 3/11/2021 1:51 PM

101 0 3/11/2021 1:11 PM

102 1 3/11/2021 1:01 PM

103 0 3/11/2021 12:53 PM

104 15 3/11/2021 11:41 AM

105 86 3/11/2021 9:38 AM

106 30 3/11/2021 6:42 AM

107 47 3/10/2021 7:23 PM

108 100 3/10/2021 7:19 PM

109 0 3/10/2021 6:06 PM

110 75 3/10/2021 4:10 PM

111 2 3/10/2021 4:03 PM

112 80 3/10/2021 2:17 PM
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Q7 What types of residential density do you support? (check all that apply)
Answered: 122 Skipped: 0

Single-family
/ duplex...

Accessory
dwelling units

3-5 unit
multi-family...

6-9 unit
multi-family...

10+ unit
multi-family...

Small units
(1-2 bedrooms)

Large units
(3-4 bedrooms)

Free-Market
units

Affordable
units

Rental units

Ownership units

I don’t
support...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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49.18% 60

16.39% 20

19.67% 24

11.48% 14

9.02% 11

17.21% 21

11.48% 14

17.21% 21

22.13% 27

15.57% 19

18.85% 23

60.66% 74

Total Respondents: 122  

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Single-family / duplex (current zoning)

Accessory dwelling units

3-5 unit multi-family buildings

6-9 unit multi-family buildings

10+ unit multi-family buildings

Small units (1-2 bedrooms)

Large units (3-4 bedrooms)

Free-Market units

Affordable units

Rental units

Ownership units

I don’t support additional residential density 
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Q8 If you selected - I don't support additional residential density please
explain why:

Answered: 87 Skipped: 35

# RESPONSES DATE

1 I oppose additional residential density because it will result in overbuilding on smaller lots, with
lot line to lot line buildings, no green space, and contribute to overcrowding in neighborhoods
and causing even more problems with parking. When you go through the existing RMF and
RMFA districts, it becomes very apparent that there isn't enough parking space already. Like it
or not, people have cars and need to park them somewhere.

4/12/2021 9:33 AM

2 The areas around my home (Midland and Park avenues) are already dense enough. Narrow
streets cannot accept any more parking and turn into one-way with snow accumulation.

4/6/2021 10:32 AM

3 I support additional density 4/5/2021 7:30 PM

4 Traffic and parking are already stretched thin. Medical services lag population growth.
Increased noise and activity detract from Aspen’s aesthetic.

4/4/2021 6:14 PM

5 I am not in favor of building MORE AND MORE AND MORE. Nothing is EVER enough! It just
encourages more people to come here which in turn means more vehicles, pollution and noise.
Development of any kind is slowly ruining any "charm" that may be left around here.

4/4/2021 11:44 AM

6 When I arrived in 1989 Aspen was considered a no growth town. The building never stops.
People now buying properties as house hotels. Such as the historic lot split across from me.
Constant coming and going of maintenance crews and renters disruptive to
neighborhood...barking dogs. Bear violations etc. why are we encouraging this crowding? It
seems to benefit investors and visitors. Employee housing needs more upkeep and monitoring
of validity of residents.

4/2/2021 8:04 AM

7 residential areas of town are already dense enough 3/31/2021 4:59 PM

8 More residential density means more people, which means more demand for water, electric,
parking and other needs. More traffic creates more air pollution. An increase in people means
an increase in dogs, many of which are off leash; people don't always clean up their dogs'
feces. More dogs means less wildlife. At some point, we need to recognize that Aspen cannot
support an ever-growing population. Such a burgeoning population is eroding the value of what
attracted many of us here in the first place.

3/31/2021 8:02 AM

9 City has major challenges today with infrastructure. They need to develop a plan for that first
before entertaining more density

3/30/2021 7:54 AM

10 Packing multi resident dwellings into such a small lot will block views for the new dwellings
and the existing dwellings, this type of over building diminishes the property values for all of
Aspen especially the Core. Overcrowding, lack of parking, too much traffic and the inability to
pay for the repairs and maintenance cost the city and residents dearly. Aspen should build
responsibly and carefully in order to maintain the charm, accessability, safety of of our
citizens/visitors and especially our children. Do not let pollution, urban waste, disrepair that
lead to many other urban ills take more root in our beautiful town.

3/30/2021 6:48 AM

11 The current affordable housing market:rental and owned are a mess due to bad management.
hoa fees are not collected. Shoddy construction that looks like it be in a LA strip mall.

3/29/2021 3:50 PM

12 I support additional density only as supported by the current zoning. Greater density as
proposed here would lead to greater traffic, greater congestion and greater strain on resources.

3/29/2021 1:46 PM

13 I only support additional density as allowed by the current zoning. This code change would be
a windfall for these 24 owners but would negatively impact the town with even more traffic and
demand for our limited resources.

3/29/2021 1:35 PM

14 We do not need it 3/29/2021 12:50 PM
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15 Streets are already crowded, alleys are a nightmare. This small town cannot handle more
density on streets that were intended for a single family. There will not be enough parking and
quiet streets will turn into the Core.

3/29/2021 9:08 AM

16 Aspen is dense enough already. The existing multifamily subsidized housing inventory is badly
managed. Once the existing program is fixed, the town can consider modest increases in the
program in the core, east and west end.

3/29/2021 8:07 AM

17 The city is crowded enough nor do I want its character changed even more. 3/29/2021 7:19 AM

18 Already too dense 3/29/2021 2:09 AM

19 we have enough density 3/28/2021 11:33 PM

20 It is too dense now 3/28/2021 9:54 PM

21 I live in Hunter Creek and there are so many of us crammed in in this part of town, sometimes
the traffic on Lone Pine is like a freeway. Enough is enough. As someone recently said, we
cannot accommodate everyone who wishes to live here. And please don't call me a NIMBY,
because my back yard (and front, and side) is full of people.

3/28/2021 7:06 PM

22 This town started with small reasonable sized home and it should stay this way with plenty of
green space and streets that aren’t shaded in the winter like Vail and continually Covered with
ice... vail,steamboat and other mountain towns have been overun by developers and builders
.... Therefore they have no charm And caracter ...... and aspen is getting close to loosing her’s
by inbuilding and then needing more and s bigger inforstructer and streets

3/28/2021 7:03 PM

23 Lack of parking 3/28/2021 5:39 PM

24 Enough density - small town character...small town. The high-season gush of tourists make
the place very crowded in summer and winter. NO to anymore. And affordable housing should
NOT be exempt from GMQS. That discriminates - essentially saying employees are preferred
residents.

3/28/2021 5:25 PM

25 poorly managed by APCHA and taken advantage of those working their who don't have to
follow rules to obtain a unit,

3/28/2021 4:21 PM

26 The town is already overcrowded! The east end where this code change applies mostly. Has
turned into the armpit of Aspen. The charm it once had has deteriorated substantially due to
mass density.It has turned into a parking lot and totally overdeveloped! I live on King street
and the parking is horrendous! I can't even invite guest over as there is no where to park and
employee Are forced to park up and diwn the street. I have employee housing attached to mine
and there is no parking anywhere for her! What is happening to Aspen is disgraceful and the
city wants to pack in more apartments in the east side? I don't care if the Walmart's live in the
apartments! It is too much and ruining the reason I feel in love with aspen and moved here 18
years ago!

3/25/2021 3:37 PM

27 It’s crowded enough and there isn’t any parking. It’s a Quality-of-life issue 3/24/2021 9:35 AM

28 Over burdens existing county services. Compromised building set backs. Residents at mercy
of developers profits.

3/24/2021 8:46 AM

29 Increased residential density is reviewed by the current board that receives limited input from
the people it would impact. Residential density is likely viewed as another source of income by
the city. Please consider sustainable growth without over saturation as a logical course of
action. As residents in the employee housing neighborhood, parking and traffic are already a
problem. Why is there not more amendments to fix this issue? As we continue to grow in our
community, we should be mindful of our existing residents as well as those in Need of housing.
When one side is favored over the other, is that the Aspen way?

3/23/2021 10:18 AM

30 Aspen is already overcrowded with homes and vehicles. To intensify the residential density
only adds to the problem and seems like the motivation to do this is coming from developers
who wish to profit from additional residential density and not from our residents and Aspen
visitors

3/23/2021 7:40 AM

31 the infrastructure support in aspen (transport services, parking, food sources-ex restaurants,
financial services, dry cleaning and other normal residential services and the ASE US Post
Office cant handle and would not be able to support additional residential density in Aspen.

3/21/2021 10:26 AM

32 I think current density adequate if not excessive. Too many reasons to list here, but apart 3/18/2021 1:48 PM

483



Proposed Code Amendment to RMF And RMFA Zone Districts (SURVEY CLOSES APRIL 15th)

23 / 31

being unattractive from a visual point of view, just think how increased density would impact
already-difficult around-town traffic flow and parking, not to mention make it that much harder
to find space to eat in already crowded restaurants and to buy tickets for already over-
subscribed cultural events

33 I do not support residential density on too small of lots. It will complete change the dynamic of
our neighborhoods and result in more people, less room to walk, park, and enjoy life that
everyone has come to expect in Aspen

3/17/2021 1:12 PM

34 There are enough residential units that sit empty most of the year or are illegally rented out for
short term rentals. We don’t need more high density in Pitkin county.

3/17/2021 12:50 PM

35 The amount of building both commercial and residential in Pitkin County is out of control.
Projects are too big. We are quickly losing the character of Aspen and the quality of life people
many people come here for to the interest of developers and investors looking to make quick
buck. The “scrape and replace” movement is destroying our neighborhoods.

3/17/2021 10:59 AM

36 it is already to crowded! Cars line and every street! Most areas lack any greenery unless it’s a
park. The more high density the more trash noise and air pollution. Why change something
now that was put in place years ago to keep Aspen from turning Into New York! Next they will
be building on top of roofs and blocking everyone’s view! Traffic is horrendous as it is!

3/16/2021 4:32 PM

37 Devalues property 3/16/2021 2:48 PM

38 Aspen is already overcrowded. We dont need more people, more cars, etc....for work housing,
we need to look at Basalt and down valley. And, defintiely do not need to allow people to retire
in employee housing. That is the beginning to an end just like the state of California.

3/16/2021 10:55 AM

39 Aspen is dense enough as it is. Parking is a huge problem and traffic is becoming more
congested.

3/16/2021 10:32 AM

40 I don’t like it 3/16/2021 10:20 AM

41 Aspen is getting too crowded. It’s ruining this beautiful town. So very sad 3/16/2021 9:16 AM

42 Aspen is too crowded as is 3/16/2021 9:12 AM

43 In the city of Aspen this is a typical liberal grab of real estate to be used to pack more people
into an already confined space adding to congestion and overcrowding

3/16/2021 9:02 AM

44 Area difficult supporting local traffic, noise pollution, hurt tourism, playing up to developers who
are only interested in their profits

3/15/2021 9:01 PM

45 Too many people already live here. Terrible traffic. It’s unsustainable. 3/15/2021 8:56 PM

46 Aspen is getting too crowded and parking is awful for residence in so many places. Plus this
over crowding cause more trash being left on the streets.

3/15/2021 6:58 PM

47 Aspen has evolved over the years into the most unique and desirable town in the U.S. by
adhering to rules set down by the founders, notably with a smallish 6,000 square for lot
minimum. I do not see any benefit in emulating Vail and so many other ski towns to the benefit
of few others than developers whose win is short term financial. If we kill the goose that laid
the golden egg a few of us might eat better in the short run but over time we will discover we
ate tainted bird to our detriment..

3/15/2021 5:48 PM

48 We have a subsidized housing portfolio of 3100 units that we do not properly manage nor
maintain. No single-family/duplex needs to have a subsidized building or even a multi-family
building shoe-horned into a vacant lot far better suited for less density. I prefer the
maintenance of our existing neighborhoods without crowding them.

3/15/2021 5:43 PM

49 We reside part time in Aspen and over the years have noticed the overcrowding the last few
years. The parking and traffic on the one-way streets is dangerous during the summer as it is
now. Adding multi family properties or rentals, will only make that worse.

3/15/2021 5:28 PM

50 Over crowding the city 3/15/2021 4:29 PM

51 Aspen is congested. Parking traffic issues Takes away charm to put highly dense units in the
core of beautiful city

3/15/2021 4:16 PM

52 The City of Aspen is dense enough as it is. Additional residential density will change the look
of the city dwellings and will increase density enough to clog city streets and by-ways. Aspen

3/15/2021 2:26 PM
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should not increase its residential density at all!

53 The overcrowding 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

54 Aspen is already too developed - 3/15/2021 1:37 PM

55 The town is too crowded already in many ways. It taxes all services. 3/15/2021 1:19 PM

56 Residential density is already a problem in the neighborhood. This is not NYC, this is Aspen. 3/15/2021 12:50 PM

57 You cannot solve housing issues, by jamming high density on available lots 3/15/2021 12:43 PM

58 These are non-conforming lots and should be maintained as single family. Aspen has too much
density already and increasing it will just make it into Vail. That would be bad for this town. The
mix of commercial, mult-family and single family is what makes this town special--especially
as relates to historic properties.

3/15/2021 12:32 PM

59 Already dense enough. Parking is bad Additional density will affect our quality of life We pay a
lot of taxes to support this density

3/15/2021 12:23 PM

60 Additional density alters the character of the area for the worse. 3/15/2021 12:19 PM

61 The town is so special and wonderful. I like it to stay as is 3/15/2021 12:15 PM

62 Already too crowded-way too much traffic 3/14/2021 7:47 PM

63 I have lived in the core for 50 years. It has become too dense over the years. Was used to be
quiet neighborhoods are now have the feel of big city.

3/14/2021 5:26 PM

64 There are already too many people living in Aspen. It is difficult year round to get a parking
space at City Market. Summers have become a night mare.

3/13/2021 9:16 PM

65 Changes the character of Aspen which should not feel urban and the city never takes parking
into account. This is exemplified by the approval of the Park Midland project with totally
inadequate parking.

3/13/2021 9:46 AM

66 The Council chose 6000 square feet as the minimum lot size for these zone districts to ensure
that multifamily development was not too dense, livable spaces were created, parking was
provided. Smaller lot sizes with similar density will not create better living situations and will
make Aspen like a large city (think NYC, Boston) or akin to Vail where anything goes and more
people is always better.

3/12/2021 4:25 PM

67 Our neighborhoods are already crowded with people and cars, and the parking is completely
inadequate as it is. Cars are parked allover the roadside, making plowing almost impossible,
and the roads very dangerous for pedestrians. In most neighborhoods we are living on top of
each other.

3/12/2021 2:42 PM

68 Density at some locations -- say, Burlingame -- makes sense. But adding density to residential
neighborhoods in or near the commercial core is not advisable. Parking and resident
satisfaction are chief concerns. Too much density in those areas makes Aspen feel too urban
and detracts from Aspen's historic mountain charm. Might as well move to Vail and live in a
high rise.

3/12/2021 10:33 AM

69 Too many issues with too many people living in town in dense areas. 3/12/2021 9:10 AM

70 Living in the East end has become so overcrowded as it is! In the Summer the once charming
streets are lined bumper to bumber with cars! many of which belong to workers in the core -
adding additional properties which lack adequate parking is irresponsible! I get growth and have
always been on the pro growth side, but the Aspen is cramming people everywhere! what
happened to enjoying green space? I get the need for employee housing but not when they are
crammed on a small lot! PLEASE

3/12/2021 9:06 AM

71 Everyone already knows Aspen is overpopulated 3/12/2021 8:58 AM

72 City spent much time coming up with existing zoning, just as much time needs to be spent if
anything is to be changed. Also the City is getting more crowded with cars and no available
parking. Also if someone likes New York City stay there. In Aspen we need space and fresh air
not people covering the streets.

3/12/2021 8:46 AM

73 The Aspen infrastructure is not ready for more density. Provide adequate parking and other
services first.

3/12/2021 8:43 AM
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74 Allowing additional free market density on the lots described would unlock the development
potential for more airbnb/vrbo's on these lots, which would further line the pockets of private
developers such as Mark Hunt, who is likely the sponsor of this application. Additional
beneficiaries would be wealthy multimillion dollar condo buyers who would profit from short
term rentals. This increase would create defacto lodging in otherwise residential
neighborhoods. Any such increase should be limited only to 100% deed-restricted affordable
housing and should not include any free market component.

3/12/2021 8:25 AM

75 Most RMF areas of Aspen are already too dense, which leads to problems with parking, traffic,
noise, etc. It is better for all communities to be a mix of housing that allows for more green
space, more air space, more living space, more visual beauty - literally more breathing space.
And in today's world of pandemics - and scientists and experts say COVID-19 won't be the
last, rising population density leads to easier transmission of contagious diseases. Don't ruin
Aspen's unique historic mountain town character and put the community's health and wellbeing
at risk with this proposal for an unnecessary increase in density

3/12/2021 8:12 AM

76 Aspen is unique because is small and I don’t want any more constructions. I would like more
green no less and less tragic not more

3/12/2021 2:51 AM

77 Only increase density in the core if it affordable for full time residents 3/11/2021 11:27 PM

78 Congestion in Aspen detracts from small town feel. Don’t want to reduce green space. 3/11/2021 8:42 PM

79 Aspen is already too crowded. it is known for a small mountain town and should stay that way. 3/11/2021 8:21 PM

80 Fox Crossing is a good example of hones which are supposedly duplexes but are single
family... to dense

3/11/2021 8:03 PM

81 Small lots and small units result in unsightly "gear" being stored outside. See current
affordable housing for examples of outside storage.

3/11/2021 4:32 PM

82 Current density is sufficient to minimize traffic of all types 3/11/2021 1:57 PM

83 it is already dense enough! congestion and construction are consuming not only aspen but
also the entire roaring fork valley. noise and other environmental pollutions are ruining what
residents and visitors love about this area and come here to enjoy. please do not keep
destroying what we cherish to satisfy greedy developers who care only about the mighty dollar.

3/11/2021 1:11 PM

84 Those of us living in the densely populated areas enjoy the level of density we have - the idea
of increasing the density, especially with the notion of increasing short term rental / vacation
rentals is really not at all aligned with the notion of neighborhood that those of us living in these
areas enjoy. I am strongly in support of increasing employee housing. I love having full time
residents in my neighborhood - but this proposal is really aimed at benefiting the developer and
not the neighborhoods themselves. A dramatic change in the code to suit the desires of a
developer is not really in the spirit of living full time in an Aspen neighborhood. The code is set
to protect the integrity of a given neighborhood - the changes proposed definitely do not do
this.

3/11/2021 1:01 PM

85 We should try to keep the small town feel of Aspen and not encourage increased urbanization 3/11/2021 12:53 PM

86 The impact of additional building in current RMF neighborhoods, which as previously stated are
already dense neighborhoods, adversely affects these areas to the point of negatively
impacting any sense of community they currently have. I am all for affordable housing - just
not at the expense of community.

3/11/2021 11:41 AM

87 Think it would change the feel of Aspen 3/10/2021 4:03 PM
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Q9 There are currently 24 lots within the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts
that do not meet the minimum lot size requirement of 6,000 sf, per the City
of Aspen Land Use Code. The proposed Code amendment would allow for

these lots to land single-family homes, duplexes, detached homes, and
multi-family units. Do you support a code amendment to allow for these

substandard lots to have the same development rights as all other lots in
the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts? Why or why not?

Answered: 117 Skipped: 5

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Yes, higher density is appropriate in the zone districts 4/13/2021 10:09 AM

2 No, I do not. Substandard lots should require developments that are in scale to their smaller
size. The smaller lots should not be overwhelmed by what is built on them and there should be
some green space included.

4/12/2021 9:33 AM

3 I support anything that brings higher density to our town allow more of our workforce to live
closer to where they work.

4/7/2021 2:41 PM

4 yes, Aspen is running out of land to develop housing. I am a supporter of both AH and FM
housing for these properties. I believe every effort should be made to develop multi-family
housing on all available properties. However, setbacks should be maintained.

4/6/2021 4:47 PM

5 Yes. More densisity will will help offer more availble housing at reduced cost. 4/6/2021 12:21 PM

6 No. For the reasons stated above 4/6/2021 10:32 AM

7 Yes. These areas are already identified for higher density, to take advantage of that seems
appropriate

4/5/2021 7:30 PM

8 No 4/4/2021 6:14 PM

9 NO I do not. For the same reasons I just stated above. 4/4/2021 11:44 AM

10 If a code amendment had been in place some years ago, we would have been able to develop
our single family substandard lot for a duplex, and I believe we would be living in free market
instead of APCHA-funded housing today.

4/3/2021 12:28 PM

11 Yes. When I was 23/24, I lived in Aspen for a full winter season, along with two roommates.
We worked in food/bev and as lifties. It was obvious that in our age group, among the service
class, there was a huge housing shortage. Some people were commuting great distances. If
Aspen wants to be a real community, not just a vacation-land, more affordable housing is
needed. And density is the name of the game. It makes sense to build the density in the
center of town, close to all the amenities, so that people are not car-dependent.

4/2/2021 3:06 PM

12 The small lots lend a small town ambience and variety. Consider our landfill, water supply, fire
risks with climate change etc. More pollution From more cars, heating, garbage on and on.

4/2/2021 8:04 AM

13 I would support only single family homes on these lots of maybe 3,000SF 3/31/2021 4:59 PM

14 No. See my prior response. There is already too much development. 3/31/2021 8:02 AM

15 No. There is already too much density on lots. With TDR’s the houses keep getting bigger and
we are losing any sense of neighborhood we have left.

3/30/2021 10:54 AM

16 No. City has major challenges today with infrastructure. They need to develop a plan for that
first before entertaining more density

3/30/2021 7:54 AM

17 Packing multi resident dwellings into such a small lot will block views for the new dwellings 3/30/2021 6:48 AM
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and the existing dwellings, this type of over building diminishes the property values for all of
Aspen especially the Core. Overcrowding, lack of parking, too much traffic and the inability to
pay for the repairs and maintenance cost the city and residents dearly. Aspen should build
responsibly and carefully in order to maintain the charm, accessability, safety of of our
citizens/visitors and especially our children. Do not let pollution, urban waste, disrepair that
lead to many other urban ills take more root in our beautiful town.

18 No 3/29/2021 3:50 PM

19 No 3/29/2021 1:46 PM

20 No, we have enough density under our current zoning. 3/29/2021 1:35 PM

21 No multi family 3/29/2021 12:50 PM

22 YES 3/29/2021 10:15 AM

23 No 3/29/2021 9:08 AM

24 No. See above. 3/29/2021 8:07 AM

25 No. The city is crowded enough nor do I want its character changed even more. 3/29/2021 7:19 AM

26 Too small, already too dense. Parking issues. Traffic issues. 3/29/2021 2:09 AM

27 No should be treated exactly the same. Bring them up to code NOT code down to them.
GEESH

3/28/2021 11:33 PM

28 No 3/28/2021 10:56 PM

29 No. Additional density will further destroy the character of the town. 3/28/2021 9:54 PM

30 No. That lot size requirement was set for a reason, by, I presume, intelligent people. I have yet
to hear a good reason to change it. If developers are out of work here because there's no more
land to develop, they can go somewhere else and ruin another town.

3/28/2021 7:06 PM

31 Absolutely not....... 3/28/2021 7:03 PM

32 Duplex ok on substandard lot but not more than two units. At some CNN point eg 3000 sf you
only get one unit

3/28/2021 5:39 PM

33 Need more information: on the face value, if a lot is substandard than it shouldn't allowed the
same density as "standard" lots, otherwise you're basically making substandard lots standard.

3/28/2021 5:38 PM

34 No, lot size is too small 3/28/2021 5:27 PM

35 NO 3/28/2021 5:25 PM

36 no, APCHA is an entirely poor functional entity!!!! 3/28/2021 4:21 PM

37 Hell no! Enough is enough! If the ones in power are hell bent on mass density they should
move to Vail!

3/25/2021 3:37 PM

38 Yes. I'm sure a few duplexes or triplexes would not be a problem. 3/24/2021 11:49 AM

39 No 3/24/2021 9:35 AM

40 NO (see above) 3/24/2021 8:46 AM

41 No. please see above notes. 3/23/2021 7:40 AM

42 yes. it would be a compromise solution to increasing density on standard lots, which I do not
support, and offer the ability of creating affordable housing within Aspen.

3/21/2021 10:26 AM

43 I would support a code amendment only if language is included that the development must
upgrade water, sewer, drainage, other infrastructure, and provide some parking, sidewalks,
emergency access and snow removal from the parcel.

3/20/2021 1:30 PM

44 NO! Increased mass and density, and it would further negatively impact the infrastructure and
character of an already-stretched fabric of Aspen

3/18/2021 1:48 PM

45 No. As stated above, overdevelopment of these small lots have far more negative benefits
than positive. There are ample larger lots in the immediate area that have not been developed

3/17/2021 1:12 PM
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yet and means for reasonable transportation for those who do not want to incur the costs of
owning a vehicle.

46 I do not support. 3/17/2021 12:50 PM

47 No. Cramming big buildings on small lots will continue to degrade our community. Losing
yards, trees, and easements to larger, lot line to lot line projects is not our long term interest.

3/17/2021 10:59 AM

48 No. it is already to crowded! Cars line and every street! Most areas lack any greenery unless
it’s a park. The more high density the more trash noise and air pollution. Why change
something now that was put in place years ago to keep Aspen from turning Into New York!
Next they will be building on top of roofs and blocking everyone’s view! Traffic is horrendous
as it is!

3/16/2021 4:32 PM

49 Yes 3/16/2021 2:48 PM

50 No, as mentioned already overcrowded. Single family is ok, but not dense multi family or
worker housing.

3/16/2021 10:55 AM

51 Yes 3/16/2021 10:32 AM

52 No. I just feel it’s not right 3/16/2021 10:20 AM

53 I do not support a code amendment of this type. There should be green space in Aspen and no
overcrowding. Aspen has maintained these values and thrives as a destination and community
as a result. Packing people in like rats affects the residents that live in overcrowded conditions
and their neighbors and the community. Keeping Aspen in the thoughtful community standards
that have survived the test of time is very important to our living standards and our community
preservation.

3/16/2021 9:27 AM

54 No 3/16/2021 9:16 AM

55 No late fee than duplex 3/16/2021 9:12 AM

56 Absolutely not. 3/16/2021 9:02 AM

57 Not in favor of making exceptions for the above reasons 3/15/2021 9:01 PM

58 No. I do not support. Aspen is already too crowded. We don’t need more people living in this
tiny town.

3/15/2021 8:56 PM

59 I am not in support. Makes these areas that are already high density, even more crowed. 3/15/2021 7:43 PM

60 Yes. To keep put more over crowding 3/15/2021 6:58 PM

61 NO! Building even single family houses much less 5,000 square foot five unit dormitories on
4,000 square foot lot will undermine the historical context that makes Aspen what it is

3/15/2021 5:48 PM

62 Absolutely not. 6000 sf should remain the absolute minimum. I know the city hates private
property owners, especially those in single-family homes, but we pay property taxes and
support the community too. Inappropriate development is purely punitive and political. Leave
well enough alone. Build subsidized and other high-density housing at the Lumberyard or in
appropriately zoned areas.

3/15/2021 5:43 PM

63 If the development rights are the same on substandard lots as it is on a minimum size lot, in
order to make the project work, it will require multiple units rather than one. Multiple units
allows for more people to live and commute in the heart of aspen. These multi-unit complexes
are, if you look on the east side of Aspen, not kept nicely. Residents leave chairs, bicycles
and other items on the balconies and in the yards which is a distraction to the beauty of Aspen
and ultimately effects the real estate sales in and around those complexes. They should be
build outside of the city proper.

3/15/2021 5:28 PM

64 NO overcrowding! Makes property values go down and there is already a parking problem in
the town

3/15/2021 4:29 PM

65 No 3/15/2021 4:16 PM

66 No, I do not support a code amendment. 3/15/2021 2:26 PM

67 No 3/15/2021 2:24 PM

68 No. There are too many loopholes in the process and too many developers anxious to create 3/15/2021 2:20 PM
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wealth, especially in building multi family units. There is a reason for a minimum lot size and
without it we will have all kinds of tiny units jammed into town.

69 No- we should line it development 3/15/2021 1:37 PM

70 This is only an attempt by developers to make more money. Aspen density should not be
changed.

3/15/2021 1:28 PM

71 No. Single family would be ok but not high density. 3/15/2021 1:19 PM

72 No. 3/15/2021 1:07 PM

73 No, this would only lead to more high density units. 3/15/2021 12:50 PM

74 No. Density is not the answer 3/15/2021 12:43 PM

75 No. These lots are non-conforming for a reason--they are too small for the amenities, such as
gardens, play areas and gathering areas that are essential to livable multi-family housing. And
overall, Aspen already has too much density in most areas. Open space and gardens, which
are so vital to this town's character, are already declining and parking very difficult. Increased
density on these small urban lots will create more housing, but at the expense of livability and
of the unique character of this city.

3/15/2021 12:32 PM

76 No. See above 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

77 Yes depending on the underlying zoning and proximity/location of the development 3/15/2021 12:23 PM

78 No. This promotes excess demand for parking spaces, and generally degrades the pleasant
ambiance of the residential areas.

3/15/2021 12:19 PM

79 NO 3/15/2021 9:26 AM

80 No-already too crowded 3/14/2021 7:47 PM

81 No, already too dense 3/14/2021 5:26 PM

82 NO. There is already a huge amount of housing in Aspen. Housing does not provide adequate
parking.

3/13/2021 9:16 PM

83 No, city wants to cram more people into neighborhoods without regard for existing residents. 3/13/2021 9:46 AM

84 I support an amendment allowing RMF development. The utility and transportation
infrastructure is in place and the town core is walkable; pied-a-terre (sp) if you will. A lot like
SoHo with shorter buildings.

3/13/2021 9:16 AM

85 No, see answer above. Allowing multifamily buildings on lots smaller than 6000 square feet will
reduce the quality of life for existing residents and will not result in good quality of life for new
residents in such units. Parking is already an issue and this will make this worse. There is no
indication that this would result in more affordable housing units but instead likely result in
dense free market units - more people in Aspen is not the goal of the planning documents and
land use code.

3/12/2021 4:25 PM

86 I don't know. It depends on where the lots are. 3/12/2021 2:42 PM

87 Yes. Multi-family! 3/12/2021 2:37 PM

88 No, there's a reason the 6,000 square foot is the minimum -- to prevent crowding and to
preserve setbacks and to not make Aspen feel like Manhattan.

3/12/2021 10:33 AM

89 Yes, we need to maximize all opportunities for affordable housing if we still want to meet
housing goals noted in the AACP. In other words, we cannot keep squandering opportunities,
whether it's due to NIMBY opposition or otherwise.

3/12/2021 9:47 AM

90 No, changes are not necessary. 3/12/2021 9:10 AM

91 No if the lot is smaller PLEASE don't cram a larger place on it! again taking away the green
space. Why reread this code when Aspen is getting overcrowded as it is, the more crowded
the more workers, the more employee housing the more people!- the more traffic the less
charm!

3/12/2021 9:06 AM

92 No. Fix the traffic issues first. 3/12/2021 8:58 AM
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93 Just explained that in earlier question 3/12/2021 8:46 AM

94 No. Fix Aspens infrastructure problems first. 3/12/2021 8:43 AM

95 Only for 100% deed restricted affordable housing. 3/12/2021 8:25 AM

96 No, I do not support the code amendment for the reasons above stated. For the sake of both
residents and visitors, Aspen should prioritize keeping a mix of single-family homes, duplexes,
and MF units. Over-density has never been what's best for a community - it leads to a loss of
history, crowded and angry neighbors, spread of illnesses, loss of natural beauty, more
pollution, and just general ugliness. Packed people - and families - are not happy and healthy
people and families. This is NOT in Aspen's best interest and will ultimately ruin its
environment in almost every way. I definitely oppose this initiative.

3/12/2021 8:12 AM

97 Not at all! Aspen is unique because is small and I don’t want any more constructions. I would
like more green no less and less tragic not more

3/12/2021 2:51 AM

98 Too much density in the core is a bad idea parking is already too challenged 3/11/2021 11:27 PM

99 Yes. Aspen is losing its vibrancy. Feels like a ghost town. Load it up! 3/11/2021 8:48 PM

100 No. I object to increased population and vehicle density. Aspen will be choked off if nothing is
done about traffic.

3/11/2021 8:42 PM

101 no 3/11/2021 8:21 PM

102 Single family only...just gave the example of Fox Crossing which supports large homes which
are too densely spaced!!!!

3/11/2021 8:03 PM

103 No. Honestly, I think there needs to be more affordable housing in Aspen. Yet, at the same
time, I don’t want to see a significant increase in density. Mostly because the town doesn’t
seem to have the infrastructure to support it. Traffic in and out of town is already horrible.

3/11/2021 6:06 PM

104 See my answer to #8. 3/11/2021 4:32 PM

105 Maintain single family use only 3/11/2021 1:57 PM

106 Yes, with restrictions on density. 3/11/2021 1:51 PM

107 i do not support making any changes to the existing codes. 3/11/2021 1:11 PM

108 The existing code is put in place to maintain the integrity of neighborhoods - “good fences
make good neighbors”. Well I don’t really mean it that way - but to adjust the land use code to
benefit a couple of developers on a very narrowly defined set of lots really isn’t a means of
maintaining the character of existing highly densely populated neighborhoods and barely
makes a dent in the employee housing problem. If we want to increase density lets expand the
multi family zoning throughout Aspen and not just increase the density of the already highly
populated portions of town. Let’s perhaps expand to the entire West End? All throughout
Aspen? In other words allowing this highly targeted approach isn’t really an effort to solve the
problems its a profit grab by a few that increases the density of couple of areas, barely makes
a dent in the problem of increasing employee housing . Increasing density should be
something shared throughout the town - and not something just piled on to the few areas that
are already dense.

3/11/2021 1:01 PM

109 No. This seems like a very targeted proposal of interest to only a handful of developers. If we
really want to increase density and urbanize further a much broader conversation must take
place that has full community buy-in for changes in land use across a much wider range of
properties. It is disingenuous to claim "the same development rights" will be granted to these
few lots when in fact new rights will be granted that will benefit only a few narrow developer
interests.

3/11/2021 12:53 PM

110 Not without adequate open space within each lot. You are making these developments
unlivable for the long term. If you want dormitories, build dormitories which will have high
turnover and afford no opportunity to be part of a neighborhood. That is what this rezoning will
approach.

3/11/2021 11:41 AM

111 I support the proposal to allow more density on smaller lots. With demand for housing in Aspen
so high, and the lack of supply, Aspen housing will only become more expensive. Allowing for
more density, especially near the core, will decrease car traffic, increase the retail/restaurant
economy and keep Aspen vibrant. We can not stop the demographic growth and shifts that are

3/11/2021 9:38 AM
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occurring, but we can better manage the impact by increasing the density of housing where it
has the least impact on our quality of life.

112 Only for AH. I would not support increased density for free market units as that would only
increase second homed and vacation units that do not provide mitigation.

3/10/2021 7:23 PM

113 Yes 3/10/2021 7:19 PM

114 No 3/10/2021 6:06 PM

115 For affordable housing only 3/10/2021 4:10 PM

116 No 3/10/2021 4:03 PM

117 Yes I do. We have no middle income housing and this could be an opportunity that is not
employee housing and not $10M housing for full time residents.

3/10/2021 2:17 PM
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RESOLUTION # 016, 
(SERIES OF 2021) 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF ASPEN CITY COUNCIL PROVIDING 

AUTHORIZATION FOR A PRIVATE PARTY TO PURSUE AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE. 

 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to multiple chapters of Title 26 (Land Use Code) of the City of 
Aspen Municipal Code, The Community Development Department is given responsibility to 
regulate broad range of development outcomes; and,  

 
WHEREAS, Section 26.310.020, Amendments to the Land Use Code procedure for 

amendment, of the Land Use Code allows for the submission of an application for a Land Use 
Code Amendment from a private party if authorized by City Council; and, 

 
WHEREAS, Community Development staff received a request related to a proposed 

amendment from Chris Bendon of BendonAdams LLC, on behalf of a client, Tri Dal Real Estate, 
Ltd; and,  

 
 WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has reviewed the request for the 
proposed amendment and recommends that an application be authorized; and,  

 
WHEREAS, at a regularly scheduled meeting on February 9, 2021, City Council 

considered the request and by a four to zero  (4-0) vote, approved Resolution #016, Series of 2021, 
authorizing that an application for an amendment can be submitted and reviewed; 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 AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1:  Authorization for Submission of a Code Amendment Application 
A. This resolution authorizes BendonAdams, on behalf of Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd., to submit an 
application for a proposed amendment to the following Land Use Code Sections: 
 
  26.312.050 – Non-conforming lots of record 
  26.710.090 – Residential Multi-Family (RMF) Zone District  
  26.710.100 – Residential Multi-Family – A (RMFA) Zone District 
 
B.  The applicant and staff shall pursue an appropriate community outreach effort on the 
proposed code amendment that will include a recommendation to City Council from the 
Planning and Zoning Commission on the proposed amendment.  
 
C.  The applicant shall submit a deposit for land use review fees, consistent with 26.104.070, 
Land Use application fees. 
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D. The authorization to submit an application does not provide or suggest Council support or 
approval for a code amendment, only that an application may be submitted.     
Section 2:   
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 resolutions or ordinances repealed or 
amended as herein provided, and the same shall be conducted and concluded under such prior 
resolutions or ordinances. 
 
Section 3: 
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. 
 
FINALLY, adopted this 9th day of February, 2021. 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
 
 
_______________________________  ______________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk    James R True, City Attorney 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Mayor Torre and Aspen City Council  
 
FROM: Ben Anderson, Principal Long-Range Planner 

 
THROUGH:  Phillip Supino, Community Development Director 
   
MEMO DATE: May 5, 2021 
 
MEETING DATE: May 11, 2021 
 
RE: Ordinance #014, Series of 2021; First Reading 

Proposed Amendment to the Land Use Code  
 Section 26.710.090 – Residential Multi Family (RMF)  
 Section 26.710.100 – Residential Multi-Family (RMFA) 
             
 
REQUEST OF COUNCIL: City Council is requested to consider and approve Ordinance 
#014 on First Reading. This amendment would allow the development of multi-family 
residential units on lots of less than 6,000 square feet in the RMF and RMFA (Residential 
Multi-Family) Zone Districts. 
 
It is important to note that this Amendment is proposed by a private party, Chris Bendon 
of BendonAdams, on behalf of a client, Tri Dal Real Estate, LLC.  City Council has 
approved the submission of the application for this amendment (Resolution No. 16, Series 
of 2021).  Other than this initial requirement related to the application, the steps for review 
are consistent with the review process for all code amendments.    
 
Staff Recommends approval of the Ordinance on First Reading to set a public hearing for 
Second Reading on May 25, 2021. City Council may approve, deny, or approve with 
conditions or modifications. 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA:  Council shall consider the following review criteria from the Land 
Use Code in assessing the appropriateness of the requested code amendment. 
 
26.310.050  Amendments to the Land Use Code Standards of review - Adoption. 
In reviewing an application to amend the text of this Title, per Section 26.310.020(B)(3), 
Step Three – Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall consider: 

A. Whether the proposed amendment is in conflict with any applicable portions of this 
Title. 
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B. Whether the proposed amendment achieves the policy, community goal, or 
objective cited as reasons for the code amendment or achieves other public policy 
objectives. 

C. Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with the community character of 
the City and is in harmony with the public interest and the purpose and intent of this Title. 

See Exhibit B for staff’s response to review criteria. 

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:  Exhibit A is essential to Council’s consideration 
of the proposed amendment. The exhibit includes the Applicant’s description of the 
current status of the zone districts, an explanation of the limitation for multi-family 
development that exists on lots of  less than 6,000 square feet, and an analysis of the 
development scenarios that could result if the amendment is ultimately approved.  Staff 
has carefully reviewed these materials and believes that the presentation from the 
applicant is accurate and fairly presents the outcomes of the proposed amendment. 

There is one correction to the application that needs to me made, however. On parking 
requirements, Single-family and Duplex development must provide required parking on-
site.  Cash-in-Lieu for the provision of parking units is not allowed for Single-Family or 
Duplex development.  This was a conscious decision in the outcomes of the LUC’s 
parking requirement and is a clear distinction between single family/duplex and multi-
family development. Otherwise the application is accurate in staff’s view.   
 
Staff Summary of the proposed amendment 
In staff’s view the proposed amendment asks to establish whether multi-family housing, 
utilizing the same established dimensional standards, can be developed on lots smaller 
than 6,000 sf as they are on lots larger than 6,000 sf.  This proposed clarification would 
remedy uncertainty in the relationship between the Zone District dimensional 
requirements for RMF/RMFA and the Non-Conformities chapter of the Land Use Code.  
 
1) The RMF and RMFA clearly state multi-family dwellings as a permitted use. They are 
the only residential zone districts that allow multi-family development by right. The area 
east of downtown has been zoned RMF since 1964. 
 
2) The zone districts provide dimensional limitations that grant significant incentives for 
multi-family development.  These incentives have been in existence since 2004:  
 

A. Allowable floor area:  
allows up to a 1.5:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
example: on a 6,000sf lot, if density thresholds (more units) are 
crossed, a property would have an allowable Floor Area of 9,000 sf. 

 
B. Height:  

allows a height of 32 feet (rather than 25) if density thresholds (more  
 units) are crossed. 
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3) Currently, the zone districts have a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet. When a lot 
is less than 6,000 square feet, it is considered a “non-conforming lot of record”.  The 
primary intention of this is to prevent new lots from being created that are smaller than 
6,000 sf and to prevent already small lots from becoming smaller.   
 
4) In the Non-Conformities chapter of the code, a non-conforming lot of record is granted 
a minimum development right of a single-family home – with the allowable floor area for 
a single-family home in the zone district. The combination of the zone district dimensional 
requirements and the application of the non-conformities requirements has been 
interpreted to preclude multi-family development on lots of less than 6,000 square feet.   
 
5) For historically designated lots, this same limitation does not apply as landmarked 
properties have been described with more precise language. 
 
6) In RMF and RMFA, the development of new single-family homes has been 
discouraged by placing a 20% penalty on the allowable Floor Area.  
 
7) The traditional townsite lots in Aspen were 3,000 square feet.  While many townsite 
lots have been combined into larger lots over the years (4,500, 6,000, 9,000...), 3,000 
square feet lots are not uncommon in several neighborhoods across Aspen’s townsite. 
 
8) The Applicant’s analysis has identified 24 properties in (primarily the RMF Zone 
District) that have lots of less than 6,000 square feet.  16 of these are non-historic. 
 
Proposed Amendment 
The Amendment as proposed is very brief. It would specifically amend 26.710.090.D.1 
(and 26.710.100.D.1).  It would simply change this section to read: 
 

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet):  six thousand (6,000).  For lots created by 
Paragraph 26.480.030.A.4, Historic landmark lot split:  three thousand (3,000).  
For Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000). 

 
STAFF DISCUSSION:  
The Amendment: 
Staff clearly understands the concerns that have been raised about this proposed 
amendment. Concerns about parking and other neighborhood impacts of additional 
density in what is described as being an already densely developed area – have been 
heard. The public comments received to date have been overwhelmingly in opposition to 
this proposed amendment.   
 
To be clear, most of the lots that would be impacted by the amendment are concentrated 
in the neighborhood just east of the downtown core.  It is perceived as a densely 
developed neighborhood because it was intended to be a dense neighborhood. This 
neighborhood has been zoned as RMF since 1964. New multi-family development was 
encouraged in the zone district standards by granting Floor Area and Height incentives.  
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New single-family development was discouraged by applying a Floor Area penalty. Again, 
these dimensional standards have been in place since 2004.     
 
While the amendment would give clarity to the allowance of multi-family units on lots less 
than 6,000sf, it does not change the existing dimensional limitations in the zone districts. 
Most important to staff – is the clear intension stated for the zone districts for multi-family 
development – amongst other residential types.  To staff, it is unclear in the development 
of the LUC over time if the intersection between the Zone District standards and the Non-
conformities section limiting multi-family on lots smaller than 6,000 square feet (as 
described above) was intentional. 
 
Staff is supportive of the proposed amendment for the following reasons: 
 

• These zone districts are clearly intentioned for multi-family residential 
development. 

• The dimensional requirements for lots greater than 6,000 would all apply on these 
smaller lots.  Height and setbacks would remain consistent with all lots in the zone 
districts.  Allowable Floor Area for multi-family development would scale in 
relationship to the lot size in the same way it does for development on all lots 
regardless of size. 

 
• While the proposed amendment does not require these projects to be entirely deed 

restricted affordable, the requirements of free-market multi-family development 
has extensive requirements for affordable housing mitigation significantly beyond 
that of single-family development.  Mitigation would not necessarily be provided 
on-site. (The applicant has outlined these requirements in the application).  In 
general though, this change could open potential opportunity for AH development 
in line with stated Council goals.  

 
• New multi-family projects all require review by P&Z under growth management 

requirements. Proposed projects would be required to meet Residential Design 
Standards, Parking requirements, and Trash and Recycling requirements, 
amongst all other regulations in the LUC and building codes. Any deed restricted 
units would need to meet all APCHA standards.  These controls are all in place to 
ensure new development reinforces neighborhood character and mitigates for its 
impacts. 

 
• Staff finds congruity between this code amendment and elements of the 2012 

AACP and recent discussions with City Council related to opportunities for further 
affordable housing development. Most directly:  

  Housing IV.5 
  “The design of new affordable housing should optimize density while  
  demonstrating compatibility with the massing, scale, and character of the  
  neighborhood,”  
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• Staff does believe that thoughtfully designed multi-family projects can fit 
appropriately on smaller lots in reducing potential impacts to neighbors – while 
using valuable land as efficiently as possible.    

    
Process:  Land Use Code Amendments are typically proposed by ComDev staff, by City 
Council, or another review board, like P&Z or HPC.  While specifically allowed by the 
LUC, amendment proposals by private parties are much less common. It seems for some 
members of the public there have been two questions posed: 1) Why would the City allow 
this type of application, and 2) What should the appropriate role of City staff be in 
facilitating the process? 
 
It is typical for jurisdictions to allow for these types of proposals from individual property 
owners – in granting some flexibility over time for zone district limitations or other 
regulations in response to a multitude of conditions. The processes are different across 
jurisdictions but are generally allowed.  It does create a slightly different role for staff. 
Beyond evaluating the merits of this proposed amendment, it has also been staff’s role to 
monitor the public outreach efforts carried out by the Applicant to ensure that information 
has been presented accurately and fairly, and that public comment has been 
documented. In this measure, while staff understands why the public may be confused 
as to whether the amendment was proposed by the City or a private property owner, staff 
does believe that the topic has been presented fairly and that efforts have been made to 
communicate to interested parties – including all property owners in the RMF and RMFA 
Zone Districts.  
It is important to note that all other processes related to the review of an LUC Amendment 
are required of this proposal. 
 
Staff has only one comment to convey related to process.  City Council and staff have 
been engaged in an ongoing discussion about better aligning the LUC and City Council’s 
affordable housing goals.  One directive that staff has received is to study and evaluate 
opportunity within Part 700 (the Zone Districts) to expand the potential for affordable 
housing development.  While staff is generally supportive of this particular amendment in 
the RMF/RMFA as it would likely have been on the list of a more comprehensive response 
in a staff-driven code amendment process, staff does see the benefit of considering these 
types of changes more holistically. This larger effort is sometime out (1+ years) and this 
timeline did not meet the needs of the Applicant. As such, this change is being considered 
independently from what might be other, similarly intentioned amendments in the future. 
 
Planning and Zoning Commission Discussion: In a public hearing on April 20, 2021, P&Z 
was asked to make a recommendation on the proposed amendment.  After staff and 
applicant presentations, and significant public comment, P&Z voted 5-1 not to provide a 
formal recommendation – and instead asked that their comments be forwarded to City 
Council.  The primary reason for this outcome is that P&Z was not close to reaching 
consensus following extensive discussion.  One member was clearly in favor of the 
amendment, one was clearly opposed.  The remaining four members had reservations in 
different areas that were left unresolved, including: 
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• More likely to support if affordable housing mitigation would be located on-
site. 

• Did not have enough information or analysis to make a decision. 
• Desired the proposed amendment to be considered more holistically with 

other changes in support of affordable housing. 
• Concerned about the imbalance of neighborhood sentiment against the 

proposal. 
   
CONCLUSION:   
Staff is supportive of the proposed amendment on its merits – most notably for its 
consistency with the intention of the Zone Districts and its relationship to on-going 
Council-staff work in updating the LUC to optimize affordable housing development.  
Staff’s only reservation is that the review of this specific amendment is being considered 
independently of other potential and perhaps more comprehensive changes to zone 
district standards in the pursuit of additional affordable housing opportunities. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff Recommends Council approve Ordinance #014, Series of 2021, on First Reading 
and a scheduling of Second Reading for the regular meeting on 5/25/21. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: 
 
“I move to approve Ordinance #014, Series of 2021 on First Reading and set the public 
hearing for Second Reading at the Regular Meeting on May 25, 2021.” 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: N/A 
 
ALTERNATIVES: N/A 
CITY MANAGER COMMENTS: 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
EXHIBIT A – Application for the Amendment – as submitted by Bendon Adams  
EXHIBIT B – Staff response to Review Criteria  
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Page 1

ORDINANCE #014
(SERIES OF 2021)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO 
SECTION 26.710.090 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND 
SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, 

OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE.

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a 
request by a private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the 
Community Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 
2021, authorizing the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen 
Land Use Code and 26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of 
Aspen directed the Community Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify 
which land use code a project may rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a 
previous approval; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the 
Municipal Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by 
City Council, and then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the 
recommendation from the Community Development Director; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code 
amendment consisted of the following:

 A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone 
Districts soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and 
opportunity for freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City 
Council meeting packet.  

 Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same 
on-line survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

 An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal. 

 A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on April 
20, 2021 to discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the 
work session included in the May 25, 2021 City Council meeting packet.

 A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on May 5, 2021
to discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session 
included in the May 25, 2021 City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing 
on May 11, 2021, the City Council approved Resolution No. 046 , Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) 
vote, determining that an amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,  

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended approval of the 
proposed amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code in accordance with Chapter 26.304 –
Common Development Review Procedures; and, 
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WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds 
that the amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and,

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

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
ASPEN, COLORADO THAT:

Section 1
Section 26.710.090.d.1 and 26.710.100.d.1 – Minimum Gross Lot Area – of the City of Aspen 
Land Use, which section provides the minimum property size necessary for various types of 
development in the RMF and RMF-A Zone Districts, shall be amended to read as follows:  

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six thousand (6,000). For lots created 
by Paragraph 26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: Three thousand 
(3,000). For Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000). 

[remaining subsections 2 – 11 shall remain unchanged]

Section 2:
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to 
mislabeled subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the 
Ordinance.

Section 3: Effect Upon Existing Litigation.  
This ordinance 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: Severability.  
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance 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 5: Effective Date.
In accordance with Section 4.9 of the City of Aspen Home Rule Charter, this ordinance shall become 
effective thirty (30) days following final passage.

Section 6:
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published 
in a newspaper of general circulation within the City of Aspen. 
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INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City Council 
of the City of Aspen on the ____ day of ____________, 2021.
Attest:

__________________________ ____________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk Torre, Mayor

FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021.

Attest:

_______________________ ___________________________
Nicole Henning, City Clerk Torre, Mayor

Approved as to form:       

___________________________       
James R. True, City Attorney       

503



3 0 0  S O  S P R I N G  S T  |  2 0 2  |  A S P E N ,  C O  8 1 6 1 1  
9 7 0 . 9 2 5 . 2 8 5 5  |  B E N D O N A D A M S . C O M  

January 11, 2020 
Updated March 23, 2021 

Ben Anderson 
Long-Range Planner  
City of Aspen 
130 South Galena Street 
Aspen, CO  81611 

RE: Application for Code Amendment – RMF & RMF-A Zones 

Mr. Anderson, 

Please accept this proposal to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code (“Code”).  The 
City’s Residential Multi-Family (RMF) and Residential Multi-Family-A (RMF-A) Zone 
Districts contain the City’s most-dense neighborhoods.  These areas are also where the 
City should expect high-density projects to be developed.  In fact, the City’s zoning 
incorporates height and floor area incentives for higher-density projects.    

However, smaller parcels (sub-6,000 square feet) in the RMF zones appear restricted to 
a single-family home.  This application respectfully requests to amend the minimum lot 
size required for multi-family development in the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts.  We 
believe allowing multi-family development on small parcels within the RMF and RMFA 
Districts aligns with the goals and objectives of the 2012 Aspen Area Community Plan and 
City Council initiatives. This proposal is submitted on behalf of Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd. 

Introduction 
The purpose of both the RMF and RMFA Zone districts is “for intensive long-term 
residential purposes, short term vacation rentals, and customary accessory uses.”  
Permitted uses include single family, duplex, and multi-family residential among other 
accessory uses such as accessory dwelling units and home occupations.  Both zone 
districts are located within walking distance to transportation routes and are surrounded 
by residential uses as illustrated in Figure 1.  

Exhibit A - Application 
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The Code specifies a minimum lot size of 6,000sf for non-historic lots (and a minimum lot 
size of 3,000sf for historic lots created as part of a historic landmark lot split) in the RMF 
and RMFA Zone Districts.  Non-historic lots that are smaller than 6,000sf are considered 
“non-conforming lots of record” which are only allowed to be developed with a single-family 
home.  Non-conforming historic lots of record that contain a historic resource are allowed 
to be developed pursuant to the permitted uses in the zone district.  The specific language 
in the Nonconformities Chapter is noted below, bold added for emphasis: 
 

Sec. 26.312.050. - Nonconforming lots of record.  
(a) General. A detached single-family dwelling and customary accessory 

buildings may be developed on a lot of record if:  
1) The lot of record is in separate ownership and not contiguous to lots in 

the same ownership; and  

2) The proposed single-family dwelling can be located on the lot so that 
the yard, height, open space and floor area dimensional requirements 
of the zone district can be met or a variance is obtained from said 
dimensional requirements pursuant to Chapter 26.314.  

(b) Undivided lot. If two (2) or more lots or combinations of lots with continuous 
frontage in single ownership (including husband and wife as in all cases a single 
owner) are of record as of November 22, 1971, regardless of time of acquisition 

Figure 1: Aerial view of City of Aspen.  RMF and RMFA are highlighted in beige, and the red line delineates the City of Aspen boundary. 
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and if all or parts of the lots do not meet the requirements established for lot width 
and area, the lots shall be considered an undivided parcel and no portion shall be 
used or occupied which does meet the width and area requirements of this Title.  

(c) Historic property. A lot of record containing a property listed on the Aspen 
Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures need not meet the 
minimum lot area requirement of its zone district to allow the uses that are 
permitted and conditional uses in the district subject to the standards and 
procedures established in Chapter 26.415.  

 
Proposal 
A Code amendment to allow multi-family residential use on sub-6,000 square foot lots in 
the RMF and RMFA zone districts is proposed.  Specifically, the request is to amend 
Section 26.710.090.d.1 and Section 26.710.100.d.1 to include the following highlighted 
text: 

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six thousand (6,000). For lots 
created by Paragraph 26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: Three 
thousand (3,000). For Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000).  
 

There are roughly 24 lots with RMF and RMFA designations that we have identified as not 
meeting the 6,000sf minimum size requirement, of which 9 are historic properties and may 
already develop multi-family dwellings. Following is a summary of the sub-6,000sf parcels 
in the RMF and RMF-A Zones: 
 

    
 

Address Parcel    
Size (SF) 

Zone 
District 

Current 
Use 

898 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH 
1016 E Hopkins 4,500 RMF SFH 
207 W End  3,000 RMF SFH 
824 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
920 E Hyman* 3,000 RMF SFH 
940 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
212 South Cleveland 4,500 RMF Duplex 
1006 E Hyman ~4,500 RMF Duplex 
1001 E Hyman 3,000 RMF SFH 
927 E Hyman 2,933 RMF SFH 
917 E Hyman 3,067 RMF SFH 
820 E Cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH 
824 E cooper* 3,000 RMF SFH 
934 E Cooper 4,000 RMF SFH 
1000 E Cooper* 2,654 RMF SFH 
1006 E Cooper* 4,345 RMF SFH 
1020 E Cooper* 4,379 RMF SFH 
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1007 E Durant 4,500 RMF SFH 
926 Waters ~5,200 RMF MF 
1004 E Durant* ~2,500 RMF MF 
123 E Hyman 2,940 RMF SFH 
121 E Hyman 3,060 RMF SFH 
124 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge 
118 E Cooper* 4,500 RMF Lodge 
* indicates historic designation  

 
Coordination with Aspen Area Community Plan 
Allowing multi-family residential on substandard lot sizes aligns with the 2012 Aspen Area 
Community Plan that states a commitment to “achieving sustainable land use practices 
that support a healthy year-round community and a thriving, vibrant visitor-based 
economy.” Higher density residential compared to single family development is more 
environmentally and socially sustainable.   
The Housing Chapter of the Aspen Area Community Plan elaborates on the importance 
of multi-family housing to the local economy: “we believe that 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.”  In addition, the 2019 
Greater Roaring Fork Regional Housing Study directly addresses the impact of 
affordable housing on local employers and on local employees: “In a key finding from 
the research, there is broad agreement among employers of all sizes that affordable 
housing is a problem for residents.  This opinion is shared by residents.  Most employers 
feel that affordable/employee housing is a serious issue, with 28% rating it as ‘the most 
critical problem in the area,’ and 48% rating it as ‘one of the more serious problems.’”  
Permitting only single-family homes on substandard lot sizes, as the Code is written 
today, excludes the potential for onsite affordable housing in the RMF and RMFA zone 
district.   
Comparison – Mass and Scale  
All residential development within the City of Aspen is subject to the City’s Residential 
Design Standards review.  This design review process was adopted by the City to manage 
the massing and orientation of both single-family and multi-family development.  Any 
residential project in these zone districts, regardless of parcel size, is subject to this review.    
Multi-Family Floor Area and height are based on density and lot size which results in 
smaller projects on smaller lots.  More residential units provides a higher allowable floor 
area with a maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1, and maximum height is also based on 
density with an upper limit of 32 feet.  These restrictions encourage density but at the 
same time encourage neighborhood compatibility by relating floor area directly to lot size.  
The following chart shows the floor area and height allowances for single-family and multi-
family development if allowed on lots smaller than 6,000 sf:  
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The front yard setback requirement for a single-family home is 10 feet whereas a multi-
family building setback is 5 feet.  The remaining setbacks for these small lots are 5 feet 
on the sides and rear for both single-family and multi-family.   
Exhibit 6 shows a set of graphics comparing single-family and multi-family massing.  
Following is an excerpt showing single-family allowed massing in purple with multi-family 
allowed massing shown in yellow.  The higher height and smaller front yard setback 
allowed for multi-family housing is shown, although the overall development envelopes 
are similar.   
 

 
  

Lot 
Size 
(sf) 

Existing 
Single-
Family 

New     
Single-
Family 

Multi-Family 
(low 
density) 

Multi-Family 
(med. density) 

Multi-Family  
(high Density)  

3000 FA = 2,400sf 
Height = 25ft 

1,920 sf 
Height = 25ft na 

3 units 
FA = 3,750 
Height = 32ft 

4 units 
FA = 4,500 
Height = 32ft 

4500 FA = 2,820 
Height = 25ft 

2,256 sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 3,375sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 5,625sf 
Height = 32ft 

6 units 
FA = 6,750sf 
Height = 32 ft 

6000 FA = 3,240 
Height = 25ft 

2,592 sf 
Height = 25ft 

3 units 
FA = 4,500sf 
Height = 25ft 

4 units 
FA = 7,500sf 
Height = 32 ft 

8 units 
FA = 9,000sf 
Height = 32 ft 
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Comparison – Employee Housing Mitigation   
Single-Family development requires housing mitigation based on the net additional Floor 
Area added to the property.  Most properties are already developed and many are already 
developed to the maximum, some scenarios result in very little mitigation being provided.   
The affordable housing mitigation requirement is based on a study performed by the City 
of Aspen which determined that residential development generates .16 FTEs per 1,000 
square feet of Floor Area for homes up to 4,500sf.  The following chart demonstrates the 
housing mitigation to be provided for a single-family home in the RMF or RMFA District on 
a vacant lot: 
 

Single-Family Mitigation  

Lot Size 
(square feet) 

Allowed Home 
Size (Square 
Feet of Floor 

Area) 

Maximum FTEs 
of Mitigation 

(development on 
a vacant lot) 

3,000 1,920 .31 

4,500 2,256 .36 

6,000 2,592 .41 
 
Multi-Family development is required to provide 60% of the total additional units in the 
development as affordable housing and 30% of the total additional Floor Area as 
affordable housing.  Likewise, most properties are already developed and the mitigation 
is based on the net new development. The following chart shows mitigation requirements 
for three different sized multi-family developments, assuming starting with a vacant lot. 
 

Multi-Family Mitigation   
Project 

Size (Units) 
Project Size 
(Floor Area, 
square feet) 

Minimum AH 
(Units) 

Minimum AH 
(Floor Area, 
square feet) 

FTEs of 
Mitigation 

(@400sf per 
FTE)  

3 3,000 2 900 2.25 

5 5,000 3 1,500 3.75 

8 8,000 5 2,400 6 
 
As demonstrated, multi-family residential use yields a higher affordable housing 
requirement and likely results in onsite housing units rather than single family development 
which typically mitigates through housing credits or a cash-in-lieu payment.   
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Comparison – Parking  
Single-Family development is expected to provide the lessor of one parking space per 
bedroom or two per unit.  Assuming a single-family home will have at least two bedrooms, 
two parking spaces are required.  Within the infill area, 100% of the requirement can be 
met with a cash-in-lieu payment.  In all other areas, up to 40% of the requirement may be 
met with cash-in-lieu.   
Multi-Family development is expected to provide one parking space per unit within the infill 
area.  100% of the requirement can be met via cash-in-lieu.  For multi-family development 
elsewhere the parking requirement is the lessor of one parking space per bedroom or two 
per unit and up to 40% of the requirement may be met with cash-in-lieu. Multi-family 
projects are much more likely to provide some or all parking via cash-in-lieu as there are 
only so many spaces that will fit across the rear of a small lot.  
 

Parking Infill Area All Other Areas 

 Requirement Cash-
in-lieu 

Minimum 
on-site Requirement Cash-

in-lieu 
Minimum 
on-site 

Single-
Family 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

100% 0 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

40% 60% 

Multi-
Family One per unit 100% 0 

the lessor of 
one parking 
space per 

bedroom or 
two per unit 

40% 60% 

 
Parking mitigation for single family and multi-family developments is treated the same 
based on location within or outside the Aspen Infill Area.  Typically, residential density on 
a smaller lot is dictated by number of parking spaces that can be accommodated on the 
lot.  Parking provides a control for the number of units a property can support.  
 
Comparison – Development Scenarios  
The following three development scenarios are likely outcomes that an owner would 
evaluate.  This analysis assumes a 3,000 square foot parcel within the RMF Zone with an 
existing free-market home of 1,500 square feet.   
1. Single-Family Add-On:  The exiting home could be expanded to the full 2,400 square 

feet of Floor Area.  The home could not be demolished and certain existing physical 
conditions could be undesirable or tough to work around.  For example, developing a 
full basement may not be possible and parking may be substandard, but a gross build-
out of 4,000 square feet would be in reach.   In this scenario, housing mitigation of .14 
FTEs would be provided – either through housing credits or a cash-in-lieu payment.  
This provides 8% of a one-bedroom unit.  Maximum height is 25 feet.  The project 
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would be subject to a staff review for Residential Design Standards and then could 
proceed directly to building permit review. 

2. Single-Family Scrape & Replace:  If the home was demolished and redeveloped, the 
maximum Floor Area would be 1,920 square feet.  The addition of 420 square feet of 
floor area requires housing mitigation for .07 FTEs.  This provides 4% of a one-
bedroom unit.  In this “scrape and replace” scenario, a full basement would be 
developed and the gross square footage could approach 4,000 square feet.  We would 
expect the two parking spaces to be provided on-site, in a garage.  Maximum height 
is 25 feet.  The project would be subject to a staff review for Residential Design 
Standards and then could proceed directly to building permit review. 

3. Multi-Family:  If the property were redeveloped with 4 units total, three being new units, 
then two units in the project would need to be affordable housing.  The total project 
could be 4,500 square feet of Floor Area, 3,000 square feet being new.  In this 
scenario, on-site affordable housing would likely be a studio unit and a one-bedroom 
unit providing housing for 4 FTEs.  Parking would likely be only two spaces on-site 
with 2 provided through cash-in-lieu.  Maximum height would be 32 feet.  The project 
would be subject to a public hearing process taking roughly six months. 

 
The proposed concept is simple, already applies to lots with historic designation, and will 
results in a positive impact on the community by advancing affordable housing goals.  We 
look forward to a policy level discussion with Community Development and the Aspen City 
Council.  We feel the topics covered above address the questions raised by City Council 
in our previous meeting.   
In addition, an on-site survey soliciting input on this topic is currently live.  We sent a mailer 
to all property owners in the RMF and RMFA Districts and we will provide results when 
they are available.  Thank you for your consideration of this proposed code amendment 
and please reach out with any questions or for additional analysis or information.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Chris Bendon, AICP  
BendonAdams, LLC  
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Land Use Application  
2. Authorization to represent 
3. Pre-application summary 
4. Proposed Policy Resolution 
5. Proposed Ordinance 
6. Massing Comparison Drawings 
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November 2017 City of Aspen|130 S. Galena St.|(970) 920 5090

CITY OF ASPEN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

LAND USE APPLICATION 

Project Name and Address:_________________________________________________________________________

Parcel ID # (REQUIRED) _____________________________

APPLICANT: 

Name: ______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: _______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone #:   ___________________________   email: __________________________________

REPRESENTIVATIVE: 

Name:  _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Address:________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone#: _____________________________  email:___________________________________

Description: Existing and Proposed Conditions

Review: Administrative or Board Review

Have you included the following? FEES DUE: $ ______________ 

  Pre-Application Conference Summary 
Signed Fee Agreement 

  HOA Compliance form
  All items listed in checklist on PreApplication Conference Summary

Required Land Use Review(s):

Growth Management Quota System (GMQS) required fields:

Net Leasable square footage _________   Lodge Pillows______   Free Market dwelling units ______  

Affordable Housing dwelling units_____   Essential Public Facility square footage ________

n/a
n/a

Tri Dal Real Estate, Ltd.; Daryl Cramer, Authorized Agent

420 E. Main Street #210A; Aspen, CO  81611

970.925.9450    dcramer@accretivelawgroup.com

Exhibit 1
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Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
RMF/RMFA Code Amendment

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
n/a

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
BendonAdams

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
300 S. Spring St., #202, Aspen, CO 81611

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
925.2855

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
chris@bendonadams.com

Sara Adams
Typewritten Text
Application to request authorization to amend the Land Use Code to allow multi-family residential useson substandard lots in the RMF and RMFA zone districts.

Sara Adams
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PLANNER:   Ben Anderson, 429.2765 
PROJECT NAME AND ADDRESS: Land Use Code – Text Amendment – RMF and RMF/A Zone 
Districts 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Chris Bendon, Chris@BendonAdams.com 

DESCRIPTION: 
The RMF/ RMFA Zone Districts have in the purpose statement the following phrase: “to provide for 
the use of land for intensive long-term residential purposes, short-term vacation rentals and 
customary accessory uses.”  The districts permit detached residential dwellings, duplexes, and 
multifamily dwellings, among other accessory uses. Both zone districts have a dimensional 
requirement of a minimum gross lot area of 6000 square feet for properties that have not gone 
through a historic landmark lot split (properties that have – are subject to a 3000 square foot 
minimum).  This means that under current code language, multi-family development is not 
permitted on non-historic lots of less than 6000 square feet.  

BendonAdams is representing a potential applicant who is interested in the possibility of multifamily 
development on a 4,500 square foot lot in the RMF.  As described above, this is currently prohibited 
by the dimensional requirements of the zone district.  The potential applicant is contemplating a 
Land Use Code Amendment, that if approved, would allow this type of development on a lot of this 
size.  While it is more typical for a Code Amendment to be initiated by City Staff, a Commission, or 
City Council, the Code does provide a path for a private party to initiate an amendment. Due to the 
time frame necessary for the applicant’s needs, staff has recommended that the applicant initiate 
this process, rather than potentially be included in other Community Development-led code 
amendments that are proceeding on a more extended timeline. 

After discussion with the City Attorney and Community Development Director, the following is a 
description of the process: 

1) An Action Item discussion with City Council during a regular scheduled meeting to establish
Council perspective on the following issues, as required by code: A) If they authorize an application
submission from a third party, B) To what degree outreach is necessary prior to a policy resolution
being considered, and C) whether the applicant should pay planning review fees.  Council direction
would be provided by motion.

In a fully cooperative process, staff would facilitate the conversation with Council and will provide 
recommendation to Council in the crafting of a proposed motion. Brief memos from the applicant 
and staff would be submitted as part of the Council’s packet to introduce and guide this initial 
discussion.    

2) If Council is supportive of an application, applicant would submit a formal Land Use application,
shaped by both staff and Council direction.  This would include proposed requirements for public
outreach, and analysis of the impact of the proposed amendment.  Application fee would be
determined by Council direction but is currently set at a deposit of $7,800.

3) Applicant and representative, working in cooperation with Staff will propose specific code
language in support of the desired land use outcome.

4) This will include a discussion with Planning and Zoning Commission for recommendation to
Council on the proposed code amendment language.
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5) Steps 2 and 3 of the Amendment Process (26.310.020.B) shall be coordinated to the degree 
possible to facilitate a time efficient review process.        
 
RELEVANT LAND USE CODE SECTIONS: 
 
Section Number Section Title 
26.304   Common Development Review Procedures 
26.310   Amendments to the Land Use Code 
26.312   Nonconformities  
26.710.090/100 Residential Multi-family Zone Districts (RMF and RMFA)   
 
For your convenience –The following links may be helpful:   
 
https://library.municode.com/co/aspen/codes/municipal_code 
 
https://www.cityofaspen.com/DocumentCenter/View/1835/Land-Use-Application-Packet-2020 
 
REVIEW BY:   1) City Council, initially in authorizing an application 
    2) Staff for Completeness, P&Z for Recommendation 
    3) City Council for Policy Resolution and Approval  
 
REQUIRED LAND USE REVIEW(S): 
Amendments to the Land Use Code 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: For the first step, a public hearing is not required, but City Council will provide 

direction. 
 If an application is pursued, public hearings with P&Z and City Council 

will be required.  
PLANNING FEES: For the first step, none, following Council direction fees will be 

determined, but the code currently establishes $7800 as the deposit 
amount for a code amendment review 

REFERRAL FEES:  No. 
TOTAL DEPOSIT:  None, initially. Following Council Direction – up to $7,800 
 
 
If positive direction Is given by Council: 
 
APPLICATION CHECKLIST – These items should first be submitted in a PDF; sent to: 
ben.anderson@cityofaspen.com 
 

� Completed Land Use Application and signed Fee Agreement (see link above) 
 

� Pre-application Conference Summary (this document) 
 

� 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. 

 
� Written narrative of the proposed Amendment. This should include analysis of the potential impacts 

of the amendment for a particular property and the degree to which this change would impact the 
entire zone district.  

 
� Response to Council direction on public outreach. 

 
 515

https://library.municode.com/co/aspen/codes/municipal_code
https://www.cityofaspen.com/DocumentCenter/View/1835/Land-Use-Application-Packet-2020


� Draft of proposed amendment language – to be coordinated with support from staff.  
 

� Depending on further review of the case, additional items may be requested of the application.  
 

� Once the application is deemed complete by staff, the applicant/applicant’s representative will 
receive an e-mail requesting submission of an electronic copy of the complete application and the 
deposit. Once the deposit is received, the case will be assigned to a planner and the land use 
review will begin. 

 
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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Reso __, 2021 
Page 1 

Resolution No. __ 
(Series of 2021) 

 RESOLUTION OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL DIRECTING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 26.710.090 – 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-

FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE. 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a request by a 
private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the Community 
Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 2021, authorizing 
the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code and 
26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community 
Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify which land use code a project may 
rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a previous approval; and,   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the Municipal 
Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by City Council, and 
then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the recommendation from the 
Community Development Director; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code amendment 
consisted of the following: 

• A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone Districts
soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and opportunity for 
freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same on-line
survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

• An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal.
• A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on [date] to

discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included 
in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on [date] to discuss the
proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included in the
[date] City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended pursuit of the proposed
amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code Chapter 26.304 – Common Development Review 
Procedures; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing on [date], 
the City Council approved Resolution No. __, Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) vote, determining that an 
amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,   
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Reso __, 2021 
Page 2 

   
 
 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds that the 
amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and, 

 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council finds 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 
Amendment to the Residential Multi-Family Zone District and Residential Multi-Family – A Zone District 
should be pursued to enable development of multi-family units on parcels of land being less than 6,000 
square feet.  This allowance would enable mixed affordable and free-market residential projects to further 
goals established in the 2012 Aspen Area Community Plan.   

 
Section 2: 
A public hearing on this resolution was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the City of Aspen.  
 
 
 
FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021. 
 
Attest: 
 
__________________________   ___________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk    Torre, Mayor 
 
 
Approved as to form:         
 
___________________________        
James R. True, City Attorney        
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 1 

ORDINANCE No. __ 
(Series of 2021) 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ASPEN CITY COUNCIL ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 26.710.090 – 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAIMLY (RMF) ZONE DISTRICT AND SECTION 26.710.100 – RESIDENTIAL MULTI-

FAIMLY-A (RMF-A) ZONE DISTRICT, OF THE CITY OF ASPEN LAND USE CODE. 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 26.310.020.A.1, City Council considered a request by a 
private party on February 9, 2021, and upon a recommendation in favor from the Community 
Development Director and after deliberation adopted City Council Resolution No. 16, 2021, authorizing 
the submission by the private party of an application to amend the City of Aspen Land Use Code and 
26.310 of the City of Aspen Land Use Code, the City Council of the City of Aspen directed the Community 
Development Department to prepare amendments related to clarify which land use code a project may 
rely on when part of a multi-step process or when amending a previous approval; and,   

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 26.310, applications to amend the text of Title 26 of the Municipal 
Code shall begin with Public Outreach, a Policy Resolution reviewed and acted on by City Council, and 
then final action by City Council after reviewing and considering the recommendation from the 
Community Development Director; and,  

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(1), Public Outreach regarding the code amendment 
consisted of the following: 

• A mailer sent to all, approximately 1,900 landowners in the RMF and RMF-A Zone Districts
soliciting participation through an on-line survey with prepared questions and opportunity for 
freeform responses.  A summary of results included in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• Advertising in the Aspen Times newspaper soliciting participation through the same on-line
survey mentioned above as well as through an on-line “zoom” meeting.

• An on-line “zoom” meeting to discuss the proposal.
• A work session with the City of Aspen Planning and Zoning Commission held on [date] to

discuss the proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included 
in the [date] City Council meeting packet.

• A work session with the Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority held on [date] to discuss the
proposal and gather feedback conducted.  Minutes from the work session included in the
[date] City Council meeting packet.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 26.310.020(B)(2), during a duly noticed public hearing on [date],
the City Council approved Resolution No. __, Series of 2021, by a __to __ (_-_) vote, determining that an 
amendment of the Land Use Code should be pursued; and,   

WHEREAS, the Community Development Director has recommended approval of the proposed 
amendments to the City of Aspen Land Use Code Chapter 26.304 – Common Development Review 
Procedures; and,  
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 2 

 WHEREAS, the Aspen City Council has reviewed the proposed code amendments and finds that the 
amendments meet or exceed all applicable standards pursuant to Chapter 26.310.050; and, 

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

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ASPEN, COLORADO THAT: 

Section 1 
Section 26.710.090.d.1 – Minimum Gross Lot Area – of the City of Aspen Land Use, which section 
provides the minimum property size necessary for various types of development in the RMF Zone 
District, shall be amended to read as follows:    

1. Minimum Gross Lot Area (square feet): Six thousand (6,000). For lots created by 
Paragraph 26.480.060(b)(4), Historic landmark lot split: Three thousand (3,000). For 
Multi-Family Dwellings: Three thousand (3,000).  

 

[remaining subsections 2 – 11 shall remain unchanged] 

Section 2:  
Any scrivener’s errors contained in the code amendments herein, including but not limited to mislabeled 
subsections or titles, may be corrected administratively following adoption of the Ordinance. 
 
Section 3: Effect Upon Existing Litigation.   
This ordinance 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: Severability.   
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance 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 5: Effective Date. 
In accordance with Section 4.9 of the City of Aspen Home Rule Charter, this ordinance shall become effective 
thirty (30) days following final passage. 
 
Section 6: 
A public hearing on this ordinance was held on the __th day of ______________, 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 was published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the City of Aspen.  
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Ordinance __, 2021 
Page 3 

INTRODUCED, READ AND ORDERED PUBLISHED as provided by law, by the City Council of the City of Aspen 
on the ____ day of ____________, 2021.  
 
 
Attest: 

 
__________________________   ____________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk   Torre, Mayor 
 
 
 
FINALLY, adopted, passed and approved this ___ day of  ______, 2021. 
 
Attest: 
 
__________________________   ___________________________ 
Nicole Henning, City Clerk    Torre, Mayor 
 
 
Approved as to form:         
 
___________________________        
James R. True, City Attorney        
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Single-Family massing shown in solid blue
Multi-Family massing shown in translucent orange
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EXHIBIT B – Review Criteria – Adoption  
 
26.310.050  Amendments to the Land Use Code Standards of review - Adoption. 
In reviewing an application to amend the text of this Title, per Section 26.310.020(B)(3), Step Three – 
Public Hearing before City Council, the City Council shall consider: 

A. Whether the proposed amendment is in conflict with any applicable portions of this Title. 

In staff’s view, this amendment brings clarity to a point of uncertainty in the relationship between 
the dimensional requirements of the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts and the Non-Conformities 
chapter of the Land Use Code.  Staff does not view the proposed amendment as being in conflict with 
other aspects of the LUC.  

B. Whether the proposed amendment achieves the policy, community goal, or objective cited as 
reasons for the code amendment or achieves other public policy objectives. 

The Land Use Code generally, and the RMF and RMFA Zone Districts specifically, encourage the 
efficient use of land and density as one mechanism to achieve this goal. In staff’s view, this amendment 
makes consistent across all lots in these Zone Districts - the scaled density that has been established 
to encourage multi-family development. It should be noted that if the amendment is approved, any 
project that would pursue multifamily would be subject to all dimensional limitations in the zone 
districts and all review processes consistent with other properties.   

C. Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with the community character of the City and is in 
harmony with the public interest and the purpose and intent of this Title. 

In staff’s view, the central question of this amendment is whether it is consistent with the character 
of the neighborhoods defined by the RFM and RMFA Zone Districts.  Clearly, since 1964 in the case 
of the area east of downtown, these neighborhoods have been identified as the location for multi-
family development. Since 2004, the zone has clearly incentivized more dense development.  This 
change would allow those same characteristics to be applied to lots less than 6,000 square feet.  While 
this change would not necessarily translate directly into redevelopment to multifamily, it would take 
away obstacles towards this development in a location that is within walking distance of the core and 
has efficient access to transit.   
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