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SNOWMASS VILLAGE PLANNING COMMISSION 

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 
NOTE: New information is provided in Red to make it easier for Planning Commissioners 
to more easily review this lengthy packet.   
 

Meeting Date: July 15, 2020 
 

Agenda Item: 
 

Base Village Minor PUD Amendment Phase 3 

Applicant: Snowmass Ventures, LLC; represented by Andy Gunion and 
Ellen McCready 

Legal Description: Lots 5-9, Base Village PUD Final Plat 
 

Zoning: MU-2 with the existing Base Village PUD Overlay; 
The ‘MU-2’ zone district parameters, in summary, include a 
maximum Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) of 1:1, a maximum height 
limit of 38 feet, a minimum lot size standard formula, and a 
minimum 25 percent open space, but the Final PUD Guide 
development parameters, once approved, will override the 
‘MU-2’ standards. 

Presented By: Julie Ann Woods, FAICP/MLA, Director, Community 
Development Department 
Brian McNellis, AICP/MLA, Senior Planner 

Request 
Summary: 

At the Planning Commission’s last meeting on July 8th, they 
were able to review draft Resolution 3, Series 2020 
(Attachment 1) and discuss changes they wished to be 
applied.  Staff has made the changes as noted in red on the 
attached Resolution.  Further, the Applicant has provided a 
revised Proposed Master Development Plan, per Planning 
Commission’s request, that adds the footnote language 
regarding the proposed building envelopes and proximity to 
Wood Road.  This has been attached to the Resolution as 
Attachment A.   
Staff has received some public correspondence from the 
Enclave and an owner in Capital Peak (Pat Keefer) regarding 
the Minor PUD Amendment since the last meeting which are 
included in Attachment 2.  
 

 Attachments / 
Enclosures: 
 

1.  Draft Resolution 3, Series 2020 with Attachment A 
Revised Proposed Master Development Plan (July 2020); 
2.  Public Comments received since the last meeting; 
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Planning 
Commission 
Options: 
 
 

The Planning Commission shall review the application, 
considering the standards of Subsection (3), Review 
Standards, and shall make its recommendations, by 
Resolution, to the Town Council. 
  

Staff 
Recommendation: 
 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission consider the draft 
Resolution and make a recommendation of approval to Town 
Council. 

 



TOWN OF SNOWMASS VILLAGE 1 
PLANNING COMMISSION 2 

 3 
DRAFT  4 

RESOLUTION NO. 03 5 
SERIES OF 2020 6 

A RESOLUTION PROVIDING RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TOWN COUNCIL 7 
REGARDING A MINOR PUD AMENDMENT FOR LOTS 5, 6, 7, 8 AND 9 AND BUILDINGS 8 
10A, 10B, 11, 12, 13A and 13B, BASE VILLAGE PUD. 9 

WHEREAS, the Amended Base Village Final Planned Unit Development (“BV PUD”) 10 
was approved by Town Council Ordinance No. 9, Series of 2015 (“Ordinance 9”); and  11 
 12 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution No. 38, Series of 2017 (“Resolution 38”), the 13 
architecture for Buildings 7 & 8 were approved; and 14 

 15 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No. 1, Series of 2018, a Minor PUD Amendment 16 

concerning changes to the commercial square footage in Buildings 7 & 8 and other changes 17 
was approved by Town Council; and 18 

 19 
 WHEREAS, this Minor PUD amendment application concerns Lots 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 and 20 
Buildings 10A, 10B, 11, 12, 13A and 13B in the Base Village PUD as more fully described within 21 
the application narrative submitted by the Applicant, Snowmass Ventures LLC, dated November 22 
16, 2019; with supplements dated January 17, 2020, March 18, 2020 and May 15, 2020; and   23 
 24 

WHEREAS, the Applicant proposes to primarily accomplish the following: 1) establish 25 
development parameters that are consistent with the existing PUD Guide on critical elements 26 
such as height and total square footage, but allow for reasonable design flexibility on the 27 
remaining buildings through the approval of a “Master Development Plan”; and 2) define a 28 
review process for future phases to a) confirm compliance with the parameters established in 29 
(1) above, and b) provide Town Council review and approval of final architecture through “Site-30 
Specific Development Plans” submitted on a lot-by-lot basis, similar to how Town Council 31 
approves architecture under the existing PUD; and 32 

 33 
WHEREAS, a meeting was scheduled before the Planning Commission on May 20, 34 

2020 to receive a presentation by the Applicant, to hear the recommendations of the Town Staff 35 
and to review the application and was continued to June 3, 2020, June 17, 2020, July 1, 2020, 36 
July 8, 2020  and again to July 15, 2020 to consider this draft resolution; and 37 
 38 

WHEREAS, the Minor PUD Amendment was processed pursuant to the procedures 39 
outlined in Section 16A-5-390 of the Land Use and Development Code (“Municipal Code”). 40 
  41 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the Town of 42 
Snowmass Village, Colorado: 43 
 44 
Section One:  General Findings.  The Planning Commission generally finds that: 45 
 46 
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1. The Applicant has submitted sufficient information pursuant to Section 16A-5-390 of 47 
the Municipal Code to permit the Town Staff and Planning Commission an adequate 48 
review of the proposed Minor PUD Amendment. 49 

 50 
2. 2. 51 

 52 
 The application may or may not be consistent with the applicable review standards specified 53 
within Section 16A-5-390(3) of the Municipal Code and thus this application may not qualify 54 
as a Minor PUD Amendment.  The Planning Commission was advised by Town Attorney that 55 
the Planning Commission does not have the responsibility or authority to adjudicate issues 56 
regarding this application but is to review them in detail and make recommendations to the 57 
Town Council.  Therefore, the Planning Commission recommends that the Town Council 58 
consider the following issues regarding the requirements of Section 16A-5-390(3)as pertains 59 
to the qualification of this application as a Minor PUD Amendment: 60 

a. Two neighbors of the PUD have expressed to the Planning Commission that they will 61 
be adversely affected by the proposed amendment to the PUD. The Enclave is concerned that 62 
moving Building 10A closer to Wood Road will negatively affect them.  Pat Keefer an owner in 63 
Base Village Phase 1 or 2 is concerned the proposed amendment will adversely affect owners of 64 
Base Village Phase 1 and 2, including a financial hardship to Metro District 2 if 13B is a hotel 65 
rather than residential. 66 

b. The Planning Commission cannot determine if the proposed amendment will not 67 
change the basic character of the PUD because the application does not contain sufficient 68 
drawings or descriptions to portray the character of the proposed amendment. 69 

 70 
Section Two:  Specific Findings.  The Planning Commission specifically finds that: 71 
 72 

1. Unit Equivalency.  Town Council Ordinance No. 1, Series 2018 confirmed that the 73 
maximum allowed Unit Equivalency (“UE”) for the Base Village PUD was 419.05 UE 74 
and in order to create more vitality in Phase 3 the applicant seeks to increase the UEs 75 
to 470 UE to accommodate additional flexibility and the potential for more hotel rooms 76 
in Building 13B, which the Planning Commission finds acceptable. 77 
 78 

2. General Development Parameter Modifications.  The maximum number of multi-79 
family units remains at 500 for the entire Base Village and the maximum building total 80 
square footage nominally increases (through rounding) by 190 sf to  1,097,225 sf.  The 81 
existing PUD sets the maximum allowed commercial square footage at 75,000 sf.  82 
Existing buildings have a total of 62,735 sf of commercial space which leaves 12,265 sf 83 
remaining available for commercial uses in Phase 3.  The proposed PUD Guide 84 
increases the maximum Hotel and Lodge Units to 284 in order to accommodate an 85 
additional 185 Hotel and Lodge Units at 13B (99 units are provided in the Limelight 86 
Hotel). Because of this modification (going from residential condos to commercial 87 
hotel/lodging rooms in 13B), the commercial/hotel square footage limit would increase 88 
from 46,019 sf to 140,000 sf., which the Planning Commission finds acceptable, if the 89 
potential financial impact to the Metro District II can be resolved. 90 

 91 
3. FAR and Minimum Lot Size Calculations.  The floor area for Lots 5 and 6 combined 92 

will remain unchanged.  Because the exact unit mix will be established as part of the 93 
Site Specific Development Plan to be submitted at a later date, the Applicant is 94 
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proposing to defer establishing a new minimum lot area until that time, which the 95 
Planning Commission finds acceptable.   96 

 97 
4. Revised Alternative Parking Plan.  Currently, the PUD Guide specifies required 98 

number of parking spaces per building.  Because residential unit numbers are likely to 99 
change through the Site Specific Development Plan process, the exact number of 100 
parking spaces is no longer proposed, but will be based on the following ratios: 0.75 101 
spaces per residential unit; 2 spaces per residential unit with 4 bedrooms or more within 102 
a 20 unit building or larger; 0.50 Spaces per Hotel/Lodging unit.  Further, the PUD 103 
would allow for the potential (with Town Staff approval) to charge for parking in the 104 
summer, would allow limited reductions in parking for each dedicated residential car 105 
share (a reduction of 4 required spaces for each car share provided), and a dedicated 106 
stall program that would allow owners to store their vehicles through an annual leasing 107 
program, provided required residential spaces do not drop below 0.60 per residential 108 
unit, which the Planning Commission finds acceptable. 109 

 110 
5. Use of Seasonal Restricted Housing Mitigation Standards. The seasonal housing 111 

option for Building 13B is appropriate in order to provide “. . . the most appropriate 112 
housing type to be integrated into a hotel property”.  In addition, the Restricted Housing 113 
Mitigation Schedule will be corrected and updated to reflect the seasonal housing 114 
completed within the Limelight.  Each subsequent lot development shall be as regulated 115 
by Base Village Restricted Housing Ratios and Employee Housing Unit Mitigation 116 
Matrix, which the Planning Commission finds acceptable. 117 
 118 

6. Extension of Vesting. The Planning Commission finds that the request to extend the 119 
vesting of Base Village Phase 3 until November 3, 2029 is acceptable, but will be 120 
considered by Town Council and specifically addressed in the Development Agreement. 121 

 122 
7. Building 13A (Viceroy) Modifications.  Certain minor modifications within and 123 

adjacent to the existing Viceroy should be allowed during Building Permit Review for 124 
each modification as noted in the application, which the Planning Commission finds 125 
acceptable. 126 

 127 
8. Planning Director Administrative Modifications - Additional Modifications. The 128 

Planning Commission finds that, in addition to the existing Planning Director 129 
Administrative Modifications, that the following additional modifications should be 130 
allowed to be processed as Planning Director Adminisitrative Modifications:  131 

a. Revisions to the distribution of Equivalent Units between lots, so long as there is 132 
no increase to the total permitted UEs; 133 

b. Modifications that would move up to 10,000 square feet of permitted Gross Floor 134 
Area from one Lot/Building to another so long as there is no increase to the total 135 
permitted Project square footage, and so long as the FAR for the receiving 136 
Building’s Lot does not exceed the 2% FAR increase allowed through 137 
Administrative Modifications; 138 

c. Increase of the number of actual Multi-Family Dwelling Units in the Project up to 139 
a maximum of 550, only if Building 13B is a residential building and not a hotel.  If 140 
13A becomes a hotel, then continue to allow up to 520 units as currently entitled; 141 

d. Modifications to the Comprehensive Sign Plan / Signage Criteria Manual; 142 
e. Modifications to re-allocate credits, on-site, and off-site restricted housing 143 

mitigation methods between lots; 144 
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f. Revisions to the number of Lock-Off Rooms required, consistent with Paragraph 145 
9 below; 146 

g. Reasonable modifications to the Deliverables Matrix; and 147 
h. Updates to the PUD Guide attachments (tables) to reflect modifications permitted 148 

by this amendment.  149 
 150 

9. Elimination or Reduction in Lock-Off Rooms.  A reduction in the required Residential 151 
Lock-Off Rooms at a 1 for 1 ratio for each new Hotel/Lodge Unit or Residential Studio 152 
built is acceptable, provided the following criteria are met:  If Building 13B is developed 153 
as a Hotel/Lodge, no additional Lock-Off Rooms would be required within Base Village.  154 
In the event the new Hotel/Lodge units are not created at Building 13B and Lock-Off 155 
Rooms are required, the Developer would be required to provide the remaining 34 156 
Lock-Off Rooms within Building 10AB or Building 13B with the distribution of Lock-Off 157 
Rooms within each building determined at the time of Site-Specific Development Plan 158 
submittal, which the Planning Commission finds acceptable. 159 

 160 
10. Revisions across all Future Lots (PUD Guide, Sections 12 - 16).  In order to keep 161 

the PUD Guide current through future development, the Applicant will update the PUD 162 
Guide attachments (tables)  as each Site Specific Development Plan is approved, which 163 
the Planning Commission finds acceptable. 164 

 165 
 166 

Section Three: Action and Recommendations. The Planning Commission recommends that 167 
Council approve the Minor PUD Amendment to Base Village Lots 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 and Buildings 168 
10A, 10B, 11, 12, 13A and 13B, subject to the following recommended conditions:   169 
 170 
1. Town Council should satisfy itself that  Review Standards of Section 16A-5-390(3) of the 171 

Municipal Code have been complied with for this application to be considered as a Minor 172 
PUD Amendment. 173 

2. Town Council should satisfy itself that the “Community Purpose” Applicant offers for the 174 
proposed increase in commercial square footage, increased UEs, and FAR/Lot Size is 175 
acceptable. 176 

3. Allow for changes specific to the Base Village PUD that will permit Site Specific 177 
Development Plan (SSDP) review by both the Planning Commission and Town Council for 178 
each building proposed for construction, consistent with the Master Development Plan 179 
(MDP) as presented in the Application;  180 

4. Allow for a minor change to the maximum overall building square footage up to 1,097,225 sf 181 
and increase the potential maximum total UE’s from 419.25 to 470.00 to allow for a variety 182 
of unit sizes and types, including the potential of a pure hotel expansion on 13B. The 183 
average unit size per building will be established with a minimum and maximum to protect 184 
against too many large units and too dense of a development; 185 

5. Allow for the Changes to the PUD Guide to allow, among other minor changes, a maximum 186 
of 500 multi-family units (no change) and a maximum amount of square footage per building 187 
finalized at Site Specific Development Plan review and consistent with the Master 188 
Development Plan, including Proposed Building Maximums as presented in the Application; 189 

6. Allow for FAR and new Minimum Lot Size Calculations to be established at Site Specific 190 
Development Plan; 191 
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7. Allow for Build-out by Lot as proposed in the Application and as depicted in the Proposed 192 
Master Development Plan (July 2020), as revised, presented by the Applicant and 193 
incorporated as Attachment A to this Resolution;  194 

8. The new location of the Village Pool and courtyard is acceptable and may be beneficial for 195 
Base Village Phase 1 & 2 owners and guests.  However, by opening up courtyard it pushes 196 
Building 10A closer to Wood Road which may increase the “wall effect” on Wood Road and 197 
may adversely impact the Enclave and other neighbors.  Town Council should satisfy itself 198 
regarding this issue.  199 

 200 
9. Allow the seasonal housing option for Building 13B in order to provide the most appropriate 201 

type of housing to be integrated into a hotel property.  The Applicant will provide up to an 202 
estimated 20% increase in housing square footage and nearly twice as many beds within 203 
13B.  Revise the Restricted Housing Matrix to be updated with each Site-Specific 204 
Development Plan to keep the individual buildings and totals current, including updating the 205 
existing seasonal housing in the Limelight Hotel; 206 

10. Allow the Revised Alternative Parking Plan with the following changes (in BOLD): 207 
a. Allow for the potential (with Town Staff approval) to charge for parking in the 208 

summer.   209 
b. Standardize future residential parking ratios to 0.75 spaces per unit; 0.5 spaces per 210 

hotel/lodging room; and 2 spaces per 4-bedroom or larger unit within a building 211 
of 20 units or less total units.   212 

c. Allow for limited reductions for additional car share (reduce four parking spaces for 213 
each car share provided) and allow for dedicated stall programs for residents on an 214 
annual basis as proposed in the Application; 215 

d. Allow the “excess” parking obligation for Lot 5 to be shifted to Lot 6 in Base 216 
Village unless it can be demonstrated through a third-party parking study 217 
acceptable to the Town that Phase I commercial parking demand is sufficiently 218 
met after completion and occupancy. If the analysis shows mobility access is 219 
lacking, the Developer will be required to improve parking/access through 220 
enhanced mobility measures (such as expanded car-share) and/or additional 221 
parking within Building 10AB; 222 

e. Planning Commission supports the recommendations by Dunlop 223 
Environmental as stated in their January 28th referral response letter to 224 
minimize increased traffic in Base Village. 225 

11. Allow the extension of vesting by 5 years to November 3, 2029;   226 
12. Ensure Construction Management Plans for each site will respond to all criteria required by 227 

Ordinance 2, Series 2007 related to Construction Management Plan regulations; 228 
13. Ensure the requirements of the Roaring Fork Fire Rescue and Snowmass Water and 229 

Sanitation District are met, along with other conditions recommended by other Referral 230 
Agencies; 231 

14. Allow an automatic reduction of required Residential Lock-Off Rooms at a 1 for 1 ratio for 232 
each new Hotel/Lodge Unit or Residential Studio built.  61 Lock-Off Rooms are required 233 
under the existing PUD and 27 have been provided in Phases 1 and 2. If Building 13B is 234 
developed as a Hotel/Lodge, no additional Lock-Off Rooms would be required within Base 235 
Village; 236 

In the event the new Hotel/Lodge units are not created at Building 13B and Lock-Off Rooms are 237 
required, the Developer will provide the remaining 34 Lock-Off Rooms within Building 10AB or 238 
Building 13B and will propose the distribution of Lock-Off Rooms within each building at the time 239 
of each respective Site Specific Development Plan submittal.  The Developer may revise the 240 
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number of Lock-Off Rooms required through the Planning Director Administrative Modification 241 
procedure 242 
15. Allow up to a maximum of 284 Hotel and Lodge Units in Base Village in order to 243 

accommodate an additional 185 Hotel and Lodge Units at 13B. The commercial/hotel 244 
square footage limit will be increased from 46,019 sf to 140,000 sf. , if the potential financial 245 
impact to the Metro District II can be resolved; 246 

16. Allow for Building 13A (Viceroy) Modifications as set forth in the Application; 247 
17. Allow for the additional modifications allowed through Planning Director Administrative 248 

Modifications as set forth in the Application, including approval for up to 550 units, only if 249 
Building 13B is a residential building and not a hotel.  If 13A becomes a hotel, then continue 250 
to allow up to 520 units as currently entitled ;  251 

18. Allow for revisions across all Future Lots (PUD Guide, Sections 12 - 16) upon approval of 252 
Site Specific Development Plans; 253 

19. Allow for administrative approval of changes to the various agreements, to reflect the 254 
approval of the project;  255 

20. Allow for administrative approval of the Base Village Comprehensive Sign Plan changes for 256 
the new uses as is currently allowed under the existing PUD; and  257 

21. Require that the newly aligned pedestrian crossing on Wood Road be equipped with traffic 258 
calming measures, primarily to slow downhill traffic, and warning signs, with input from 259 
Public Works. 260 

 261 
 262 
Section Four. Severability.  If any provision of this Resolution or application hereof to any 263 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect any other provision or 264 
application of this Resolution which can be given effect without the invalid provision or 265 
application, and, to this end, the provisions of this Resolution are severable. 266 
 267 
INTRODUCED, READ, AND APPROVED, by the motion of Planning Commission Member 268 
________and the second of Planning Commission Member _______ by a vote of ____ in favor 269 
and ______ against, on this 15th day of July 2020.   270 
 271 
       TOWN OF SNOWMASS VILLAGE 272 
       PLANNING COMMISSION 273 
 274 

___________________________ 275 
       Tom Fridstein, Chairman 276 
 277 
 278 
ATTEST:   279 
      280 
____________________________________      281 
Cindy Ford, Planning Commission Secretary 282 
 283 
Attachment A:  Proposed Master Development Plan (July 2020) as revised 284 



Proposed Master Development Plan  (July 2020)

BUILDING 12
Use: Residential
PUD Sq. Ft.: 57,500 SF (no change)

Max. Avg. Unit Size: 3,500 SF
Min. Avg. Unit Size: 800 SF

BUILDING 13B
Use: Hotel or Residential, 
Potential for Limited 
Commercial
PUD Sq. Ft.: 87,500 SF (no change)

Max. Avg. Unit Size: 1,500 SF
Max. Hotel Keys: 185

BUILDINGS 10AB
Use: Residential, Potential for 
Commercial (pending market study)

PUD Sq. Ft.: 170,000 SF
(10AB + 11 = 248,000 SF)

Max. Avg. Unit Size: 2,000 SF
Min. Avg. Unit Size: 800 SF

BUILDING 11
Use: Residential, Village Pool
PUD Sq. Ft.: 78,000 SF
(10AB + 11 = 248,000 SF)

Max. Avg. Unit Size: 2,050 SF
Min. Avg. Unit Size: 800 SF

Update

2020 Minor PUD 
Amendment

Up to 10,000 square feet of PUD floor area may be reallocated between buildings through the Administrative Modification process.  Future building 
outlines represent maximum proposed building footprints. For Buildings 10AB and 11 the inside line represents the building footprint; the transparent 

outline represents roof overhangs and/or balcony projections. These footprints may be adjusted by 10’ in any direction, except towards Wood Road on the 
south side of Buildings 10AB. Precise plans for each building will be submitted through the Site-Specific Development Plan review process.



From: Patricia Jayne Keefer
To: Thomas Fridstein
Cc: Cindy Ford; Julie Ann Woods; David Peckler; John Dresser; Joseph C. Flynn
Subject: Sizing Adverse Impact
Date: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:10:00 AM
Attachments: July 9 update Table of Phase 3 Proposed Impacts.docx

parking computations.docx

Dear Mr. Fridstein and Planning Commission,

Watching the meeting last night brought additional appreciation for the diligence with which
everyone is approaching their responsibilities. Thank you.

With respect to substantial adverse impacts, when expenses are predominantly fixed and
income is reduced by 5%, perhaps the entity can cope. However, the substantial income
reductions of 11, 25,15-30% and a third of budget are each mammoth adverse impacts on
BVCo and BVMetro #2 as shown in the attached 1-page updated table. There is no desire to
inhibit another hotel but do want to be kept financially whole. One solution is simply to have
the commercial property treated as if it remained residential.

In terms of parking. Yes, it is correct that Base Village Owners are prohibited from purchasing
passes for the numbered lots (even while we pay taxes to support them). The Town should ask
itself that if the developer is incorrect and 1 or 2 vehicles per unit/room or membership arrive
and all parking is taken where will the 90-407 or more cars go? Will they stay in Base Village
or just park illegally somewhere else? 

If the unit/room to space ratio is reduced by 20% and any of the car-reduction programs are
not successful and less parking is built, the risk to the Town also expands. When Top of the
Village runs out of spaces, the owners/guests just park on Upper Carriage Way sidewalks.
When Crestwood runs out of spaces, folks just park on the Wood road shoulders. Ceding
parking/land-use decisions to developer-appointed representatives is a dangerous precedent.
See the attached updated 1-page Parking Computations that include commercial hotel parking.

For your reference, five years ago, residential owners went on public record as supporting car-
share programs since its initial approval in September, 2015. If any Snowmass experience was
available, we would consider ratio reduction but with zero experience at Snowmass because
the developer has not implemented in a 5-year period, we cannot support any of the multiple
proposed Phase 3 actions that diminish or even hint at diminishing the current 0.75 ratio.

Thank you in advance for recognizing the substantial financial and parking adverse impacts on
Base Village residential owners if the proposed Phase 3 amendments, as submitted by the
developer, are approved by the Planning Commission and Town Council.

Wishing You Blue Skies and Tailwinds™,

Pat

Patricia Jayne (Pat) Keefer
Gold Medalist, Round the World Air Race 
Owner, Twin Comanche PA39-10
President, RTW, A Motivational Company

mailto:pjkeefer@gmail.com
mailto:tfridstein@sedgco.com
mailto:CFord@tosv.com
mailto:JWoods@tosv.com
mailto:DPeckler@tosv.com
mailto:JDresser@tosv.com
mailto:flynnjc@live.com

July 9 updated TABLE OF IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PHASE 3 AMENDMENTS



SUBTANTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS TO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES OF PROPOSED PUD AMENDMENTS

Financial. The table below show the negative impacts of changing Base Village property from residential to commercial and Extension of Vesting Rights

		Item

		Residential

Property

		Commercial

Property**

		Impact



		Delay of construction through vesting extension

		No new revenues

		No new revenues

		Existing residential owners continue to carry 100% of the debt service for Community Purpose facilities and 70-80% of expense of Public Use: snowmelted plazas/Arrival lot/Transit entry, fire pits, ice rink, water feature. Financial relief was expected by owners and Town Council with the completion of Phase 2 and this did not happen. This heavy load can only be relieved with the Base Village’s expedited completion. Note:

Phase 1 completed garage, transit center, plaza 1 plus 107,600 sf/year of residential and commercial units

Phase 2 completed ice rink plus 78,229 sf per year or 27% less finished per year than Phase 1

Phase 3 proposal is for pool plus 43,646 sf per year or 45% less finished per year than Phase 2, 60% less than Phase 1 construction



		BVCo fixed annual assessment

		$3.00 psf

		$0.75 psf

		Guaranteed loss $2.25psf/75% of fixed assessment annual income for changed property estimated @ $211,500 about 11% of annual budget



		BVCo 1% initial transfer fee

		Pays

		Exempt

		Loss of estimated half million dollars or 25% of annual BVCo budget



		BVCo Re-sale 1% transfer fee

		Pays  

		Exempt

		Loss of estimated 15-30% of annual BVCo budget



		BVMetro #2 closing $5,150 fee

		Pays

		Exempt

		Possible half million dollar loss based on loss of same element when Limelight was changed or a third of the annual income budget



		BVMetro #2 taxes

		Pays

		Exempt*

		Significant loss of planned and budgeted assessed value



		Main garage HOA assessment

		Pays

		Exempt

		Expected to be same in Phase 3



		BVCo Voting rights

		1/unit

		1/250 sf

		Lack of votes keeps residential owners from impacting BVCo developer-controlled multi-million dollar decisions. Example is non-compliance with TOSV-BVMetro IGA where an annually estimated $1M is inappropriately charged to BVCo where 70-80% of budget is from residential owners (with just 23.7% of votes) instead of being charged to D1 where commercial properties are taxed. Adding more commercial property makes this worse.



		Special BVCo Voting Rights

		

		100

100

		Two entities are awarded an additional 100 votes each or about 20% of the total votes as of the opening of the Limelight and Lumin. These entities are controlled by the developers.



		Special developer exemption 

		

		

		Developer granted themselves exemptions from all BVCo assessments and fees for commercial property operating in the main garage. Would expect them to do the same in other garages





* Per the Application-omitted Special Tax District Service Plans, Commercial property is in BVMetro #1. The loss of tax base projected for BVMetro #2 aka D2 impacts the debt service. There is current litigation on this matter. D1 and D2 Tax Boards were not approached on this matter for many months after the application was prepared and submitted. Legal Service Plan documents not included in the Application would require amendments. Not certain but believe these require TOSV approval as the municipal authority for the Districts.

** Today all commercial property is owned by Developer Applicant


		Building or reference

Phases 1 and 2

		Residential Tax Property IDs

		Parking ratio

		Total 

		Rounded up to nearest whole number



		Hayden

		14

		0.75

		10.5

		11



		Cap Peak A

		29

		0.75

		21.75

		22



		Cap Peak B

		25

		0.75

		18.75

		19



		Cap Peak C

		23

		0.75

		17.25

		18



		Lumin

		3

		0.75

		2.25

		3



		Limelight

		11

		0.75

		8.25

		9



		One S. East

		30

		0.75

		22.5

		23



		One S. West

		11

		0.75

		8.25

		9



		2015 PUD loading spaces

		

		

		2

		2



		10 Lock-off units

		

		0.75

		7.5

		8



		Employee units

		11

		1.0

		11

		11



		Total

		

		

		

		135





Parking Computations: If all residential owners and commercial guests and members brought just one vehicle on the same day, there would be a shortage of 407 spaces and it is possible that 407 vehicles would be searching for parking in Snowmass Village. If just all residential owners exercised their purchased right to park one car, 90 vehicles will be looking for a space. The Town bears the risk on where these cars will go if they cannot find parking in Base Village.

In 2014, just 8% of parking was occupied by permanently parked cars. Multiple parking passes were issued per unit. This resulted in 100% full parking in the gated P-2 area and a shortage until a car left.

The proposed 20% reduction in available parking from 0.75 to 0.60 so that some cars can be permanently parked and also have parking passes available to rental guests will bring back the conditions that caused the 2014 parking shortage. The developer will not experience a negative impact with 100% occupied parking, but owners will. We have nowhere else to go.



Delta is 32 spaces. There are 135 deed-restricted spaces today

		Building or reference

Phases 1 and 2

		Residential Tax Property IDs plus lock-offs

		Parking ratio

		Total 

		Rounded up to nearest whole number



		Hayden

		14

		0.75

		10.5

		11



		Cap Peak A

		29

		0.75

		21.75

		22



		Cap Peak B

		25

		0.75

		18.75

		19



		Cap Peak C

		23

		0.75

		17.25

		18



		Lumin

		3

		0.75

		2.25

		3



		Limelight

		11

		0.75

		8.25

		9



		One S. East

		30

		0.75

		22.5

		23



		One S. West

		11

		0.75

		8.25

		9



		2015 PUD loading spaces

		

		

		2

		2



		10 Lock-off units

		10

		0.75

		7.5

		8



		Employee units

		11

		1.0

		11

		11



		Total

		167

		

		

		135





		Building or reference

Phase 3

		Residential Tax Property IDs plus lock-offs

		Parking ratio

		Total 

		Rounded up to nearest whole number



		10AB

		110

		0.75

		82.5

		83



		11

		25

		0.75

		18.75

		19



		12

		20

		0.75

		15

		15



		13B

		49

		0.75

		36.75

		37



		34 Lock-off units

		34

		0.75

		25.5

		26



		Employee units

		14

		1.0

		14

		14



		Total

		252

		

		

		194





Delta is 58 spaces

		Commercial Reserved Parking

		Members or Units

		Parking ratio

		Total 

		Rounded to whole number



		Mountain Club

		228

		0.25

		57

		57



		Limelight Hotel

		99

		0.50

		44.5

		45



		13B Hotel

		185

		0.50

		92.5

		93



		Total

		512

		

		

		195





Delta is 317

Total of differences between the number of rooms/members versus the number of reserved parking spaces is 407.



™ of Tailwinds.com



July 9 updated TABLE OF IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PHASE 3 AMENDMENTS 

 

SUBTANTIAL ADVERSE IMPACTS TO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES OF PROPOSED PUD AMENDMENTS 

Financial. The table below show the negative impacts of changing Base Village property from residential to commercial and Extension of Vesting Rights 
Item Residential 

Property 
Commercial 
Property** 

Impact 

Delay of 
construction 
through vesting 
extension 

No new 
revenues 

No new 
revenues 

Existing residential owners continue to carry 100% of the debt service for Community Purpose facilities and 70-
80% of expense of Public Use: snowmelted plazas/Arrival lot/Transit entry, fire pits, ice rink, water feature. 
Financial relief was expected by owners and Town Council with the completion of Phase 2 and this did not 
happen. This heavy load can only be relieved with the Base Village’s expedited completion. Note: 
Phase 1 completed garage, transit center, plaza 1 plus 107,600 sf/year of residential and commercial units 
Phase 2 completed ice rink plus 78,229 sf per year or 27% less finished per year than Phase 1 
Phase 3 proposal is for pool plus 43,646 sf per year or 45% less finished per year than Phase 2, 60% less than 
Phase 1 construction 

BVCo fixed annual 
assessment 

$3.00 psf $0.75 psf Guaranteed loss $2.25psf/75% of fixed assessment annual income for changed property estimated @ $211,500 
about 11% of annual budget 

BVCo 1% initial 
transfer fee 

Pays Exempt Loss of estimated half million dollars or 25% of annual BVCo budget 

BVCo Re-sale 1% 
transfer fee 

Pays   Exempt Loss of estimated 15-30% of annual BVCo budget 

BVMetro #2 closing 
$5,150 fee 

Pays Exempt Possible half million dollar loss based on loss of same element when Limelight was changed or a third of the 
annual income budget 

BVMetro #2 taxes Pays Exempt* Significant loss of planned and budgeted assessed value 
Main garage HOA 
assessment 

Pays Exempt Expected to be same in Phase 3 

BVCo Voting rights 1/unit 1/250 sf Lack of votes keeps residential owners from impacting BVCo developer-controlled multi-million dollar decisions. 
Example is non-compliance with TOSV-BVMetro IGA where an annually estimated $1M is inappropriately 
charged to BVCo where 70-80% of budget is from residential owners (with just 23.7% of votes) instead of being 
charged to D1 where commercial properties are taxed. Adding more commercial property makes this worse. 

Special BVCo Voting 
Rights 

 100 
100 

Two entities are awarded an additional 100 votes each or about 20% of the total votes as of the opening of the 
Limelight and Lumin. These entities are controlled by the developers. 

Special developer 
exemption  

  Developer granted themselves exemptions from all BVCo assessments and fees for commercial property 
operating in the main garage. Would expect them to do the same in other garages 

* Per the Application-omitted Special Tax District Service Plans, Commercial property is in BVMetro #1. The loss of tax base projected for BVMetro #2 aka D2 
impacts the debt service. There is current litigation on this matter. D1 and D2 Tax Boards were not approached on this matter for many months after the 
application was prepared and submitted. Legal Service Plan documents not included in the Application would require amendments. Not certain but believe 
these require TOSV approval as the municipal authority for the Districts. 
** Today all commercial property is owned by Developer Applicant 



Parking Computations: If all residential owners and commercial guests and members brought just one vehicle on the 
same day, there would be a shortage of 407 spaces and it is possible that 407 vehicles would be searching for parking in 

Snowmass Village. If just all residential owners exercised 
their purchased right to park one car, 90 vehicles will be 
looking for a space. The Town bears the risk on where 
these cars will go if they cannot find parking in Base 
Village. 

In 2014, just 8% of parking was occupied by 
permanently parked cars. Multiple parking passes were 
issued per unit. This resulted in 100% full parking in the 
gated P-2 area and a shortage until a car left. 

The proposed 20% reduction in available parking from 
0.75 to 0.60 so that some cars can be permanently 
parked and also have parking passes available to rental 
guests will bring back the conditions that caused the 
2014 parking shortage. The developer will not 
experience a negative impact with 100% occupied 
parking, but owners will. We have nowhere else to go. 

 
Delta is 32 spaces. There are 135 deed-restricted spaces today 

Building or 
reference 
Phase 3 

Residential 
Tax 
Property 
IDs plus 
lock-offs 

Parking 
ratio 

Total  Rounded 
up to 
nearest 
whole 
number 

10AB 110 0.75 82.5 83 
11 25 0.75 18.75 19 
12 20 0.75 15 15 
13B 49 0.75 36.75 37 
34 Lock-off units 34 0.75 25.5 26 
Employee units 14 1.0 14 14 
Total 252   194 

Delta is 58 spaces 

Commercial 
Reserved 
Parking 

Members 
or Units 

Parking 
ratio 

Total  Rounded 
to whole 
number 

Mountain Club 228 0.25 57 57 
Limelight Hotel 99 0.50 44.5 45 
13B Hotel 185 0.50 92.5 93 
Total 512   195 

Delta is 317 

Total of differences between the number of rooms/members versus the number of reserved parking spaces is 407. 

Building or 
reference 
Phases 1 and 2 

Residential 
Tax 
Property 
IDs 

Parking 
ratio 

Total  Rounded 
up to 
nearest 
whole 
number 

Hayden 14 0.75 10.5 11 
Cap Peak A 29 0.75 21.75 22 
Cap Peak B 25 0.75 18.75 19 
Cap Peak C 23 0.75 17.25 18 
Lumin 3 0.75 2.25 3 
Limelight 11 0.75 8.25 9 
One S. East 30 0.75 22.5 23 
One S. West 11 0.75 8.25 9 
2015 PUD 
loading spaces 

  2 2 

10 Lock-off units  0.75 7.5 8 
Employee units 11 1.0 11 11 
Total    135 

Building or 
reference 
Phases 1 and 2 

Residential 
Tax 
Property 
IDs plus 
lock-offs 

Parking 
ratio 

Total  Rounded 
up to 
nearest 
whole 
number 

Hayden 14 0.75 10.5 11 
Cap Peak A 29 0.75 21.75 22 
Cap Peak B 25 0.75 18.75 19 
Cap Peak C 23 0.75 17.25 18 
Lumin 3 0.75 2.25 3 
Limelight 11 0.75 8.25 9 
One S. East 30 0.75 22.5 23 
One S. West 11 0.75 8.25 9 
2015 PUD 
loading spaces 

  2 2 

10 Lock-off units 10 0.75 7.5 8 
Employee units 11 1.0 11 11 
Total 167   135 
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