‘PA GO S A 551 Hot Springs Boulevard
: Post Office Box 1859

VL.

VII.

VIII.

SPRINGS Pagosa Springs, CO 81147
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TOWN COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2015
Town Hall Council Chambers
551 Hot Springs Blvd

5:00 p.m.
CALL MEETING TO ORDER

PUBLIC COMMENT - Please sign in to make public comment

CONSENT AGENDA
1. Approval of the October 6, 2015 Meeting Minutes
2. Approval of September Financial Statement and Accompanying Payments
3. Wal-Mart Appeals Hearing Extension
4. On-Call Engineering List

REPORTS TO COUNCIL
1. Featured Department Head Reports
a. Police Department
b. Parks & Recreation Department
2. Sales Tax Brief
3. Lodgers Tax Brief

NEW BUSINESS
1. Friends of the Pavilion Ice Rink Request
2. Ordinance 833, First Reading, Adopting Regulations for Electronic Message Center Signs
3. Resolution 2015-17, Approving the Application for a GOCO Grant for Springs Pedestrian Bridge
Replacement
4. Consideration of Allowing Smaller Residential Lot Sizes in the R-12 and R-18 Districts
5. Staff Medical Insurance Premium Exemption for Months of Nov & Dec 2015

OLD BUSINESS
1. Second Reading Ordinance 828, adopting regulations for Cargo Shipping Containers

PUBLIC COMMENT - Please sign in to make public comment
COUNCIL IDEAS AND COMMENTS

NEXT TOWN COUNCIL MEETING NOVEMBER 3, 2015 AT 5:00 PM
ADJOURNMENT

Don Volger
Mayor

Public comment and agenda comment item sign-up sheets are available at meeting

Copies of proposed Ordinances and Resolutions are available to the public upon request to the Town Clerk
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TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2015
Town Hall Council Chambers

551 Hot Springs Blvd
5:00 p.m.

CALL MEETING TO ORDER — Mayor Volger, Council Member Alley, Council Member Egan, Council
Member Lattin, Council Member Patel

PUBLIC COMMENT - Mr. Bill Hudson sent a letter to the town council regarding the September 17t
executive session. He said government boards must make decisions and discussions in public. He
objected when two members of the public were allowed to be in the executive session. He said a
lawsuit may be the only way to get a judge to review the audio recording to determine if the
executive session was appropriate. Mayor Volger advised Mr. Hudson to complete a CORA request
and present it to the Town Clerk.

CONSENT AGENDA
1. Approval of the September 17, 2015 Meeting Minutes
2. Resolution 2015-16, Municipal Judge Employment Agreement
3. Proclamation — Domestic Violence Awareness Month — Council Member Alley moved to

approve the consent agenda, Council Member Lattin seconded, unanimously approved. Mayor
Volger read the proclamation for the public.

NEW BUSINESS

1.

3.

CDOT Revised Downtown Lane Configurations - At the September 27, 2015 meeting, Town and
CDOT staff made a presentation that offered different options for examining the efficiency of
the traffic flow along 160 through downtown Pagosa Springs. The proposal is to have 2 lanes in
each direction from just a little west of 10™" street through to Lewis Street. The section between
Hot Springs Blvd and the 1° Street Bridge proposal is to transition to a 3 lane configuration with
a median in the middle with one lane of traffic each direction, retain existing parking, add
bicycle lane, and additional space for opening doors in the parking lane. Mr. Bill Hudson
suggested a turn lane at 3™ Street. Council Member Egan moved to approve and support the
plan as presented by CDOT, Council Member Lattin seconded, unanimously approved.
Preliminary 2016 Budget - As specified by Colorado Revised Statutes, the Town of Pagosa
Springs is required to present a preliminary budget on or before October 15" and to adopt a
final budget by December 31 each year. There are two budget work sessions scheduled for the
Town Council that are planned to occur on October 23 and October 29'". The economic outlook
for the Town continues to be positive. Growth is projected to occur in 2016 both in revenue and
expenses. The assumption is that the sales tax will increase by 7% compared to the estimated
year end for 2015. This assumption also factors out the prior year revenue we received in 2015.
The growth in lodgers’ tax funding for 2016 is expected to remain essentially similar to 2015.
Ordinance 828, First Reading, Commercial Cargo Containers - The purpose of Ordinance 828 is
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to provide clear LUDC regulations regarding the allowable use and placement of cargo shipping
containers as temporary accessory structures and as permanent accessory structures, within
commercially zoned districts. Council Member Egan moved to approve the first reading of
Ordinance 828, an ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs amending the Land Use
Development Code, establishing regulations regarding the use and placement of cargo shipping
containers, Council Member Lattin seconded, unanimously approved.

Observation Deck - The Friends of Reservoir Hill have volunteered their time to build an
observation deck on Reservoir Hill. The group is recommending the removal of the access ramp,
a different design for the railing, a second stair access with handrails and benches. Council
Member Egan would like to have a ramp on the deck to support those who need ADA
accessibility. Mr. Bill Hudson said the seating would go away if the ramp was included. Council
Member Egan moved to approve the plan with the inclusion of a ramp and modification of the
plan to include the ramp and seating, motion died for lack of a second. Council Member Alley
moved approve Friends of Reservoir Hill the flexibility and design of the handrail on the
observation deck and steps, removal of ramp, adding a second stair access and benches, Council
Member Lattin seconded, motion carried with one nay (Council Member Egan).

CTO Marketing Matching Grant - The Colorado Tourism Office offers an annual Marketing
Matching Grant program. For every $1 the organization allocates to the program, the Colorado
Tourism Office will provide S1 in matching grant funds up to $25,000. The Town’s Tourism
Director, Jennie Green, approached the group including Ouray, Glenwood Springs, Steamboat
Springs and Chaffee County to brainstorm the “Historic CO Hot Springs Loop” concept. The
target audience includes Hot Springs Enthusiasts and an international market in Asian hot
springs enthusiast audience (Japan, China and Korea). Council Member Alley moved to approve
Pagosa’s participation through the Tourism Board in the Historic CO Hot Springs Loop CTO grant
application, and agree to allow Pagosa Springs to serve as the fiscal pass-through for the project,
Council Member Egan seconded, unanimously approved.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

1.

Town Manager Annual Evaluation Pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-6-402(4)(f) Concerning
Personnel Matters — Mayor Volger asked if Town Manager Greg Schulte preferred to speak in
open session, Town Manager Schulte asked to enter executive session. Council Member Lattin
moved to enter executive session pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-6-402(4)(f) concerning personnel
matters, Council Member Alley seconded, unanimously approved at 6:36pm. Mayor Volger
called the meeting back in regular session at 8:00pm.

PUBLIC COMMENT - Mr. Bill Hudson said the PAGWPA board will meet on Wednesday and hopes

that it will be a good discussion.

COUNCIL IDEAS AND COMMENTS — Council Member Egan said the X at the 8" Street and HomeTown

Market entrance needs to be brightened. Council Member Lattin would like to look at solar lighting

along the riverwalk from Centennial Park to the Town Hall. The library to the school trail as well as
the west phase will be going out to bid this winter and constructed in the spring 2016.

NEXT TOWN COUNCIL MEETING OCTOBER 22, 2015 AT 5:00 PM

ADJOURNMENT - Upon motion duly made, the meeting adjourned at 8:00pm.

Don Volger
Mayor
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OcCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: GREG SCHULTE, TOWN MANAGER

PROJECT: 90 DAY EXTENSION FOR CONDUCTING APPEALS HEARING FOR THE WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST’S NOTICE
OF APPEAL
ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

PURPOSE
This matter is for the consideration of extending the Wal-Mart appeals hearing for an additional 90 days.

LUDC section 2.4.13 reviews the appeals processes, and LUDC section 2.4.13.G.4.a, reviews the period of
time an appeals hearing shall be conducted.

LUDC section 2.4.13.G.4.a: “The Director shall schedule a public hearing on the appeal no later than sixty (60)
days after the date the appeal was filed with the Town Clerk. The appeal hearing may be extended up to
ninety (90) days after the filing of the appeal if agreed to by both the Director and the appellant.”

Both parties of interest, Wal-Mart and the Planning Director, previously agreed to extend from the 60 day
period to the 90 day period. The 90 day period sets an appeals hearing on or before October 28", unless
extended by Town Council.

BACKGROUND

On July 30, 2015, Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust had submitted a notice of Appeal, requesting an
Appeals Hearing regarding the Planning Directors determination that the Wal-Mart store parking lot lights
are in violation of the Town’s Exterior Lighting regulations, LUDC section 6.11.

ANALYSIS

On August 28, 2015, the Planning Director, James Dickhoff and the Town Attorney, Bob Cole met with the
Wal-Mart design team and their attorney, to discuss solutions to the identified exterior lighting violation. A
proposed process of developing and approving light modifications, was agreed to by all parties. Wal-Mart
appears to be working on a solution, though no documentation has been submitted as of October 13, 2015,
for the Town’s Planning Directors review.

The Planning Director has reason to believe Wal-Mart is working on a solution to the identified violation,
thus, supports a 90 day extension for the appeals hearing. Wal-Mart also supports the 90 day extension as
they are working on a solution that may take a few months for the design, approval and installation process.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the TC provide consider the 90 day extension, and either:

1) APPROVE a 90 Day Extension for Conducting an Appeals Hearing based in the Notice of Appeal
submitted by Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust, Setting the Hearing Date for No Later than
January 26, 2016, Unless an Additional Extension is Approved.

2) DENY a 90 Day Extension for the Appeals Hearing for the Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust notice
of appeal.
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SP]QNGS OcToBER 22, 2015

COLORADO

FROM: GREGORY J. SCHULTE, TOWN MANAGER

PROJECT: ENGINEERING ON-CALL LIST
ACTION: DiScusSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

BACKGROUND

The Town of Pagosa Springs desires to expand the list of designated engineering firms the Town may use for a variety
of engineering projects. The Town Special Projects Manager issued a Request For Qualifications (RFQ) in late July to
solicit interest from area engineering firms. The final Filing date was August 17, 2015. Due to the departure of the
Special Projects Manager, there has been a delay in bringing form the list of on-call engineering firms for Council
Endorsement. The six firms submitting statement of qualifications are:

- Bartlett & West

- Bohannan Huston

- Davis Engineering

- RG and Associates, LLC
- Riverbend Engineering
- SGM Engineering

Staff recommends listing all six firms as eligible for on-call engineering services.

ATTACHMENTS:
- None. However, all six firms’ proposals are on file at the Town Manger’s office for review.

Fiscal Impact
There is no direct fiscal impact to endorsing any or all six firms for on-call engineering services.

ADOPTED 2015 COUNCIL GOALS & OBJECTIVES
While the Council’s Goals & Objective don’t speak directly to this effort, it may be inferred this initiative is consistent
with “Goal 2: Objective 2.3 Beautification of Downtown core

RECOMMENDATION
Possible motions for the Town Council to consider are:

1. Move to endorse listing all six firms as eligible for on-call engineering services for the Town of Pagosa Springs.

2. Move to endorse the listing of the following firms as eligible for on-call engineering services for the Town of
Pagosa Springs . ..

3. Direct Staff Otherwise
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: WILLIAM ROCKENSOCK, CHIEF OF POLICE

PROJECT: POLICE DEPARTMENT REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

POLICE DEPARTMENT INCIDENT REPORTING
The Pagosa Springs Police Department Statistics for September, 2015

Officers responded to 417 calls for service.

Officers responded to 20 agency assist calls for service
Officers completed 22 incident / offense reports
Officers completed 20 accident investigation reports.

OFFICER TRAINING UPDATE
September 2015

Daily training bulletins are administered to each officer by Lexipol to keep current on Police Department Policy and
Procedure.

Officer completed 2 hour SFST update training

Officers Gholson completed Colorado POST firearms Instructor training.

All officers are receiving online training for various POST standard classes through policeone virtual academy.

RECRUITING UPDATE

The police department, currently, has two full time opening(s) for patrol officer. One of the positions is occupied by a part

time officer. The department tested and interviewed two applicants. Additional Applicant testing is scheduled for October
28™.

The department is currently increasing recruiting efforts and has distributed hiring posters to Colorado law enforcement
training academies throughout the state.

COMMUNITY EVENTS UPDATE
The police department has received a law Enforcement Assistance Funding (LEAF) grant from CDOT for the remainder of
2015, this grant pays overtime compensation for officer to conduct designated DUI enforcement.

The police department has received POST grant funding, to provide online POST certified classes to officers 24 Hours a
day.

The police department has been utilizing the radar speed trailer at high traffic areas throughout the community. This has
been an effective tool in assisting motorists with voluntary speed compliance
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADDO October 22nd, 2015

FRoM: DARREN LEWIS, PARKS & RECREATION DIRECTOR

PROJECT: PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT REPORT
ACTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION UPDATE
The latest Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC) meeting was held October 13th; the minutes from this meeting are
attached for your review. The next PRC meeting will be held Tuesday, November 10th at 5:30 p.m. in Town Hall.

RECREATION PROGRAMS UPDATE
Youth basketball for ages 7-8 started October 12th and is scheduled to end November 19th. Gymnastics started October
12th for four weeks. There will be one more session offered before the end of the year.

PARKS UPDATE
Allirrigation lines have been blown out for the winter. New trees and shrubs will be installed at Yamaguchi Park the week
of Oct. 26™. A new sidewalk on the south side of Yamaguchi bathrooms has been completed.

The new playground equipment for Town Park is scheduled to be delivered the week of Oct. 19" and installed the week of
October 26" or November 2. A map of the location of the new playground equipment has been attached.

Work on the Geothermal Greenhouse Project is underway in Centennial Park.



Minutes - Parks and Recreation Commission
Date - 13 October 2015
Commissioners in Attendance - deGraaf, Gadomski, Highum, Pettus.

5:35 pm - Call to order
Minutes from Sept 2015 meeting were not approved due to the lack of a quorum.

Dept Head reports
- New play structure will be installed in Town Park by early November 2015.

- The County agreed to fund the Skate Park addition.

- Landscaping is happening at Yamaguchi Park.

- Alterations to the Observation Deck on Reservoir Hill were approved.

- Restrooms to be installed at Centennial Park.

- The Town will submit a GOCO grant to aid in the replacement of the Springs Bridge.

- The Town is looking to provide after school programs for kids at the Community Center.

New Business

- Wind Harp - Ross Barrable presented a wind harp that he would like to have installed on the
Springs Bridge. The harp would be donated by Mr. Barrable who would also assume
responsibility for any maintenance or repair due to vandalism. All agreed that this would be a
wonderful addition to the bridge and enhance the sound space of the area.

- Ice Rink - Brian Collabolletta proposed the temporary placement of an ice rink in Town Park
for the winter. The rink would be smaller in size (approx 60’ x 100’) than last year’s rink and
would be placed adjacent to the gravel pullout on the North side of Hermosa Street. Temporary
installation of 3 telephone poles would be necessary to shade the rink from the devastating
effects of the sun. The poles will be removed in the spring when the ice rink is disassembled.

- Secretary - Jenny Highum offered to be the secretary for the Parks and Rec commission.

Other Business

- Stephen Durham of the Pagosa Area Tourism Board presented on their desire to add bike
racks to the downtown area. A poll conducted by the Visiters Center revealed that many feel
that the Town needs to be more accommodating to cyclists. The tourism board has allocated
$10,000 to purchase bike racks. The Commission all agreed that we prefer quality over quantity
and tasked Stephen with finding appealing racks. Exact placement of the racks will be
determined at a later date.

Adjournment — 7pm



Town Park
Hermosa Street

Location of placement of new playground equipment.

o
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OcCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: GREGORY J. SCHULTE, TOWN MANAGER

PROJECT: AUGUST 2015 SALES TAX REVENUE REPORT
ACTION: DIScussSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

CURRENT MONTH SALES TAX & LODGERS TAX REVENUE

This report represents the report for August 2015 for sales tax and the revenue continues to show a good increase of
+14.5% compared to August 2014. Total sales revenue for August 2015 for the Town is $408,626, with that divided
equally between the General Fund and the Capital Improvement Fund ($204,313 going to each). In August 2014, the
total amount received was $356,707. The 2015 August sales tax received is $51,919 higher than in 2014.

For only the Town, the collections year to date equals $2,762,526 for both the General and the Capital Funds. In 2014,
the year to date total for the period was $2,318,251. This represents a 19% increase, or $444,275.

However, part of that "year to date" increase includes significant collections, or about $233,000 (1/2 is allocated to the
Town), and is related to prior periods, mostly from 2014 and 2013. With those amounts factored out, the increase in
sales tax collections was about $658,000, which translates into a real growth rate of approximately 13% during 2015.
However, the amount of funds received from prior periods has been getting progressively less and appears to be
stabilizing, as follows:

Prior Year S 2015 Month Collected

$98,000 January
$62,500 February
$30,000 March
$11,000 April
$17,000 May

S 6,700 June

S 8,195 July

S 0 August
$233,395 Total

Last, the State Department of Revenue continues to remit to the County instead of directly to the Town. We’re not sure
when that will stop.

Compared to 2015 Budget

The sales tax projection for the adopted 2015 budget is a total of $3,791,242 or $1,895,621 each for the General Fund
and the Capital Improvement Fund, and represents a 6% increase over the year end for 2014. The month of August
2015 yielded $204,313 for the General Fund and exactly the same amount for the Capital Improvement Fund. Premised
upon the 10 year monthly average, the expectation is the Town should have received in August for each Fund about
$178,188. The variance is $26,125 or 15% more than budget. Year to date, we are ahead of budget by approximately
$149,109, or 12% ahead of budget. This information is true for the Capital Fund as well.



AUGUST 2015 SALES TAX ANALYSIS
OCTOBER 22, 2015
PAGE 2

Here are some year-to-date PERCENT INCREASES provided by the County in sales tax by the most closely watched
categories:

CONSTRUCTION = 0.5% (INCLUDING PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENTS = 4.3%)

RETAIL TRADE = 19.9% (INCLUDING PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENTS = 24.2%)

REAL ESTATE/RENTAL = 29% (INCLUDING PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENTS = 43.4%)
ACCOMMODATION/FOOD SERVICE = 10.1% (INCLUDING PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENTS = 16.8%)

ANALYSIS
Resolution 2015-01 mandates 2015 expenditure reductions if sales tax revenues decline from the average revenue of

the past two years. The application of the Resolution requires a monthly analysis that averages several months/years of
revenue, to smooth out the impact of significant swings in sales tax collections:

2013 2014 Avg. 2015 % Change
June 318,712 344,898 331,805 413,514 +24.6%
July 327,186 378,165 352,676 549,095 +45.2%
August 329,787 356,707 343,247 408,626 +19.04%

Everything is very positive. Application of paragraphs 5 and 5(b) of the Council’s policy calls for NO reduction of
budgeted expenditures since the reduction is not more than 5%

ATTACHMENT(S)

Exhibit A

RECOMMENDATION

Informational, no action required.



Town of Pagosa Springs
2015 Sales Tax Estimate

General Fund

Month

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

TOTAL

Percent Ahead
of Estimate

10 Year
2015 2015 Ave. %  Percent Above
Estimated Actual Variance Collection Budget
127,007 155,088 28,081 6.7% 22%
121,320 136,674 15,354 6.4% 13%
140,276 158,798 18,522 7.4% 13%
117,529 129,739 12,210 6.2% 10%
138,380 160,646 22,266 7.3% 16%
178,188 206,457 28,269 9.4% 16%
231,266 229,548 (1,718) 12.2% -0.7%
178,188 204,313 26,125 9.4% 15%
180,084 9.5%
155,441 8.2%
140,276 7.4%
187,666 9.9%
1,895,621 1,381,263 149,109 100.0%
12%
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OCTOBER 22ND, 2015

JENNIFER GREEN
DIRECTOR, PAGOSA SPRINGS AREA TOURISM BOARD

PROJECT: LODGING TAX UPDATE
ACTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

TOURISM BOARD MEETING ACTIVITY

The Tourism Board held its October meeting on Tuesday, October 13th at 4pm at the Visitor Center.
Draft minutes have been included for review. The November meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, No-
vember 10th at 4pm at the visitor center.

LODGERS TAX FINANCIAL REPORT

The most recent lodging tax report has been included for review. August 2015 reflects a reflects a
decrease of 7.71% over 2014. One thing to note is that Labor Day weekend was in August in 2014
and it fell entirely in September in 2015. Year to date, lodgers tax collections are down 0.80% over
2014. Collections remain flat compared to 2014, which means we are holding last year’s impressive
gains, despite a loss of inventory.

VisITOR CENTER UPDATE

Visitor Center traffic continued to be strong during September, with over 9,300 visitors. Between
March 1st and September 30th, the visitor center has seen 65,745 visitors . While overall traffic num-
bers were not impacted, daily traffic was thrown off slightly during between September 23rd and Oct
3rd, as side door devices sent data irregularly. After moving the antenna closer, we have not seen the
irregular numbers.

Staff UPDATE

We have recently filled the open Visitor Center Coordinator position. Below is an overview of various
roles and staffing:

e Director (Jennie Green) - full time employee; manages staff, oversees all tourism operations (includ-
ing visitor center operations) and tourism board subcommittees, handles all marketing, sales, press
& media relations, board governance, etc, etc

e Project Manager (Gail Vollmer) - full time employee; oversees brochure / new content development
and ongoing updates, assists in special projects, project manager for various projects (such as web-
site redesign, visitor center sign in form), updates website, updates event information on various
tourism-related websites, works at Visitor Center as needed




e Volunteer Coordinator (Liz Alley) - part time employee - 25 hours / week; works at the visitor cen-
ter, recruits visitor center volunteers, schedules / staffs volunteers, schedules / organizes business
tours and activities, quarterly social gatherings / appreciation events

e Visitor Center Coordinator (Kim Lund - new hire) - part time employee - 25 hours / week; works at
the visitor center, manages visitor center brochure inventory, oversees swag inventory, works with
area businesses and other visitor centers to keep our brochures stocked, and beginning 2016, will
handle weekly fulfillment mailings

SocIAL MEDIA UPDATE

e Facebook - www.facebook.com/visitpagosasprings Facebook: 11,557 fans
e Instagram - www.instagram.com/visitpagosa: 1,405 followers

e Twitter - www.twitter.com/visitpagosa - 956 followers

TRAVEL PLANNER — NEW ONLINE VERSION

e View online planner at: http://issuu.com/visitpagosasprings/docs/pagosa_springs_travel_guide?
e=18759431/30559857

e Added links to videos, brochures, links to specific sections on website with more information

RESEARCH STUDY THROUGH HILLSDALE COLLEGE

e Surveys going out in early November; results expected in mid December

e The goal of this study is to gain insight on specific factors that influence visitors’ rational to visit
Pagosa Springs in an effort to better satisfy their visitors and increase traffic during PSAT’s slow
months.

TAX COMPLIANCE

e Tax Compliance efforts have begun

e Greg signed contract and addendum with MuniRevs

e MuniRevs has received Town tax rolls and is working with State / County Staff to obtain County
Tax rolls; a few logistical issues stand in the way of beginning database compilation (cross refer-
encing tax rolls, property records and listing sites)

2015 AUDIENCE SURVEY
e Two audiences surveyed - optional surveys at visitor center and travel planner requests on web-
site
e Requests for More Information (direct from website)
e CTO data indicates those that request visitor guide show strongest intent to travel; 51% of re-
guests were planning to travel within 1-3 months
e Much more of our fulfillment audience is interested in summer versus winter - Summer Only =
58.54% (2482), Winter Only = 10.05% (426), Both Summer and Winter = 17.64% (748), No Sea-
son Indicated = 13.77% (584)
e Visitor Center Traffic:
e 9 of top 12 States that Requested Travel Planners are also in the Top 12 States Represented at
the Visitor Center
e 41 Different States were Represented by Visitor Center Sign Ins
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http://issuu.com/visitpagosasprings/docs/pagosa_springs_travel_guide?e=18759431/30559857
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DRAFT Minutes

Pagosa Springs Area Tourism Board

Tuesday, October 13th, 2015
Pagosa Springs Visitor Center
4 pm

Meeting called by: CK Patel

Attendees: Voting Members; CK Patel, Larry Fisher, Stephen Durham, Nick Tallent,
Steve McKain, Criselda Montoya, Jon Johnson

Absences: Bob Kudelski, Matt Sprowls, Steve Wadley
Non Voting Attendees; Jennifer Green, Greg Schulte
Please review: September Meeting Minutes
Please bring: Agenda, Committee reports

1. Call to Order

2. Determination Of Quorum (6)

3. Approval of Minutes - September

a. Nick Tallent motioned to approve minutes, Stephen Durham second-
ed, all approved

4. Chair Report
a. No update
5. Tourism Director Report - Jennie Green
a. 2016 CTO Grant - Historic Hot Springs Loop

i. Jennie provided update to group about grant application; Town
Council approved submitting grant and serving as fiscal agents

ii. Grant submitted October 13th
b. 2015 Audience Surveys



A review of the data collected through the optional survey on
www.visitpagosasprings.com for Travel Planner requests and
visitor center iPad sign provided interesting data

1. 41 one the 50 US states were represented by visitor cen-
ter signins in 2015

2. 9 of the 12 top states requesting visitor guides also ap-
peared in top 12 states represented by visitor center
traffic

c. Map Updates & New brochures

New Hot Springs Comparison and Downtown Recreation
Brochure have been developed; should be available by the end
of the month

Reservoir Hill and downtown recreation maps have been updat-
ed

6. Treasurers Report - Stephen Durham

a. Monthly Town Lodging Receipts report - Update

August was down for 2015, compared to 2014; however, re-
duced inventory continues and Labor Day weekend fell entirely
in September for 2015 versus August in 2014

7. Subcommittee Reports

a. Budget

Review of 2016 Budget

1. Jennie provided overview of budget; income of $45,000
was added to “other income” and $50,000 was added to
the external marketing budget to address the Historic
Hot Springs Loop

Nick Tallent asked the group about a recent discussion about
infrastructure funding. He recapped the discussion to the
group, explaining that the costs of the ideas the Board has for
infrastructure are often larger than the budgeted amount -
spray park, climbing rocks for town parks, etc.

1. Nick asked if we could move unspent annual in-
frastructure budget to the following year, to specifically
increase infrastructure budget and grow amount in order
to tackle larger projects

Group agreed that large projects were not attainable with an-
nual budget; Stephen Durham suggested grant sources

1. Group discussed and agreed there were so many Town
projects that needed grant funding, it would be difficult


http://www.visitpagosasprings.com

iv. Larry Fisher agrees with the idea setting money aside to pursue
larger projects

v. CK Patel explained it might work better to develop a plan of
projects we wanted to fund and then determine how to work
within Tourism budget or pursue additional funding

vi. Group determined to have staff investigate options and contin-
ue discussion in November; all agreed it didn’t really impact
2016 budget

b. Marketing

i. Hosting Media Writers and FAMs

1.

Jennie provided overview of current situation; securing
rooms for media writers is no longer discounted or
comped by lodging properties. Up until Spring 2015,
rooms were secured by covering cleaning fees (up to
$50 / night).

. In order to continue to grow our PR and media efforts,

hosting writers and media FAMs are critical, however, it
has become cost-prohibitive

Annual Budget with Current Situation, allows:
a. 2 - Sales Missions: (50+ writers)

b. 4 - FAMs: (24 writers) *we will have more interest
than budget allows

c. 10 - Media Writers (10 writers / 20 articles):
$9,000 - $12,000 *we will have more interest
than budget allows

d. PR Agency

e. Total direct reach of 84 writers at $506 per writer

. Jennie suggested providing documentation to businesses

for tax purposes, acknowledging receipt of donation

. CK suggested we increased PR budget to handle as many

writers as needed, paying businesses full amount

a. Jennie explained that working with businesses to
offer discount and receive tax documentation
would allow us to host more writers for the same
budgeted amount

ii. CTO Sales Mission - Toronto

1.

Group discussed Toronto Sales Mission with overall PR
strategy; determined that they wanted writers to visit



Pagosa versus going to pitch writers about destination,
even though for we can host 2 writers for the same
amount it costs to reach 30+ writers in one on one dis-
cussions

c. Events & Events Infrastructure - Larry Fisher
i. Bike Racks

1. Postponed until November meeting - Stephen is pre-
senting to Parks & Rec Commission during their October
13th meeting

ii. Mountain Express Transit

1. Group reviewed proposal from Mountain Express Transit
regarding the Tourism Board funding monitors for the
County bus system to show ads and videos promoting
the area

2. Nick Tallent asked how many visitors use Mountain Ex-
press Transit; he then asked if John Egan solicited
quotes from any other vendors besides Axxis Audio
(provided with funding request)

3. Concerns were mentioned with Pagosa being a drive
market and therefore most visitors already have trans-
portation

4. Group requested staff ask John about tourism usage and
growth projections

iii. 2016 Event Funding
1. Application / Schedule

a. Jennie explained that event organizers had been
requesting updates on the 2016 funding applica-
tion and process

b. Jennie explained that the Board should move for-
ward on 2016 funding, while beginning discus-
sions on the direction for event funding in 2017
and beyond

c. Jennie reminded group that they had discussed
multiple ideas, such as recruiting large event or-
ganizer to put on event in town, similar to Madi-
son House Productions in Salida, or providing
funds for off-season events versus summer
events



d. Group scheduled a meeting for Monday, October
26th at 10am at the visitor center to review 2016
application and 2016 process

iv. Review 2015 final reports:
1. Drive 4 Corners (BMW event) -

a. Group discussed final report and commented on
the impressive email survey results

b. Stephen Durham motioned to approve Drive 4
Corners final report, Jon Johnson seconded, all
approved

2. Pagosa Springs Center for the Arts

a. Nick Tallent motioned to approve Pagosa Springs
Center for the Arts final report, Jon Johnson sec-
onded, all approved

d. Wayfinding and Signage - Steve McKain / Jon Johnson
i. Update on 2015-2016 projects

1. Group scheduled meeting for Monday, October 26th at
9am at Visitor Center

e. Visitor Center subcommittee

i. New hire - Kim Lund was hired as Visitor Center coordinator,
she is handling inventory and will begin processing

ii. 2015 Maintenance Budget - Meeting Room Remodel

1. Group discussed using remaining 2015 budget for visi-
tor center maintenance to provide a remodel of the
meeting room at the Visitor Center

a. Dennis Ford is getting estimates for adding win-
dows on west wall, painting walls, carpet, new
chairs, etc.

b. We will see where estimates come in and deter-
mine what can be accomplished

f. Tax Compliance
i. Update

1. Continue to run into various glitches - State does not
view Tax ID number public record, therefore obtaining
list of numbers paying lodging tax is not permitted by
State



2. Greg and Jennie continue to work with Erin Neer, County,
State and others to move this project forward

8. Old Business
a. CDT Gateway Community

i. Initial group met September 22nd with CDT representatives to
learn more about being Gateway Community

ii. Jennie worked through application and determined another
meeting with organizational group would be needed to under-
stand what services community would offer hikers and develop
ideas for CDT event / trail maintenance project

iii. Jennie asked group if CDT crossed into Archuleta County any-
where besides South San Juans, as top of pass access is Mineral
County and access north of town was in Hinsdale County; it
might be a consideration as events / trail maintenance efforts
are discussed

iv. The organizational group will try to schedule meeting the first
week of November, but not on November 4th

9. New Business
a. Public Comment
i. No comment
b. Tourism Board Ideas and Comments
i. No comment

10. Adjournment

a. Jon Johnson motioned to adjourn, Nick Tallent seconded, all approved



Town of Pagosa Springs Monthly Lodgers Tax Collections

2015 %
Change vs
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2014
January $ 22,904.43 | $ 23,544.00 | $ 24,228.00 | $ 27,295.00 | $ 26,943.65 | $ 28,916.00 | $32,499.75| $35,389.65| $32,884.65 -7.08%
February $ 20,543.13 [ $ 17,002.00 | $ 19,360.78 | $ 21,960.24 | $ 21,824.65 | $ 26,003.00 | $25,510.87 $31,222.00( $31,004.00 -0.70%
March $ 33,516.00 | $ 31,216.00 | $ 29,925.00 | $ 34,928.74 | $ 37,350.40 | $ 43,034.00 | $40,383.00( $49,398.65| $49,776.33 0.76%
April $ 15,879.04 | $ 12,500.00 | $ 15,186.00 | $ 15,765.00 | $ 16,830.71 | $ 16,911.65 | $17,607.00( $24,063.75| $24,617.91 2.30%
May $ 20,590.00 | $ 19,276.00 | $ 21,949.00 | $ 21,049.00 | $ 21,758.00 | $ 24,283.00 | $26,942.73 $33,230.00( $34,880.00 4.97%
June $ 31,803.61 | $ 29,041.00 | $ 32,622.11 | $ 37,539.26 | $ 36,091.00 | $ 40,508.45 | $44,148.14 $52,611.00 $51,355.13 -2.39%
July $ 43,728.00 | $ 44,693.00 | $ 50,124.71 | $ 51,931.50 | $ 57,316.65 | $ 52,571.99 | $56,190.71 $64,680.65| $68,178.00 5.41%
August $ 35,610.05 [ $ 38,092.00 | $ 42,307.85 | $ 41,714.00 | $ 44,944.49 | $ 49,948.65 | $52,182.92 $63,774.65| $58,856.00 -71.71%
September $ 36,500.00 | $ 32,363.75 | $ 35,610.05 | $ 41,333.05 | $ 44,019.85 | $ 42,499.79 | $42,615.00| $48,243.80
October $ 25,264.55 | $§ 22,041.46 | $ 25,764.55 | $ 28,857.93 | $ 30,661.54 | $ 27,482.50 | $35,281.65| $37,303.65
November $ 14,866.00 | $ 16,232.00 [ $ 19,815.65 | $ 21,348.00 | $ 27,542.05 | $ 23,180.44 | $27,340.00| $28,446.00
December $ 31,652.00 | $ 31,934.69 | $ 35,456.65 | $ 40,197.65 | $ 41,931.00 | $ 40,345.00 | $43,900.00 $41,094.00
Total $332,856.81 | $317,935.90 | $352,350.35 | $383,919.37 | $407,213.99 | $415,684.47 |$444,601.77| $509,457.80 | $292,696.02
$$ Difference
(over previous
year) $(14,920.91) | $ 34,414.45 | $ 31,569.02 | $ 23,294.62 | $§ 8,470.48 | $28,917.30 $64,856.03| ($2,818.33)
% Difference -4.48% 10.82% 8.96% 6.07% 2.08% 6.96% 14.59% -0.80%




2015 Audience Surveys

Travel Planner Requests and
Visitor Center Traffic
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2015 Travel Planner:
Survey Results
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Travel Planner Requests:
Survey Results (Audience)

« 4,240 responses

 Directly requested Travel Planner in 2015 (via
WWW. Visitpagosasprings.com)

 Traffic to website derived from online

advertisements, online searches, PR / Media,
etc

 Participated in optional survey
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http://www.visitpagosasprings.com

Travel Planner Requests:

Survey Results (Where do they Live)

State

Texas
Colorado
Oklahoma
Arizona
New Mexico
California
Missouri
Alabama
Kansas
lllinois

Florida

# of Responses

996
560
261
213
193
164
158
102
134
134

133

% of Total (4,240)
23.49%
13.21%
6.16%
5.02%
4.55%
3.87%
3.73%
2.41%
3.16%
3.16%

3.14%
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Travel Planner Requests:
Survey Results (Season)

« Summer Only = 58.54% (2482)

e Winter Only = 10.05% (426)

« Both Summer and Winter = 17.64% (748)
« No Season Indicated = 13.77% (584)
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Travel Planner Requests:
Survey Results (Interests)

Interest
Golf
Relocation
Winter Sports
Horseback Riding
Hunting & Fishing
Music & Nightlife
Shopping
Arts & Culture

# of Responses

410

426

667
1,116
1,211
1,375
1,583
1,670

% of Total (4,240)

9.67%
10.05%
15.73%
26.32%
28.56%
32.43%
37.33%
39.39%

SA
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Travel Planner Requests:
Survey Results (Interests)

Interest
Family Activities
Festivals / Events
Historic Sites
Dining
Outdoor Recreation
Sightseeing
Hot Springs

# of Responses
2,037
2,222
2,318
2,398
2,424
2,797
2,810

% of Total (4,240)

48.04%
52.41%
54.67%
56.56%
S57.17%
65.97%
66.27%
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Travel Planner Requests:

Top 5 Interests - Summer

Interest
Hot Springs
Nature & Sightseeing
Dining
Outdoor Recreation
Historic Sites

Festivals & Events

% of Total (2,482)

71.43%
71.03%
62.41%
61.12%
58.82%

55.84%
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Travel Planner Requests:
Top 5 Interests - Winter

Interest
Hot Springs
Dining
Outdoor Recreation
Nature & Sightseeing
Ski & Snowboard

Family Travel & Activities

% of Total (426)
71.60%
65.73%
60.56%
59.86%
58.69%
55.63%
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Travel Planner Requests:
Top 5 Interests - Arts & Culture

Interest % of Total (426)
Nature & Sightseeing 84.65%
Hot Springs 83.79%
Historic Sites 83.11%
Dining 81.92%
Festivals & Events 79.40%
PAGOSA.

SPRINGS



Travel Planner Requests:
Top 5 Interests - Family Travel

Interest % of Total (426)
Hot Springs 84.19%
Nature & Sightseeing 83.06%
Outdoor Recreation 77.07%
Dining 73.49%
Historic Sites 71.08%
PAGOSA.

SPRINGS



Travel Planner Requests:
Top 5 Interests - Outdoor Recreation

Interest % of Total (426)
Nature & Sightseeing 84.65%
Hot Springs 83.79%
Dining 70.92%
Historic Sites 68.32%
Festivals & Events 68.28%
PAGOSA.

SPRINGS



Travel Planner Requests:
Top 5 Interests - Festival & Events

Interest % of Total (426)
Hot Springs 85.42%
Nature & Sightseeing 84.70%
Dining 77.99%
Historic Sites 76.01%
Outdoor Recreation 74.48%
PAGOSA.
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Travel Planner Requests:
How They Heard About Us

Youtube 0.06%
Trade Show 0.12%
Newspaper Ad | 0.24%
0,
Article 1.22%
Magazine Ad 1.43%
Facebook 1.55%
2.10%
Colorado Welcome Center
Other Category:
» Social Media
Official State Vacation Guide 5.14% * Friends / Family
14.65% . PI’eVIOl’JS Visit
Internet Ad * Doesn’t remember
24.57%
Search Engine °
46.64%
Other o /\/\
0 400 PAGOS#e
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Travel Planner Requests:
How Soon are They Traveling

Within the next 6-12 months
20%

Within 1-3 months
51%

Withint3=6rmonths
2995
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Travel Planner Requests:
Traveling Within 1-3 Months

Season that Guide was Ordered
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Travel Planner Requests:
Traveling Within 6 Months

56%
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Travel Planner Requests:
Traveling Within 12 Months

Season that Guide was Ordered
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Visitor Center Traffic:
Survey Results
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Visitor Center Traffic:
Survey Results (Audience)

« 894 Responses
 Participated in optional survey
 Stopped in Visitor Center during 2015
e 571 1st time visitor (63.87%)
« 318 repeat visitor (35.57%)
« 5 were apparently unsure
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Visitor Center Traffic:
Survey Results (Length of Stay)

Length of Stay # of Responses % of Total (894)
Passing Thr.ough / 999 25 62%
Day Trip
1 121 13.53%
2 127 14.21%
3 95 10.63%
4 60 6.71%
5 or more 252 28.19%
Unknown 10 1.12%

e A
SPRINGS



Visitor Center Traffic:
Survey Results (Accommodations)

Accomodations # of Responses % of Total (894)
Hotel / Motel 224 25.06%
Bed & Breakfast 2 0.22%
Time Share 128 14.32%
Vacation Rentals 129 14.43%
Friends/Family 52 5.82%
Camping / RV 97 10.85%
Other 262 29.31%

FAGUSA.

SPRINGS



Texas

Colorado

New Mexico

Arizona

Oklahoma

Arkansas
Florida
Utah
Louisiana

Missouri

Visitor Center Traffic:

Where are they From?

® OK ® AZ © NM ® CO ® TX

41 Different
States were
Represented by
Visitor Center
Sign Ins

PAGOSA
e s



10
11
12

Visitor Center Traffic:
Where are they From?

Travel Planner Visitor Center Traffic
Texas Texas
Colorado Colorado
Oklahoma New Mexico 9 of top 12 States that
Arizona Arizona Requested Travel
New Mexico Oklahoma Planners are also in
California Arkansas the Top 12 States
Missour Florida Represented at the
Alabama Utah Visitor Center
Kansas Louisiana
lllinois Missouri
Florida Oregon AN
Arkansas California PAGOSA
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Visitor Center Traffic:
A Few Comments

« Tom was very helpful!

« Nice facility

« | always stop here and bring friends and family here. Great facility and friendly staff.

« Wonderful job keeping the river accessible to everyone

« Great information!

« Stopped in by accident. But delighted. Thank you. We will be back!

« Beautiful first impression! Our first time here, but definitely not the last!

« Beautiful! Great stop passing through. Your Visitors Center was informative and
delightful.

« Great help, knowledgable at visitors center

« Beautiful first impression! Our first time here, but definitely not the last!

« Thank you, so friendly

« Very nice center. Workers are fabulous!

« Excellent service

« Very friendly and helpful staff

« | really like the small town vibe. Very friendly. No one took my food. AN

« We really enjoyed your beautiful town. Thank you for being so welcoming to us. PAGOSA.
SPRINGS
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AGENDA DOCUMENTATION
REPORTS TO COUNCIL: IV

PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL OCTOBER 22, 2015
FrROM: ZACH RICHARDSON, TOWN BUILDING OFFICIAL

PROJECT: DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING & FIRE SAFETY REPORT

ACTION: UPDATE AND Discussi

ON

COMMERCIAL BUILDING ACTIVITY:

Walmart received an additional extension on its temporary Certificate of Occupancy (CO) for 90 days,
until December 17, 2015. Prior to issuance of a final CO, the following issues shall be completed:

landscaping, fire issues, and parking lot lighting.

City Market is nearly complete with their interior remodeling project. Issues under review include the
fire alarm, Starbucks coffee shop addition, new roof and loading docks. The Department plans on

issuing a Certificate of Completion during the month of October.

Hometown Food Markets completed the interior remodeling — addition of a customer service counter
and walls, installation of new refrigeration equipment, and have addressed the mechanical and electrical
issues. The store opened for business on August 25 and has received a Certificate of Occupancy.

Hospital and Medical Arts Building Expansion plans have been placed on hold until spring 2016.

BUILDING PROJECTS:

The Department issued the following building permits:

JUuLY AUGUST SEPT YEAR TO DATE
Commercial - Addition 1 0 0 8
Commercial — Improvement 0 0 0 6
Commercial — New 0 0 1 1
Misc-Accessory Structures 0 0 1 2
Residential — Addition 2 2 0 7
Residential — Improvement 0 0 1 4
Residential — New 1 0 1 12
Permits Issued 4 2 3 40
Total Project Valuation: $150,543.02 $12,450.00 $3,173,1000.00 | $9,297,687.02

During the month of September, the following building files were closed — completed in accordance

with the approved plans:

¢ Single Family Residence Addition — San Juan Street
e Rez Hill Grill — Hot Springs Boulevard
e Cobblestone Townhomes (2 units) — Cobblestone Lane

Page 1 of 2
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e Riverwalk Condos (4 units) — S. 5" Street
e Seeds of Learning Shade Canopy — S. 7" Street

As of this report, the Department has 94 active building permits.

BUILDING DEPARTMENT TRAINING AND CONTINUED EDUCATION:

Building Official/Fire Marshall is not planning any training during the month of October.
Certified Permit Technician/Associate Planner Margaret Gallegos is preparing for the Residential Plans
Examiner certification and will attend a weeklong class in Denver in preparation for the written exam.

BUILDING INFRACTIONS:

Legal Issues: The Department continues to work with legal counsel to follow-up on building code
violations, including several businesses operating without an approved Town business license/contractor
work permit.

Asbestos Demolition Project - Complete: The fifth street mobile home park is gone. The State of
Colorado approved eight demolition permits — those tested positive have taken steps to remedy the
situation and four homes have been demolished and the remaining four were removed. A permit was
issued in September to Bent Pines Holdings to begin the “Pagosa Junction” eight-plex condominium
foundations.

Page 2 of 2 Town Building Department Report



AN AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

‘PAGOSA_ REPORTS To COUNCIL:IV

SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: DENNIS FORD, MAAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR

PROJECT: MAINTENANCE DEPARTMENT REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

MAINTENANCE UPDATE

Staff has been doing their daily tasks in maintaining Town Facilities. Staff installed gutters at the Visitor Center.

Staff has been in contact with two firework companies and is soliciting proposals to supply and conduct the firework
display for July 4, 2016. To date, a quote has not been received from either company.

Geothermal System has been turned on. System is presently running good. Water loss is under 1.1 gallons per minute.
Staff worked with the Archuleta County School District on a geothermal energy audit. Staff tapped a new geothermal
connection for a residential customer on Lewis Street.

Staff covered Sanitation Department while Sanitation personnel were on leave. Assisted the Streets Department in crack
filling. Poured sidewalk for Parks Department at Yamaguchi Park. Staff is working on estimates for remodel at the Visitor
Center.
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SPMNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: CANDACE DzIELAK, COURT ADMINISTRATOR

PROJECT: MUNICIPAL COURT, DEPARTMENT REPORT
ACTION: UPDATE

IN-COURT AcTIVITY UPDATE AND SUPERVISION CASELOAD UPDATE
COURT SESSIONS ~ Four (4) court sessions were conducted in September 2015.

Pagosa Springs Municipal Court
Pagosa Springs Municipal Court Current Supervision Caseload
September 2015 October 15, 2015
Case Characteristics Total % of
Total Cases Docketed 85 Caseload
Traffic 23 Cases Under Supervision 77 —

Adults 22

Juveniles 1 Juveniles 20 23.94%

Criminal 62 Adults 57 76.06%

Adults 34 Males 45 56.34%

Juveniles 28 Females 32 43.66%

TOTAL WORKLOAD UNITS 159.94

STAFFING

1) Deputy Court Clerk ~ On September 17, 2015, the Council approved the hiring of a Deputy Court Clerk for
the Municipal Court. The Deputy Court Clerk position was opened on October 1, 2015, and the deadline for
application submission was October 16, 2015. Interviews for the position will be conducted on October 27,
2015.

2) Presiding Judge ~ On October 6, 2015, the Council approved an employment agreement for Presiding Judge
William Anderson. Additionally, on October 6, 2015, the Council approved Resolution 2015-16 re-
appointing Judge William Anderson for a four-year term.

2016 BUDGET
1) On September 21, 2015, the Court Administrator reviewed the Court’s proposed 2016 budget with the Town
Manager and Town Clerk. Upon discussion, 2015 year-end estimated expenditures were adjusted, and the
2016 proposed budget was established. Except for additional staffing costs, the 2016 Municipal Court budget
proposal does not deviate significantly from the 2015 approved budget.

Pagosa Springs Municipal Court, Department Report, October 2015
Page1lof1
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADDO October 22nd, 2015

FRoM: DARREN LEWIS, PARKS & RECREATION DIRECTOR

PROJECT: PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT REPORT
ACTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION UPDATE
The latest Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC) meeting was held October 13th; the minutes from this meeting are
attached for your review. The next PRC meeting will be held Tuesday, November 10th at 5:30 p.m. in Town Hall.

RECREATION PROGRAMS UPDATE
Youth basketball for ages 7-8 started October 12th and is scheduled to end November 19th. Gymnastics started October
12th for four weeks. There will be one more session offered before the end of the year.

PARKS UPDATE
Allirrigation lines have been blown out for the winter. New trees and shrubs will be installed at Yamaguchi Park the week
of Oct. 26™. A new sidewalk on the south side of Yamaguchi bathrooms has been completed.

The new playground equipment for Town Park is scheduled to be delivered the week of Oct. 19" and installed the week of
October 26" or November 2. A map of the location of the new playground equipment has been attached.

Work on the Geothermal Greenhouse Project is underway in Centennial Park.



Minutes - Parks and Recreation Commission
Date - 13 October 2015
Commissioners in Attendance - deGraaf, Gadomski, Highum, Pettus.

5:35 pm - Call to order
Minutes from Sept 2015 meeting were not approved due to the lack of a quorum.

Dept Head reports
- New play structure will be installed in Town Park by early November 2015.

- The County agreed to fund the Skate Park addition.

- Landscaping is happening at Yamaguchi Park.

- Alterations to the Observation Deck on Reservoir Hill were approved.

- Restrooms to be installed at Centennial Park.

- The Town will submit a GOCO grant to aid in the replacement of the Springs Bridge.

- The Town is looking to provide after school programs for kids at the Community Center.

New Business

- Wind Harp - Ross Barrable presented a wind harp that he would like to have installed on the
Springs Bridge. The harp would be donated by Mr. Barrable who would also assume
responsibility for any maintenance or repair due to vandalism. All agreed that this would be a
wonderful addition to the bridge and enhance the sound space of the area.

- Ice Rink - Brian Collabolletta proposed the temporary placement of an ice rink in Town Park
for the winter. The rink would be smaller in size (approx 60’ x 100’) than last year’s rink and
would be placed adjacent to the gravel pullout on the North side of Hermosa Street. Temporary
installation of 3 telephone poles would be necessary to shade the rink from the devastating
effects of the sun. The poles will be removed in the spring when the ice rink is disassembled.

- Secretary - Jenny Highum offered to be the secretary for the Parks and Rec commission.

Other Business

- Stephen Durham of the Pagosa Area Tourism Board presented on their desire to add bike
racks to the downtown area. A poll conducted by the Visiters Center revealed that many feel
that the Town needs to be more accommodating to cyclists. The tourism board has allocated
$10,000 to purchase bike racks. The Commission all agreed that we prefer quality over quantity
and tasked Stephen with finding appealing racks. Exact placement of the racks will be
determined at a later date.

Adjournment — 7pm



Town Park
Hermosa Street

Location of placement of new playground equipment.

o
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SP]EQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: JAMES DICKHOFF, PLANNING DIRECTOR

PROJECT: PLANNING DEPARTMENT REPORT
ACTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

HisTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD (HPB) UPDATE
The DRAFT September 15, 2015 and the October 7, 2015 meeting minutes are attached for TC’s reference. The
October 14" HPB has been cancelled.
In summary:
On October 7, 2015, the HPB:
1) Approved a certificate of alteration for 486 Lewis Street (High Country Title) and the proposed exterior
building improvements with a few contingencies.
2) Briefly discussed a private citizens nomination to Colorado Preservation, Inc. of the County Courthouse
as an Endangered Place.
3) As aresult of our grant application for the restoration of the Rumbaugh Creek Bridge, the HPB discussed
the process of listing the Rumbaugh Creek stone arched bridge as a local landmark. The following public
hearings have been set for this consideration: HPB November 18", TC November 19* and December 1.

Due to the Veterans Day holiday, the Next regular HPB meeting is on November 18, 2015 at 5:15 pm.

PLANNING CoMmmMmissION (PC) UPDATE

The September 22, 2015 and the October 13, 2015 PC meeting minutes are attached for TC's reference. The
October 8, 2015 PC meeting was cancelled.

In summary:

On September 22, 2015 the PC:

1) The PC approved a recommendation for Town Council to prohibit temporary signage for businesses that
have an electronic message center sign.

2) Discussed the consideration for a recommendation to TC to allow smaller single family residential lot sizes
in the R-12 and R-18 districts. This consideration is consistent with current density allowances, and may
provide smaller affordable single family homes for work force housing options. The PC directed staff to
bring this item back the Town Council for further direction. After the meeting, the PC Chair asked staff to
include this item on the PC agenda for October 13 for further PC discussion, before bringing to Town
Council.

On October 13, 2015, the PC:
1) Further discussed the consideration for a recommendation to TC to allow smaller single family
residential lot sizes in the R-12 and R-18 districts. The PC provided the following recommendation for
Town Council’s consideration “
2) Approved a variance application for 319 S. Eighth Street, allowing the owner to construct a covered entry
porch along the street side with a 5 foot set back from the property line.

The next regularly Scheduled Planning Commission meeting is on November 10, 2015. The October 27 PC
meeting has been cancelled



PIEDRA STREET RE-CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

The project is substantially complete and is open to the public. The Planning Director researched the omission of
the 9t Street curb cut, and determined the town Project Manager had signed the change order authorizing the
curb cut to be removed from the project.

SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL GRANT

Safe routes to school has issued a notification of the availability of infrastructure grants for 2016, with a grant
deadline of January 8, 2015. Projects can request up to $300,000 in grant funding, however, there is only
$2,000,000 available state wide for infrastructure grants. Staff will work with the local Safe Routes coalition and
look at potential projects that would be eligible for this funding and bring them to Town Council for
consideration. A minimum 20% cash match is required. Eligible projects include sidewalks, bike paths and
crosswalks, that can be legitimately considered as providing a safe route for K-8 grad students to and from
schools.

WATER WORKS FACILITY STATE HISTORIC HUND GRANT APPLICATION

Staff has submitted a grant application with the State Historical Funds for the restoration of the Water Works
building located at 96 first Street. Award notification are excepted in April. The estimated project cost is
$183,153.00 and the requested grant funding is $137,365.00 with a town cash match of $45,788.25.

MAJESTIC DRIVE

Staff was successful in being awarded an additional $75,000 in CMAQ funds for the Majestic Drive paving
project, though we will not be able to utilize all of the $75,000 for the Majestic Drive project, the remaining
balance will be requested to be rolled into our future CMAQ paving project grant awards.

GEOTHERMAL GREENHOUSE PROJECT

The Geothermal Greenhouse partnership project site work has begun. Site work completion is expected by the
end of October, depending on weather. The GGP will then solicit funding for the actual greenhouse domes, and
expect to have one installed next year.




. Town of Pagosa Springs Historic Preservation Board
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

Call to Order / Roll Call: Chair Brad Ash called the meeting to order at 5:58 pm. Present were
Board members Peggy Bergon, Judy James, Chrissy Karas, Andre Redstone, Lindsey Smith and
Associate Planner Margaret Gallegos.

Announcements: None

Approval of Minutes: Motion made by Member Karas, seconded by Member Redstone and
unanimously carried to approve the August 12, 2015 and September 9, 2015 Historic
Preservation Board regular meeting minutes as presented.

Public Comment: None

Sign Review: None

Landmark Designations: None

Alteration Certificate Review: None

Tax Credit Review: None

Project Review: None

X. Decision Items:

1) Visitors Center Heritage Brochure: The Board expressed concerns with the content and
possible legal ramifications for the material published in the Visitors Center Heritage
Brochure. The Board felt that the printed material contains inaccurate historic information,
lacks factual details and has numerous grammar errors. The Board concluded that it wants to
address its concerns to the Town officials; specifically the Town Council since it endorsed,
and possibly approved, the publication. The Board, once again, offered its assistance with
providing researched factual historic information and wants to be included in the re-print of
the brochure. The Board also suggested that a 3" party become involved to assess and
evaluate the historic facts and provide input for its re-print.

Motion by Member Redstone, seconded by Member Bergon and unanimously carried
to request staff to consult with the Town Manager as to the appropriate channels for
the HPB to submit a letter of recommendation and to whom it should be directed
and/or addressed.

Motion by Member Redstone, seconded by Member Karas and unanimously carried
that Chair Ash craft a letter, to be sent through the appropriate channels, addressing
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2)

the Board’s concern regarding the Visitor Center Heritage Brochure and its likely
reprint.

Establishing Parliamentary Procedures for HPB meetings: The HPB discussed at their
last meeting the interest in establishing parliamentary procedures for HPB meetings. Member
Bergon presented the following suggestions for the HBP’s consideration. The general intent
of this effort is providing clear procedures for conducting orderly and productive meetings.

PRESENTING BUSINESS

~The Chair introduces the topic briefly

~A speaker must always be recognized by the chair

~The way to present business is to create a motion. “I move that....”

~An idea is not discussed first and then a motion made; it is the other way around

~To make a motion the member must obtain the floor; motions are stated in the positive

~Motion made i.e. “Let’s have a picnic” Seconded, chair states M & S, asks for discussion, members
now have the right to debate and discuss

~ The motion can be restated by anyone, seconded, discussed, vote

DEBATE PROTOCOL

~One person may speak at a time without repeating what has already been stated

~A speaker must always be recognized by the chair

~All comments are made through the Chair, even if directed towards another member. No cross
conversations or interruptions. Even mentioning another member’s name is discouraged.

~All comments must pertain to the motion

~Remember a second means, “let’s discuss it, not, I agree”

~Debate times must be respected unless % member vote amends limits

~The member who made the motion has the first right to speak

~When a member makes a motion it belongs to them and they may modify or withdraw it until the
chair repeats the motion. Once that happens, it belongs to the assembly and changes may be
suggested

~Each member may speak 2 times; it is a courtesy to state whether you are speaking for or against the
motion

~Unanimous consent: In cases where there seems to be no objection to routine business, the chair
can merely state, “If there is no objection...” and state the desired action. This saves considerable
time from making and voting on motions. The maker of a motion can rescind his or her own motion
using this phrase, but only before it belongs to the assembly.

FORMAL MEETINGS
~A meeting in which strict parliamentary rules apply
~Always in place for Boards larger than 12 members

INFORMAL MEETINGS

~For Boards of less than 12 members
~The person presiding can make motions, and vote on motions
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~Members can often discuss ideas before they make a motion

~Motions do not need to be seconded

~When all members state they know what they are voting on, having a formal motion is not necessary
for the vote (though recommended)

~The presiding officer can return to formal rules of conducting a meeting and declare that formal
Parliamentary Procedure Rules are in place

GENERAL GUIDELINES

~Meetings shall have a declared beginning and ending time

~Adopting the agenda at the beginning of a meeting means it then takes % vote to add an item

~No agenda item may exceed the allotted time frame without % member vote, any member of the
board or audience may declare time and request moving the meeting forward

~All societies specify how long a member shall speak; any board member may declare time is up
~After the reading of the minutes and corrections are made, no motion is needed, they are approved
as read or corrected without a vote

Motion by Member James, seconded by Member Bergon and unanimously carried to
adopt the Parliamentary Procedures, as presented and sourced from Robert of Rules of
Order, 10" Edition, pages 31-54 and 342-351, as the Board’s guidelines for its operating
procedures.

XI. Discussion Items: None
XI1. Public Comment: None
XIIl. Reports and Comments:
A. Historic Preservation Board Discussion and Ideas: Member Redstone requested that the
Board consider a referral mechanism that provides guidance to the Board members for
representing the Board during public events / meetings. Motion by Member Redstone,
seconded by Member James, and unanimously carried to add the topic of HPB

representation on the next HPB meeting for discussion.

XIV. Adjournment: Meeting duly adjourned at 7:40 pm.

By: Brad Ash, Historic Preservation Board Chair
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VI.

VII.

Call to Order / Roll Call: Vice Chair Peggy Bergon called the meeting to order at 5:50 pm.
Present were Board members Judy James, Chrissy Karas (arrived at 5:58 PM), Alternate
Member Lindsey Smith, Planning Director James Dickhoff and Associate Planner Margaret
Gallegos. Members Brad Ash and Andre Redstone were absent. Vice Chair Bergon designated
Alternate Member Smith as a voting member.

Announcements: None

Approval of Minutes: Motion made by Member James, seconded by Member Smith and
unanimously carried to approve the September 15, 2015 Historic Preservation Board
regular meeting minutes as presented.

Public Comment: None
Sign Review: None
Landmark Designations:

A. Rumbaugh Creek Stone Arched Bridge, Local Landmark Designation: Planning
Director Dickhoff reported that during the State Historic Fund office review of the pending grant
award contract, they identified that the Rumbaugh Creek Stone Ached Bridge is not included in
the Water Works building/property local landmark designation, and thus, needs to be designated
by the Town as a local landmark for the grant contract to proceed. He stated that the Land Use
and Development Code ( LUDC), public noticing is required and staff will advertise the public
notice for a November 18, 2015 Historic Preservation Board (HPB) public hearing, November
19, 2015 Town Council (TC) public hearing and December 1, 2015 TC public hearing for two
readings of the ordinance. As part of the designation, an area around the actual bridge may need
to be within the designated area, to ensure that can expend SHF grant funds on items around the
bridge perimeter. Staff suggests, and the Board concurred, that the Town consider designating
just the immediate area around the bridge. A survey and legal description are being developed
for the designation process. The Board accepted that this item is being reviewed at this meeting
in preparation for the bridge local landmark designation and as an update for the SHF Grant
Contract for the bridge restoration.

Alteration Certificate Review:

A. 486 Lewis Street exterior Alteration Application: On October 2, 2015, the Planning
Department received the application from Tracy & Karen Bunning for exterior alterations at 486
Lewis Street, currently the “High Country Title” business. The property is not listed; however, it
is located within the historic district. The property survey, conducted in 2001, was provided to
the Board.
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The Exterior Alteration proposed work includes:

1) Remove existing siding materials, and install:
a. New siding, Smart side 10” lap siding (cedar texture), colored Sherwin Williams
“Clary Sage Green” (SW6178).
b. New cultured stone wainscoting, from Eldorado stone as shown on plans.

2) Remove existing window, door framed awnings, and install with new rustic hand hewn
timber framed awnings with rusty metal roofing.

3) Remove existing south entrance stairs and construct new ADA compliant wheel chair
ramp and new stairs. This improvement includes a concrete ramp/stair structure with
black painted metal tube hand railing.

4) Remove signage as indicated on the Architect drawings and reinstall.
5) Remove existing flashing and Install new metal cap over roof parapet wall.

6) Remove existing corbel detail and Install new 2x6 hand hewn over 2x12 hand hewn
cornice detail.

7) Remove and Replace existing exterior light globes.

8) All doors and windows to remain, no changes.
Additionally,

1) The existing Oval Sign located on the south face of the building is being removed and
replaced with the sign and bracket shown on sheet A-202. This sign will be located at the
south eastern corner of the building (above ADA ramp), and shown on the plan view on
sheet A-201 as a dashed line from the lower left hand corner of the building. The sign
bracket is proposed to be black metal angle iron. Sign will be same colors as the sign on
the colored sheet A-203. The sign material is natural wood that is carved, sand blasted
and painted.

2) The awning hand hewn timbers will be stained with a light natural stain, to bring out the
red grain of the hem fir lumber.

3) The Smart side lap siding is a composite siding material, and has a similar wood grain
texture as Hardi-Plank concrete board siding, similar to the Devore house siding, at 480
Lewis Street.

4) Cornice cap flashing is proposed as a brown colored metal flashing.

Planning Director Dickhoff reported the following analysis:
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The Historic Resource Survey conducted in 2001. The building appears to incorporate two or
more original buildings, with original construction in 1890, and the building’s exterior materials
appeared to be less than 20 years old at the time of the survey. With that information, it would
appear that there are no historically significant architectural features that will be affected by the
proposed exterior alteration.

The property/building does not appear to have any significant architectural historic features. The
proposed alterations are substantially consistent with the historic district as it relates to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

Historic Business District and Local Landmark Design Guidelines - the property/building does
not appear to have any significant architectural historic features. The proposed alterations are
substantially consistent with the historic district.

Land Use Development Code:

1) Staff is working with the applicant regarding the oval sign and its height above the
highest portion of the building. A solution may be a raised parapet wall to accommodate
a sign area.

2) Staff is working the applicant regarding the proposed exterior lighting globe replacement,
which are not necessarily compliant with TOPS exterior lighting regulations.

3) Snow anchors may be required on the new over sidewalk awnings for pedestrian
protection.

4) Approval from Town Council maybe required for the awning projection over the public
ROW.

The Board considered the proposed “Exterior Alteration Certificate Application” as it applies to
the standards set forth in the Town’s LUDC, Historic Business District & Local Landmark
Design Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and took the
following action:

Moved by Member Karas, Seconded by Member James, and unanimously carried to
APPROVE the Alteration Certificate and the Proposed Exterior Alterations for 486 Lewis
Street, finding the application, signs and proposed work is in substantial compliance with
the Town’s Land Use Development Code, the Town’s Historic Business District and Local
Landmark Design Guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation, with the following contingencies: 1) Planning Director Dickhoff review the
back wall and the proposed metal siding, and make a decision, if acceptable to the Town
code; and 2) lighting fixtures be brought back to the HPB for review and decision.
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VIIl. Tax Credit Review: None

IX.  Project Review: None

X. Decision Items: None

XI. Discussion Items:
A. County Courthouse, Endangered Places Nomination by private citizen: Planning
Director Dickhoff reported that staff has received notification from a private citizen, Rodney
Profit, that he has nominated the Archuleta County Courthouse as an endangered place with
Colorado Preservation, Inc. and plans to work with the applicant and the office of the Colorado
Preservation, Inc., for any needed information regarding the application.

XIl. Public Comment: None

XIIl. Reports and Comments: None

XIV. Adjournment: Meeting duly adjourned at 6:51 pm.

By: Peggy Bergon,
Historic Preservation Board Vice-Chair
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Town of Pagosa Springs
Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments & Design Review Board
Regular Scheduled Meeting Minutes

September 22, 2015
Town Hall, Council Chambers, 551 Hot Springs Boulevard, Pagosa Springs, Colorado 81147

Call to Order / Roll Call: Commission Chair Ron Maez called the meeting to order at 5:30 PM.
Commissioners Heidi Martinez, Kathie Lattin, Peter Adams, Greg Giles were present.
Alternative Member Natalie Woodruff was absent. Also present were Planning Director James
Dickhoff, Associate Planner Margaret Gallegos, Pagosa Fire Protection District Assistant Chief
Randy Larson and Fire Marshall David Hartman, and County Planning Manager John Shepard.

Announcements. PC Dickhoff noted that the Town Council approved a new Associate Planner
position within the Planning Department and advertisements to fill the position are in process
with an anticipated fill date in November. The new positon will continue full-time into 2016.

Approval of Minutes: Motion by Member Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez to
approve the August 25, 2015 Planning Commission regular meeting minutes as presented.

Public Comment: None received.

Board of Adjustments: None

Planning Commission:

A. Electronic Message Center Sign Regulation Regar ding Prohibiting Temporary
Signage: Planning Director Dickhoff reported that on April 28, 2015 the Planning Commission
made a recommendation to the Town Council regarding specific regulations for allowing
Electronic Message Center (EMC) signs. On June 2, 2015, the TC approved moving forward
with specific regulations for consideration as an ordinance for LUDC revisions. Planning
Director Dickhoff presented the June 2, 2015 TC minutes and summarizing the TC' s decision in
which the following regulations will be included in an ordinance for their consideration on
October 6, 2015.

1) Allow EMC swithin sign zone 2.

2) Allow EMC swithin sign zone 1 (TC approved with 2 TC opposed).

3) Prohibit EMC’sinresidential districts and the Historic district.

4) Limit to no more than one message change each 5 minute period. (TC approved with 1
TC opposed).

5) Require a5 second phase-out and 5 second phase-in for changing messages.

6) Limit thelight level output to 0.3 Foot-candles.

7) Exemption for Temperature/Time display signs, meeting light level to 0.3 Foot-candles.

8) Exemption for Gas Station pricing signs, meeting light level to 0.3 Foot-candles.

9) Limit ECM’sto freestanding and wall signs only.

10) Restrict EMC signs no more than 30% of total wall sign or freestanding sign.

11) EMC s shall not be the predominant element of any sign.

12) Provide a LUDC definition for ECM’s.
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13) EMC sign regulations shall apply to al EMC signs located inside a building and visible
from a public sidewalk or public street.

14) Limit to no more than one EMC sign per property.

15) No Limit on number of Colors used (TC approve with 1 opposed).

16) Text shall be the lighter color and the background shall be the darker color.

17) EMC signs shall have automatic dimming software or solar sensors to control brightness
for nighttime viewing and variations in ambient light.

18) EM C messages shall be static. Moving messages and Animation shall be prohibited.

Temporary Signage for Business that has EMC Signs. PD Dickhoff reported that Town
Council directed staff to bring to the Planning Commission, the consideration of prohibiting
temporary sign permits for businesses that have an EMC. Staff’s analysisis that a business that
has an Electronic Message Center sign, has the capability of displaying temporary messages,
thus, does not need the temporary sign provision. In previous research, Colorado Springs
incorporated a very similar prohibition for businesses with an EMC sign. In essence, staff
believes the use of an EMC sign, satisfies the need for temporary signage, thus, additional
temporary signage should be prohibited. Staff also recommends the temporary sign prohibition
regulation be based on a business, not property, since a property can have multiple tenants,
however, only one of those business tenants may have an EMC. There was also discussion and
PC support for Town Council to consider special provisions for public service announcement
EMC's, that may include for example; the School District, TTC and other community service
organizations to notify the public of school and sporting events, special events in Town, and
other community and civic notifications and aerts.

Motion by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Adams, unanimously carried
to APPROVE arecommendation for Town Council to prohibit temporary signage for
businesses that have electr onic message center signs.

Limiting Hours of Illumination: PD Dickhoff reported that the Town Council further directed
staff to work with the Planning Commission to ook into limiting the hours of operation for
EMC's. Town Council directed staff to ook into limiting hours of operation for EMC signs.

Staff reached out to a number of Colorado communities including Aspen, Breckenridge, Crested
Butte, Durango, Englewood, Steamboat, Telluride, Vail, Salida, Cortez, Frisco and Silverthorne;
aswell as afew non-Colorado towns. During the research, it was difficult to find communities
that restricted hours of illumination; however, we did identify the following communities that do
limit hours of business sign illumination, however, not specific to only EMC signs:

e Steamboat, Colorado: “ No sign shall be illuminated between 12:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. unless a
business establishment is open to the public.”
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¢ Middleton, Connecticut: “ Illuminated of signs should not be illuminated after 10pm or the close
of business, whichever islater.”

All communities that allowed EMC sign restricted foot candle readings to .3 foot candles, with
some further identifying foot candle readings at certain distances from the sign. Most all
communities generally referenced that sign illumination shall be shielded/concealed and shall not
provide un-necessary glare onto surrounding properties.

Motion by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez, motion carried
(Commissioner Adams opposed); to DENY arecommendation that Town Council
Recommend that Town Council not consider limiting hours of illumination of signs.

B. Continued Discussion and Possible Decision on Allowing Smaller Residential L ots for
Single Family Homesin R-12 and R-18 Districts: Planning Director Dickhoff reported that at
the August 25, 2015 PC meeting, the Planning Director briefly reviewed the topic of considering
the allowance for smaller single family dwelling lot sizesin the R-12 and R-18 districts. Staff
had also provided some reading materials for the PC as a discussion starting point on the topic.

As reported, staff has had, and continues to receive, many inquiries into the concept of allowing
smaller single family homes on smaller residential lots. Staff believes there is good reason and
merit to consider such a concept, as nationally, average family incomes and family sizes are
reducing, not increasing, and there is a national trend to alow smaller lots for smaller homes as
well as allowing accessory structure dwelling units (sheds/garages/outbuildings converted into
dwelling units).

Staff has reviewed the current LUDC language and regul ations regarding allowable densities and
minimum lot sizes. Following isan initial analysis for the R-12 and R-18 district only, asthey
support higher densities, and the fact that the R-6 district would only alow 1 dwelling unit on a
typical single 50'x150’ town lot (based on .17 acres per lot at 6 units per acre equates to one
dwelling unit per lot).

Residential Dwelling Densities: The R-12 (medium density) and R-18 (high density)
residentially zoned districts, support residential density. LUDC allowable dwelling densitiesin
R-12 allow up to 2 dwelling units on atypical 50° x 150" town lot, and, R-18 allows up to 3
dwelling units on atypical 50° x 150" town lot.

Lot Size Requlations: LUDC Article 5, outlines minimum lot sizes for the R-12 and the R-18
district.

~ Single family Dwelling lot size: Minimum 7500 S.F. lot size (the equivalent of atypical
50'x150' town lot).

~ Townhomes lot size: Minimum 3000 S.F. ot size.
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This LUDC standard would appear to support multi-family dwelling structures versus detached
Single Family Dwelling structures.

Required Y ard Setbacks. Both the R-12 and R-18 districts have the same setback requirements.
15 front yard, 10 rear yard and 5 foot side yard. Additionally, corner lots require a 10 foot side
setback along the secondary road.

Dwelling Unit Size, Minimum: The minimum dwelling unit sizeis 400 S.F. of living space,
consistent with the International Building Code. Typically, we see this minimum used for granny
flats and accessory dwelling units. The Tiny house movement is based on this 400 S.F. minimum
as a starting point for small dwelling sizes.

Lot Sizes: For purposes of comparison, staff looked at residential |ot Size minimumsin similar
communities within their urban residential zone districts. These provisions are separate than the
allowances for accessory rental dwelling units (converting outbuildings into arental dwelling
unit, typically accessed from the alley).

e Durango allows 3,500 S.F. residential lot sizes in for detached single family homes.

e Telluride allows 2,500 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes and
1,500 S.F residentia lot sizes for classified affordable housing.

e Frisco allows 3,000 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes and 4,000
minimum for Duplexes.

e Steamboat allows 2,500 S.F. residential ot sizes for detached single family homes with
an alley and 5,000 minimum for Duplexes.

o Crested Butte allows 3,750 S.F. residential |ot sizes for detached single family homes.

Vacation Rental Component: Staff reached out to the Town Attorney, who agrees that limiting
the allowance of Vacation Rentalsin our LUDC is acceptable, as long as there is reasoning on
why the LUDC limits vacation rentals in certain zone districts or under certain circumstances.
The Town LUDC aready limits vacation rentals in certain residential zone districts, only
allowing as a use by right in the MU-TC and MU-C districts and requiring a Conditional Use
Permit in the RA, RT, R-6, R-12 and R-18 districts.

Half Lot Size: Currently adetached single family dwelling lot is required to be 7500 S.F.
(50'x150") minimum. A half lot would be 3750 S.F. (approximately 50" x 75") with accesses
from the street and from the alley (or side street on corner lots).

Size Limits of Structure (house): The size of a structure (house) is limited based on the
following LUDC regulations.
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~ 15% landscaped areais required.

~ Mid-span roof height restrictionsare 24’ in R-12 and 35’ in R-18 district.

~ Off Street parking isrequired at a minimum of 2 spaces per each single family dwelling unit
(house).

~ 15 Front/ 5" Side/ 10’ rear yard setbacks, plus potential 15 min front yard setback for alley
fronted lots.

ACCESSto smaller lots: Accessto atypical 50'x150" town lot in the R-12 and R-18 districts
may be accommodated from the Street and from existing Alleys. Subdividing atypical town lot
into two parcels, would require access from the street for one lot and the alley for the second lat,
unless aflag pole driveway was designed into one of the parcels. Many downtown homes are
currently accessed from alleys.

Without an Alley: A flag pole driveway or access easement would need to be established, which
could drastically reduce the available building area on one |ot.

With an Alley: 1) Two detached single family homes on one |ot can be accommodated with
access from aley and street; 2) Three detached single family homes on one lot (R-18 only) may
present some challenges with the need for driveways that could drastically reduce the available
building area, though, if more than one lot is being used, then this concern may be a non-issue.

Corner Lots: A corner lot may have additional access opportunities from the side street.

Alley Setbacks and Parking Considerations: For alot with access from the aley, a 10 foot
rear yard setback may not be enough to accommodate the parking of avehicle, off the aley
ROW. Alleys do not have enough width to accommodate parking in the ROW, where a Street
typically has enough on-street or unimproved ROW available for parking, thus, under this
scenario, Alley accessed properties/lhomes would require parking considerations on the lot that
may include one of the following configurations:

1) Parallel parking up to two long.

2) Parking along side either of the home, garage or outside.

3) Pull in Parking into a garage or in front of the structure, requiring a minimum of 25 feet

clear space from the property/alley line.

Planning Director reported that he spoke with Town'’s streets supervisor, Chris Gallegos, he
agrees with the above parking arrangements and wants considerations for private property snow
removal/storage. Gallegos also wanted to ensure that trailers and other non-vehicle storage
would not occur and the streets/ alleys. The Town’s Municipal Code adopts the model traffic
code, which addresses the use of the Public ROW’ s and does not alow the parking of trailers on
town streets/aleys.
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Comparable Urban Residential Lot Sizes: Based on the research collected from the other
communities regarding alowable residential lot sizes in urban zoned residential districts, a half
lot of 3750 S.F. is consistent with Crested Butte, and larger than the allowable minimum lot sizes
in Durango, Steamboat, Telluride and Frisco. The Pagosa R-12 and R-18 residential districts are
urban in nature and similar to the urban residential districts identified in the provided comparable
community lot sizes.

Public Utility Easements. Property subdivisions (and all plat amendments) require the
dedication of perimeter public utility easements on the new plat to ensure access to utility main
lines for connections. This existing LUDC will ensure a half ot has amble access to utilities
from the opposite street or alley ROW.

Emergency Vehicle Access. Alleys are frequently accessed and used by emergency vehicles.
Asistypical in any fire emergency, fire crews pull from the nearest fire hydrant, and stretch
hoses across neighboring properties. During the lot development planning and approval process,
ensuring that alleys will not be blocked due to park cars extending into the alley will be required
to be mitigated in the site planning and approval process.

Hard surfaces Alley improvements. There are no plansto hard surface alleys if the small lot
scenario is considered for approval. It is possible that CMAQ paving funds could be available;
however, most ROW substrate base materials do not meet current specifications, resulting in
road base reconstruction projects instead of a paving project. Many of the town’s we have used
for comparison have gravel alleys. Drainage is always a concern that is reviewed during site
plan approval. Staff would work directly with the Streets department on each specific project to
identify drainage issues that can be mitigated as part of the devel opment of the lot, and may
include easements for drainage or drainage considerations on the lot.

Staff also provided the Commission with the following documents: 1) Colorado Association of
Ski Town’s (CAST) report on Vacation Rentals, Workforce housing section; and 2) Staff had
included a few articles at the August 11 meeting packet for the PC’s consideration.

After PD Dickhoff’s presentation, Chair Maez opened the floor to comments and questions.

Randy Larson, Assistant Chief for Pagosa Fire Protection District had no objections to the use of
property. The Fire District recommendations include adequate access from alleyway, roads to be
all weather for access, adequate clearance for the power lines and cable that run through
properties — clearance for apparatus for access, and adequate turn around for dead end road —
more than 150 feet for turnaround of apparatus.

Commissioner Giles asked about the number of lots that would be affected and wanted
clarification that the process would only involve R-12 and R-18 properties. PD Dickhoff
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affirmed that R-12 & R-18 are the only properties involved but did not have information about
the number of lots affected. Giles later commented that ownership and use by owner of property
istheright of owners.

Commissioner Lattin commented that the Town Council should provide input and backing for
alley access and concept of smaller lots.

Commissioner Adams commented that he supports affordable housing because it equates to
increased density within community. An example that he used was on 7" Street in which alot
measures 50’ x 150" and has access from an aleyway with four units constructed and include
carports. Hefelt that developers are awaiting a decision, and the Town should collaborate with
other effected entities.

Commissioner Maez asked about the Koch property on South 8" Street. PD Dickhoff noted that
itisarental situation only, no separate ownership. However, the intent of smaller lotsisfor
people to pursue ownership — affordable land.

Commissioner Martinez asked if there is aminimum square footage for a mortgage.
Commissioner Lattin responded that for government loansit is 600 sg. ft. for the primary
residence with comparable in-house mortgages. She noted that devel opers want to solve
affordable housing problem and government programs are working toward workforce housing
solutions. Martinez asked PD Dickhoff if the required 15% landscape can be installed in
setbacks, he responded, “yes’. Martinez commented that if the lots were split it would create
two lots and in turn would incur two fees — utility, taxes, etc.

Commissioner Adams Peter said that exploring will take time, but the subdivision process can
happen now and felt that it isa quick solution for housing needs. Chair Maez asked Adams, as a
builder and devel oper, to recuse himself from the meeting because he felt that the has a conflict
of interest because he has a vested interest in the topic of smaller residential lots. PD Dickhoff
excused himself to check with legal counsel about conflict of interest. Upon his return, Dickhoff
stated that Adams does not have a conflict of interest because the topic is broad and is being
discussed for arecommendation to the Town Council —there is no conflict with perceived
benefits, no final determination, and Town Council can consider member professions when
making its decisions.

Commissioner Adams noted that he has experience with rental properties and the smaller lots not
solve workforce housing but will reduce rental rates, difficult for service industry — over the past
year rents have increased by 25%. He again stressed that he would like to create more affordable
housing. He said that the infrastructure costs are a big consideration by developers and it comes
down to a question of economics. In closing, he noted that building density equals building
population and in turn creates income for Town.
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David Hartman, PFPD Fire Marshall provided additional information about the need for Fire
Department access roads by highlighting the Fire Codes that are relevant from the Fire
Department’ s point of view — Sections 503 through 503.1.3. Hartman’s comments included that
1) the Fire Department’ s dedicated access codes are provided in Fire Code- significant for
protection and apparatus access roads; 2) the District utilizes 150 feet of hoses to get to and
around back of structures; 3) the road access dimensions are 20° wide x 13.6' high, unobstructed;
4) Fire Code Section 503.3 outlines surface, designed and maintained imposed loads for fire
apparatus — all weather driving conditions and the need to make snow removal within the

alleyways priority.

John Shepherd, County Planning Manager commented that rural county is his expertise and in
other counties, density is encouraged where the infrastructure is affected. The trend is toward
more flexibility for equity and larger lot sizes. Court cases are giving more options for single-
family residences. In some areas, alley accessis primary while others are not. In his personal
experience, good, long term rental is difficult to secure and is a problem across the board in other
areas. He appreciated that honest discussion, felt it was the best for Pagosa Springs to look at
others, and encouraged home ownership.

Motion by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez and motion carried
(Adams opposed) to DENY a recommendation to Town Council in support of allowing
3750 S.F. minimum lot sizesfor single family dwellingswithin the R-12 and the R-18
residential zone districtsand further to ask TC for guidancefor their consideration along
with other entities (ie, fire district and streets department) involvement and request a
future special meeting for open discussions.

Design Review Board: None

Public Comment: None received.

Reports and Comments:

A. Planning Commission — Commissioner Adams expressed concern with the 8" Street traffic
light, he commented that is very slow changing to “green” and when it changes, and it only
allows two to three cars the option to turn onto the Highway before turning “red” again.

Commissioner Martinez expressed concern with the 5 Street traffic light — slow access from
Lewis Street onto the Highway.

Planning Director Dickhoff reported that a meeting will be held on October 6 to readdress

CDOTs proposing street stripping of Highway, narrowing lanes and adding two drive lanes and
center turn lanes for five lanes from 12" Street to 7" Street, 3" and 1 street two travel lane and
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turn lane with bike lane. He noted that the objective isto slow traffic and offer pedestrian refuse
while crossing the highway and encouraged the Commissioners to attend the meeting.

Commissioner Adams inquired about the turn lane by tire shop on Eagle Drive. PD Dickhoff
noted that the Town budget supported the project for many years. He said that the Town is
exploring an affordable solution to left-hand turn but coordination may be needed to improve the
dirt road until paving is affordable.

B. Planning Department Report —Planning Department Director Dickhoff provided the
following written Department Report:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD (HPB) UPDATE:
On August 12, 2015, the HPB:

1) Approved drafting aletter of support for the preservation and retention of our local
museums. Both museums have expressed interest for the Town to be more involved for
their sustainability.

2) Approved final artwork for the remaining local landmark plaques, with the exception of
one property, which will be re-presented on September 9, 2015.

3) The HPB expressed concern over the content included in the Visitors Center heritage
brochure, and asked staff that this matter be included on the September 9, 2015 agenda.

On September 9, 2015 the HPB:

1) The HPB reviewed preservation projects that include the Rumbaugh Creek Bridge
restoration, Water Works building grant re-submission, Interpretive signage project and
potential grants, Main Street Mural, public forum presentation and the Dr. Mary Fisher
statue project.

2) The HPB discussed concern over the content included in the Visitors Center heritage
brochure, and approved supporting a letter to the Town Manager, which will be drafted
by Brad Ash with input from the board via email, for consideration of approval at a
special meeting set for September 15, 2015 at 5:30pm.

3) The HPB discussed establishing some form of Parliamentary Procedures for HPB
meetings, and approved further discussion and possible decision at the September 151"
special meeting.

4) The HPB briefly discussed the proposed CDOT Main Street traffic lane configuration re-
stripping plan, expressing concern over the number of lost parking spaces and the
economic viability of the downtown historic district merchants.

5) Briefly discussed the 125" Anniversary of the Town’sincorporation. Judy James has
been appointed to serve as the HPB’ s representative on the committee working on event
and community coordination ideas.

The Next regular HPB meeting is on October 14, 2015 at 5:15 pm in Town Hall.
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GEOTHERMAL GREENHOUSE PROJECT: The Geothermal Greenhouse partnership project site work
has begun. Site work completion is expected by the end of October, depending on weather. The
GGP will then solicit funding for the actual greenhouse domes, and expect to have one installed
next year.

PIEDRA STREET RE-CONSTRUCTION PROJECT: The project is substantially complete and is open
to the public, with some final construction work still to be completed. It is expected the final
work will be complete before the end of September.

WALMART: Staff continues to work with Walmart staff, design team and general contractor on a
number of items, including finding a resolution to the non-complying nature of the exterior
parking lot lighting. The Planning Director recently met with the Town’'s legal counsel, Bob
Cole, and the Walmart team in Denver, as a means to find a solution to the lighting concerns.
The meeting was productive and resulted in the agreement for the Walmart team to work on the
design of a shield for the existing light fixtures. As previously reported, on July 30, 2015 (after
the final determination from the BOA, supporting the Town Planning Directors determination)
Walmart submitted a “Notice of Appeal” to Town Council, appealing the Planning Directors
determination of the parking lot lights not complying with the town code. This mater will be
heard by Town Council on or before October 29, 2015, at an appeals hearing, thus, this is a
guasi-judicial matter and Town Council should not discuss the matter outside of such hearing.
Staff is hopeful a resolution will be in place before the appeals hearing, omitting the need for
such hearing. If the hearing is held, it is expected to last 2-3 hours, and may dictate a specia
scheduled meeting day and time. Walmart will also be requesting to extend the hearing date an
additional 90 days, giving additional time for finding a solution and complying with the Town’s
exterior lighting code.

RUMBAUGH CREEK STONE ARCHED BRIDGE GRANT AWARDED: Staff isworking with SHF staff
to complete some requested documentation that will initiate the drafting of the SHF grant
contract for the awarded $166,605.

WATER WORKS BUILDING AND TANK WALLS GRANT APPLICATION: The grant application for the
water works building and tanks was not awarded in this round do to the limited grant funding
available, however, the application scored high. The Town Council granted staff permission to
re-apply before October 1, 2015.

CARGO SHIPPING CONTAINER REGULATIONS: Town Council recent approved staff to bring the
Cargo Container regulation ordinance back to them in two ordinances, since there were split
votes and views on this subject, in reference to the Residential regulations. The agendaitem has
been bumped from being included on the TC agenda a couple of times now; given the TC,
agendas have been very long. In addition, staff vacations interfered with preparations to bring to
TC acouple of meetings. It is anticipated thiswill cometo TC on October 61 for their
consideration.
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CDOT PROPOSED L ANE CONFIGURATION CHANGES THROUGH DOWNTOWN: On September 17,
Town Council will consider a proposed plan from CDOT to reconfigure traffic lanes through
downtown. Staff updated the Planning Commission at the meeting. Staff encouraged PC
members to attend the TC meeting to be held on October 6, 2015.

C. Upcoming Scheduled Town Meetings. A meeting schedule was provided to the
Commissioners that included meetings, through November 11, 2015, for the Planning
Commission, Historic Preservation, Town Council and Parks and Recreation.

X.  Adjournment - Upon motion duly made, the meeting adjourned at 7:38 PM.

Ron Maez
Planning Commission Chair
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L Call to Order / Roll Call: Commission Chair Ron Maez called the meeting to order at 5:30 PM.
Commissioners Heidi Martinez, Kathie Lattin, Peter Adams, Greg Giles were present.
Alternative Member Natalie Woodruff was absent. Also present were Planning Director James
Dickhoff, Associate Planner Margaret Gallegos and Estreberto (Beto) Palma.

II. Announcements: None

.  Approval of Minutes: Motion by Commissioner Martinez, seconded by Commissioner Lattin to
approve the September 22, 2015 Planning Commission regular meeting minutes as presented.

V. Public Comment: None received.

V. Board of Adjustments:
A. Variance Application requesting reduction of minimum front yard setback at 319 S.
8" Street - Public Hearing / Quasi-Judicial Matter: On September 16, 2015, the Town
Planning Department received an application requesting a variance to the front yard setback
requirements at 319 S. 8" Street. The applicant, Estreberto Palma, submitted the variance
application requesting a front yard setback reduction to 5 feet (from 20’), to accommodate an
addition of an 8 foot wide covered porch as a protective entrance to the existing residential
house.

The applicant has submitted the following and the Planning Director has determined the
submitted Land Use and Development Code (LUDC) application for variance meets the
application submittal requirements:

~ Completed Land use Application.

~ Land Use application fees of $300, received.

~ Agreement of payment of fees has been signed.

~ Evidence of good title, received.

~ Surrounding and interested property ownership report, received.

(Town staff processed the envelopes for neighborhood mailed notifications).
~ General Development information, request for variance.

The current house is on one city lot and sits at 13’-0" from the front property line. The main
entrance to the home is along the front, the 8" Street side. LUDC section 5.2.3.B.2 & 4 provide
some allowances for encroaching into required setbacks, including specific provisions for patios,
and roofed approaches to pedestrian doorways, however, the location of the subject house in
relation to the front property line, dictates the proposed covered porch to be closer than the
LUDC contemplates for this allowance. In general, the LUDC allows encroaching into the
setback by 5 feet into the setback.

Public notification is required for the public hearing agenda item and was provided as follows:

Page 1 of 5



AN Town of Pagosa Springs

PAGOSA Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments & Design Review Board
SPRINGS Regular Scheduled Meeting Minutes
COLORADO OCtOber 13, 2015

VI.

Town Hall, Council Chambers, 551 Hot Springs Boulevard, Pagosa Springs, Colorado 81147

1) Posted on the subject property on September 23, 2015.

2) Posted at Town Hall on September 23, 2015.

3) Published in the Pagosa Springs Sun newspaper on September 23, 2015.

4) Mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property on September 23, 2015.

Staff has not received any public comments regarding this variance request.

Mr. Palma explained that the entry is needed because, during the winter months, the snow and
ice in front of the front door has become very dangerous. He is also concerned with rain hitting
the front of the home and running down the siding, he felt that in time, the structure siding will
become damaged with the increased water on the front elevation. The concrete slab is existing in
the front of the home — 8’ wide along the entire length of the home.

The Board of Adjustments considered the application submitted, testimony and materials, staff
report, the applicable approval criteria, and all testimony and evidence received at the public
hearing, for considering a final determination regarding the variance application.

Motion made by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez, and
unanimously carried to APPROVE a front yard setback variance for the proposed new
open-air roofed entrance porch, allowing a 5-foot front setback at 319 S. 8" Street.

Planning Commission:

A. Discussion and possible decision on allowing Smaller Residential Lots for Single
Family Homes in the R-12 and R-18 Districts: On September 22, 2015, the Planning
Commission discussed the consideration of allowing smaller minimum lot sizes for single-family
residences within the R-12 and R-18 district. During the meeting, the fire district representatives
presented their interest and the accessibility of the alleys for emergency vehicle access. Staff had
also presented comments provided by other utility providers and the Town’s streets department.

The planning commission ended the agenda item with the following: “Motion by Commissioner
Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez and motion carried (Adams opposed) to DENY a
recommendation to Town Council in support of allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for single family
dwellings within the R-12 and the R-18 residential zone districts and further to ask TC for guidance for
their consideration along with other entity (i.e., fire district and streets department) involvement and
request a future special meeting for open discussions.”

On October 6, 2015, the Planning Commission (PC) chair, Ron Maez, asked staff to include the
matter on the October 13th agenda for further consideration by the Commission. Staff confirmed,
that since the matter is a recommendation to Town Council, the board chair has the authority to
ask staff to include the matter for PC’s further discussion and consideration. However, given the
short notice, staff did not prepare additional information for consideration. Staff had included the
responses from utility providers, town staff and the fire district.
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The Commission had additional questions and comments about the subdivision process and
potential effects on the lots and alleyways. Several comments were made about the vacation
rental component. PD Dickhoff noted that the LUDC, Article 9 addresses non-conforming use
and the property should conform after the activity ceasing for six-months. He also stated that
staff is also being added in 2016 for code enforcement.

Commissioner Lattin had the following comments about the alley access, subdividing process
and agreement for rental properties. Lattin felt that the alley access should be addressed by the
developer for improvements to the whole alley and enforcement of no on-street parking.
Commissioner Adams felt that that requirement was a lot to ask from a developer. Commissioner
Lattin commented that no subdividing should take place until a building has been established and
permits obtained. Commissioner Adams noted that it is the property owner’s prerogative to
subdivide and be able to sell lot and invest into another lot. Commissioner Lattin felt that an
agreement should be signed for rental properties making them aware of the lodger’s taxes and
other components to short-term rentals.

Commissioner Adams advised that the Commission needs to perform additional research and
bring in expert resources to discuss the vacation rental component. He also noted that smaller
lots are more affordable, creates more housing options, and the process would bring down rental
costs, PD Dickhoff noted that residential properties are for residential use not business use,
definitions for zones and allowable use charts are for districts for residential uses. He
recommended that rather than separating topics (subdivision and rentals), they should be
discussed jointly as other communities are addressing. He also noted that impact fees include
funds for road development and improvements.

Motion by Commissioner Martinez to approve a recommendation to Town Council in
support of allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for single-family dwellings within the R-12
and the R-18 residential zone districts; however, motion died for lack of second.

Motion by Commissioner Adams, seconded by Commissioner Giles, and motion carried,
with Commissioner Lattin opposed, to approve a recommendation to Town Council in
support of allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for single-family dwellings within the R-12
and the R-18 residential zone districts, if the applicant can provide adequate access and
infrastructure.

*Chair Maez left the meeting; Vice-Chair Martinez presided and resumed the meeting at 6:31
PM.

Design Review Board: None
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Public Comment: None received.

Reports and Comments:

A. Planning Commission: Commissioner Adams suggested that the Commission address the
short-term rental topic and its enforcement. Adams felt that it is important to address the issue
since staff has brought it up several times and legal counsel has been involved. Commissioner
Martinez commented that the rules already exist; however, Adams felt that the rules need to be
changed with feedback from community members. He also suggested that a task force be formed
to address the smaller lots and short-term rentals. Planning Director Dickhoff will forward the
Commissioners” motion and recommendations to the Town Council.

B. Planning Department Report —Planning Department Director Dickhoff reviewed and
provided the following written Department Report:

Walmart: As previously reported, on July 30, 2015 (after the final determination from the BOA,
supporting the Town Planning Directors determination) Wal-Mart submitted a “Notice of
Appeal” to Town Council, appealing the Planning Directors determination of the parking lot
lights not complying with the town code. Town Council will hear this mater on or before
October 29, 2015, at an appeals hearing, thus, this is a quasi-judicial matter and should not be
discussed outside of such hearing. Staff is hopeful a resolution will be in place before the appeals
hearing, omitting the need for such hearing. If the hearing is held, it is expected to last 2-3 hours,
and may dictate a special scheduled meeting day and time.

Piedra Street Re-Construction Project: The project is substantially complete and is open to the
public. Staff is working with the engineer and contractor in regards to the curb cut for the
northern access to the unimproved Ninth Street ROW.

Safe Routes to School Grant: Safe routes to school have issued a notification of the availability
of infrastructure grants for 2016, with a grant deadline of January 8, 2016. Projects can request
up to $300,000 in grant funding, however, there is only $2,000,000 available state wide for
infrastructure grants. Staff will work with the local Safe Routes coalition and look at potential
projects that would be eligible for this funding and bring them to Town Council for
consideration. A 20% match is required. Eligible projects include sidewalks, bike paths and
crosswalks that can be legitimately considered as providing a safe route for K-8 grade students to
and from schools.

Springs Pedestrian Bridge Replacement: Planning staff is working on drafting a GOCO grant
application for the replacement of the twenty-year old Springs Pedestrian Bridge. It was
anticipated that the bridge life was 25-30 years. A resolution for support of applying for the
grant and committing to the required matching funding will come to Town Council on October
22 for consideration. The grant application deadline is on November 6, 2015.

Page 4 of 5



AN Town of Pagosa Springs
PAGOSA Planning Commission, Board of Adjustments & Design Review Board
SPRINGS Regular Scheduled Meeting Minutes

COLORADO OCtOber 13, 2015
Town Hall, Council Chambers, 551 Hot Springs Boulevard, Pagosa Springs, Colorado 81147

Water Works Facility State Historic Fund Grant Application: Staff has submitted a grant
application with the State Historical Funds for the restoration of the Water Works building
located at 96 First Street. Award notifications are excepted in April. The estimated project cost
is $183,153.00 and the requested grant funding is $137,365.00 with a town cash match of
$45,788.25.

Majestic Drive: Staff was successful in being awarded an additional $75,000 in CMAQ funds
for the Majestic Drive paving project, Though we will not be able to utilize all of the $75,000 for
the Majestic Drive project, the remaining balance will be requested to be rolled into our future
CMAQ paving project grant awards.

Geothermal Greenhouse Project: The Geothermal Greenhouse partnership project site work has
begun. Site work completion is expected by the end of October, depending on weather. The GGP
will then solicit funding for the actual greenhouse domes, and expect to have one installed next
year.

C. Upcoming Scheduled Town Meetings: A meeting schedule was provided to the
Commissioners that included meetings, through December 9, 2015, for the Planning
Commission, Historic Preservation, Town Council and Parks and Recreation.

X.  Adjournment - Upon motion duly made, the meeting adjourned at 6:55 PM.

Ron Maez
Planning Commission Chair
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FROM: WILLIAM ROCKENSOCK, CHIEF OF POLICE

PROJECT: POLICE DEPARTMENT REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

POLICE DEPARTMENT INCIDENT REPORTING
The Pagosa Springs Police Department Statistics for September, 2015

Officers responded to 417 calls for service.

Officers responded to 20 agency assist calls for service
Officers completed 22 incident / offense reports
Officers completed 20 accident investigation reports.

OFFICER TRAINING UPDATE
September 2015

Daily training bulletins are administered to each officer by Lexipol to keep current on Police Department Policy and
Procedure.

Officer completed 2 hour SFST update training

Officers Gholson completed Colorado POST firearms Instructor training.

All officers are receiving online training for various POST standard classes through policeone virtual academy.

RECRUITING UPDATE

The police department, currently, has two full time opening(s) for patrol officer. One of the positions is occupied by a part

time officer. The department tested and interviewed two applicants. Additional Applicant testing is scheduled for October
28™.

The department is currently increasing recruiting efforts and has distributed hiring posters to Colorado law enforcement
training academies throughout the state.

COMMUNITY EVENTS UPDATE
The police department has received a law Enforcement Assistance Funding (LEAF) grant from CDOT for the remainder of
2015, this grant pays overtime compensation for officer to conduct designated DUI enforcement.

The police department has received POST grant funding, to provide online POST certified classes to officers 24 Hours a
day.

The police department has been utilizing the radar speed trailer at high traffic areas throughout the community. This has
been an effective tool in assisting motorists with voluntary speed compliance
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FROM: CHRIS GALLEGOS, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

PROJECT: PuBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

STREETS UPDATE

The Streets crew has been taking care of drainage, trimming trees, repairing potholes, blading alleys, fixing and repairing
street lights, and patching road cuts. Additionally, the crew filled road and asphalt cracks in Aspen Village and in Vista San
Juan.

GEOTHERMAL UPDATE
Geothermal has been turned on for the season. The crew added a new geothermal line to a residential customer.

OTHER PROJECTS

The Pinon Lake Fountain has been shut off for the winter and placed in storage. The fountain in the One-Way was not
working and the crew cleaned and repaired the water lines. Staff met with Davis Engineering reference the construction
project located at 5™ and Apache Streets.
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PROJECT: TOWN CLERK DEPARTMENT REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

CLERK’S OFFICE UPDATE

The Town Clerk’s office continues to work on improving processes. A new evaluation form has been created, tested, and
used by the Town Council during the Town Manager evaluation. After training with the department heads, this form
should assist in streamlining the evaluation process and justifying potential merit increases for those employees.

The Clerk has submitted a request for proposal for auditing services. Our long-time auditor, Michael Branch, has decided
to retire from auditing. The RFP has already generated interest from four auditing companies. We are working to have a
list collected for approval by the Town Council by mid-November.

The Clerk’s office has compiled the list of delinquent sewer accounts, sent notice of lien, and will be presenting the
resolution for approval at the November 3™ District Board meeting.
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PROJECT: TOWN MANAGER’S REPORT
AcTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

CiviL PROSECUTIONS

The Town is in process of performing an inspection of a particular establishment that is not paying lodgers’ tax or the
sewer fees. In addition they do not have a Business License. This location more than likely involves building and fire code
violations.

Geothermal Authority Update

The Geothermal Authority met on October 7t" and Pagosa Verde presented a rick analysis for moving forward with
continued development of the Pagosa Waters project. Unfortunately as has been reported before, the project suffered a
setback when the DOE funding was pulled earlier than expected and the project was not able to do the test wells as
planned. Furthermore, of the $1.9 million of the DoLA grant, $1.4 million still remains. The question is whether the Town
and County want to invest additional funding to see the test drilling go to approx. 2,500 feet to verify the temperature
gradient. The Pagosa Verde staffs feel there is a 70-80% likelihood the temperature will be approx. 125 degrees at the
2,500 feet. The meeting ended with the suggestion that we explore getting a 2" opinion for verifying the 70-80% degree
of likelihood. Another meeting for the geothermal authority is yet to be scheduled as of this writing.

Energy Audit Update

On Oct. 15™, 2 specialists from the CS Extension Office of the Rural Energy Center visited Pagosa Springs and we held and
energy assessment for the different Town facilities. A report on possible options will be presented to Council probably in
December.

Personnel Updates

The Admin staff is in the middle of several recruitments as follows:

- Special Project Manager (interviews: 10-16-15)

- Associate Planner (Final Filing: 11-2-15)

- Deputy Court Clerk (Final Filing: 10-16-15, interviews on 10-27-15)
- Police Officer: (Interviews: 10-28-15)

- Visitor Center Coordinator (Kim Lund hired 1-12-15)

Open Enrollment Update

On October 20, an Open Enrollment meeting was held for all staff and presentations were given by Benefits Health,
AFLAC, United Way, and CCOERA. Staff was encouraged to attend by giving away 4 Nuggets tickets raffled for those that
attended.

2016 BUDGET PREP

The staff will be preparing for the 2016 Budget. The Budget Calendar is as follows:

- Budget Work Sessions: October 23rd & 29" (both at 7:30 am)
- Public Budget Work Session: November 19th

- Final Budget Adoption: December 1°
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FRoM: DARREN LEWIS , PARKS & RECREATION DIRECTOR

PROJECT: ICE RINK TOWN PARK
ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

BACKGROUND

The Friends of the Pavilion partnered with the Town of Pagosa Springs in 2014 and signed a MOU to place an ice rink
in Town Park during the winter. The Friends of the Pavilion are requesting that partnership again for the 2015 season.
One addition to the installation would be three telephone poles to create a shade structure for the ice rink. At the end
of the season, the ice rink, three telephone poles, and shed would be removed.

ATTACHMENTS:
- MOU between the Town of Pagosa Springs and Friends of the Pavilion

Fiscal Impact
This recommendation has no cost to the Town of Pagosa Springs. All expenses are taken care of by the Friends of the
Pavilion. There will be a moderate amount of revenue from the MOU agreement back to the town.

Parks & Recreation Commission
On October 13" the commission did not have a quorum, however, four board members unanimously recommended
the placement of the ice rink at Town Park.

ADOPTED 2015 COUNCIL GOALS & OBJECTIVES
While the Council’s Goals & Objective don’t speak directly to this effort, it may be inferred this initiative is consistent
with “Goal 2: Objective 2.3 Beautification of Downtown core

RECOMMENDATION
Possible motions for the Town Council to consider are:

1. Move to approve Friends of the Pavilion to place an ice rink in Town Park, along with three telephone poles to
create a shade structure and a shed, upon signing the MOU agreement.

2. Move to decline Friends of the Pavilion to place an ice rink in Town Park.

3. Direct Staff Otherwise
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Between the Town of Pagosa Springs and Friends of the Pavilion for the placement of an ice-
skating rink on the grounds of Town Park in the winter of 2015-2016.

Friends of the Pavilion will:

1. Provide the Town with a copy of a liability insurance policy listing the Town as co-
insured in the amount of $1,000,000.

2. Assemble the rink in the location determined by Town staff and Friends
representatives.

3. Remit to the Town a usage fee of $3.00 per day during the period the assembled rink
is in place, to be paid within 30 days of the end of the skating season.

4. Remit to the Town 3% of all admissions sold throughout the season, to be paid within
30 days of the end of the skating season,

5. Reimburse the Town for electricity and water used for the operation of the rink at the

rate paid by the Town.

Conduct all maintenance and operation activities associated with the rink.

Provide security for the facility during hours of operation.

Be responsible for trash removal from the rink and adjacent areas.

Complete site cleanup and removal of all installed equipment within one week of the

conclusion of the skating season

© oo~Ne

Town of Pagosa Springs will:

Coordinate the siting of the rink.

Mark irrigation lines.

Provide electricity and water for the rink.

Provide a contact number for a staff member (Darren Lewis) for any site-related
questions and needs.

o

Brian Collabolletta Darren Lewis
Friends of the Pavilion Parks & Rec Director
Town of Pagosa Springs


http://www.townofpagosasprings.com/
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OcCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: JAMES DICKHOFF, TOWN PLANNING DIRECTOR

PROJECT: FIRST READING OF ORDINANCE 833, AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS AMENDING THE LAND USE
DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS REGARDING ELECTRONIC IMESSAGE CENTER SIGNS.
ACTION: DIscUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

1.

PURPOSE

The Planning Commission has been considering regulations for Electronic Message Center (EMC’s) signs for
some time now. On April 28, 2015, the PC approved a set of EMC sign regulations for Town Councils
consideration and approval, prior to Staff drafting LUDC revisions and associated Ordinance.

After the first EMC sign was installed at an uptown lodging establishment, it became apparent the Town may
need to revise the LUDC to clarify and define the allowable operation of such EMC signs to ensure
compliance with the intent of the existing LUDC sign regulations. Though the Town’s sign code could be
interpreted as allowing EMC’s with the above restrictions, with the rise of popularity of EMC signs and
inquiry’s the Town receives, it may be prudent to adopt specific regulations for EMC’s to ensure their
installation does not negatively affect neighboring property owners or motorists and to ensure that
electronic message center sign owners understand the allowable operation of such signs.

BACKGROUND

June 2, 2015 TC Meeting Minutes:

Recommended Electronic Message Center Sign Regulations - ........ "Mayor Volger said the items unanimously
supported by the planning commission, he suggests recommending those items, then discuss the handful not
unanimously approved. Council Member Lattin moved to support the 14 items the planning commission unanimously
recommended, Council Member Bunning seconded, unanimously approved. Council Member Schanzenbaker moved to
direct staff to prohibit EMS in zone 1, Council Member Alley seconded, motion failed with three nays (Mayor Volger,
Council Members Bunning and Lattin). Council Member Lattin moved to approve planning commission recommendation
on item 2 allowing EMC in sign zone 1, Council Member Bunning seconded motion carried with two nays (Council
Members Schanzenbaker and Alley). Council Member Lattin moved to approve item 4 limiting changes to one per 5
minute period, Council Member Egan seconded, motion carried with one nay (Council Member Schanzenbaker). Council
Member Bunning moved to approve recommendation of number 14 limiting one EMC sign per property, Council Member
Lattin seconded, unanimously approved. Mr. Andre Redstone said the historic district accepts more than one color to
break up the monotone in the district. Ms. Laurie Williams said that other areas have embraced multi colors. Council
Member Lattin moved to accept planning commission recommendation on item 15, Council Member Bunning seconded,
motion carried with one nay (Council Member Schanzenbaker). Council Member Lattin moved that staff bring to
planning commission item 19 restricting temporary signs for those with EMC’s, Council Member Egan seconded,
unanimously approved. Council Member Egan suggests limiting lighting to 50% during off hours while the business is
closed to save and respect the use of electricity. Planner Dickhoff said the software will limit the brightness during the
evening hours. Council Member Egan moved to direct staff to work with the planning commission to look into limiting
the hours of operation of EMC’s, Council Member Schanzenbaker seconded, unanimously approved.”



Pursuant to TC’s direction for recommendations from the Planning Commission regarding temporary signs
and limiting hours of sign illumination:

On September 22, 2015, the planning commission approved the following recommendation: “Motion by
Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Adams, unanimously carried to APPROVE a
recommendation for Town Council to prohibit temporary signage for businesses that have electronic message
center signs.”

Also, the PC reviewed other community regulations for limiting the hours for illumination of signs in general.
Staff reached out to a number of Colorado communities including: Aspen, Breckenridge, Crested Butte,
Durango, Englewood, Steamboat, Telluride, Vail, Salida, Cortez, Frisco and Silverthorne; as well as a two non-
Colorado towns. During the research, It was difficult to find communities that restricted hours of illumination,
however, we did identify the following communities that do limit hours of business sign illumination,
however, not specific to only EMC signs :
Steamboat, Colorado: “No sign shall be illuminated between 12:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. unless a business
establishment is open to the public.”
Middleton, Connecticut: “llluminated of signs should not be illuminated after 10pm or the close of
business, whichever is later.”
After discussing the matter on September 22, the Planning Commission made the following
recommendation: “Motion by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner Martinez, motion carried
(Commissioner Adams opposed); to DENY a recommendation that Town Council Recommend that Town
Council not consider limiting hours of illumination of signs”.

Summarizing, the following TC’s decisions from June 2, 2015 and recommendations form the planning
Commission are included in Ordinance 833:

1) Allow EMC’s within sign zone 2.

2) Allow EMC’s within sign zone 1 (TC approved with 2 TC opposed).

3) Prohibit EMC's in residential districts and the Historic district.

4) Limit to no more than one message change each 5 minute period. (TC approved with 1 TC opposed).
5) Require a 5 second phase-out and 5 second phase-in for changing messages.

6) Limit the light level output to 0.3 Foot-candles.

7) Exemption for Temperature/Time display signs, meeting light level to 0.3 Foot-candles.

8) Exemption for Gas Station pricing signs, meeting light level to 0.3 Foot-candles.

9) Limit ECM’s to freestanding and wall signs only.

10) Restrict EMC signs no more than 30% of total wall sign or freestanding sign.

11) EMC’s shall not be the predominant element of any sign.

12) Provide a LUDC definition for ECM’s.

13) EMC sign regulations shall apply to all EMC signs located inside a building and visible from a public

sidewalk or public street.

14) Limit to no more than one EMC sign per property.

15) No Limit on number of Colors used (TC approve with 1 opposed).

16) Text shall be the lighter color and the background shall be the darker color.

17) EMC signs shall have automatic dimming software or solar sensors to control brightness

for nighttime viewing and variations in ambient light.
18) EMC messages shall be static. Moving messages and Animation shall be prohibited.
19) Prohibit Temporary Signs for business that have an EMC sign.



ANALYSIS

During the previous PC and TC meetings, staff referred to the Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Master Plan
and stated purposes within the LUDC for guidance in developing specific regulations for Electronic Message
center signs.

The Comprehensive Plan (CP)
~ Identifies and promotes healthy and attractive neighborhoods and need to protect character of
neighborhoods by promoting quality developments, compatible with existing and proposed developments.
~ CP Policy G-4(b) Infill and Redevelopment Designed to be Compatible:
Ensure compatible infill & redevelopment by considering aspects such as scale and massing of
buildings, setbacks, relationship of entrances to street and public spaces, landscaping, sidewalks, and
other broad design issues that provide consistency & compatibility of new structures with older structures.
~ Policy G-6(a) Development Contributes to Positive Image and Livability of Town
Ensure new private development (residential +nonresidential) contributes to furthering development of
Pagosa Springs as a sustainable and livable community and fosters the town’s eclectic and unique
architectural qualities. Characteristics may be different for specific parts of the community, and new
development should not lead to standard “sameness” for all buildings or all parts of town.

The Downtown Master Plan

~ Generally supports building design compatibility.
FP7. Ensure new infill and redevelopment contains site and architectural elements that reflect the desired
character of the community, by employing design Guidelines.

Chapter 6: Design Guidelines:

~ Supports architectural character of buildings relative to the existing context, and maintaining the
character of an authentic rural mountain Town.

~ New buildings, redevelopment and building renovations should respect the small town character of
Pagosa Springs. In General, buildings should have a high degree of visual interest that derives from the
use of a traditional building material palette.

~ A new building should be compatible with the traditional architectural features exhibited by existing
buildings in town, reinforcing traditional building patterns.

Land Use Development Code, Article 6: Development and Design Standards: 6.1.1. PURPOSE

This Section includes standards that must be followed when developing property or establishing new uses of
property within the boundaries of Pagosa Springs, to ensure the protection of the health, welfare, safety, and
quality of life for local citizens, visitors, and business owners. The development and design standards in this
chapter shall apply to the physical layout and design of all development, unless exempted by this Land Use
Code. These provisions address the physical relationship between development and adjacent properties,
public streets, neighborhoods, and the natural environment, in order to implement the comprehensive plan
vision for a more attractive, efficient, and livable community.

LUDC 6.7 COMMERCIAL AND MIXED-USE DESIGN STANDARDS: 6.7.1 PURPOSE

This Section is intended to promote high-quality commercial and mixed-use building design, encourage
visual variety in non-residential areas of the Town, foster a more human scale and attractive street fronts,
project a positive image to encourage economic development in the Town, and protect property values of
both the subject property and surrounding areas. In addition, this Section intends to create a distinct image
for important or highly visible areas of the Town.




FiscAL IMPACT

There will be expenses associated with the review of proposed LUDC revisions by the Town’s attorney.
ATTACHMENTS:
1) Ordinance 833, An Ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs Amending the Land Use Development

Code for Establishing Regulations Regarding Electronic Message Center Signs.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the TC provide consider their previously direction to staff and the additional Planning
Commission recommendations regarding the proposed Electronic Message Center Sign regulations.
Following are alternative actions for TC's consideration.

1) APPROVE the First Reading of Ordinance 833, An Ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs Amending
the Land Use Development Code for Establishing Regulations Regarding Electronic Message Center
Signs.

2) APPROVE the First Reading of Ordinance 833, An Ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs Amending
the Land Use Development Code for Establishing Regulations Regarding Electronic Message Center

Signs, with the following revisions........

3) DENY the First Reading of Ordinance 833, and provide the following direction to staff........



TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO. 833
(SERIES 2015)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS
AMENDING THE LAND USE DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR
ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS REGARDING
ELECTRONIC MESSAGE CENTER SIGNS

WHEREAS, the Town of Pagosa Springs (“Town”) is a home rule municipality duly organized
and existing under Article XX of the Colorado Constitution and the Pagosa Springs Home Rule Charter
of 2003, as amended on April 3, 2012, April 23, 2013 and April 22, 2014 (the “Charter”); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 1.4 (A) of the Charter, the Town has all power of local self-
government and home rule and all power possible for a municipality to have under the Constitution and
laws of the State of Colorado; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article XX, Section 6 of the Colorado Constitution and Section 11.2 of
the Charter the Town has the power to adopt and amend land use and development ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has, by Ordinance, adopted the Pagosa Springs Land Use and
Development Code, including Article 6 regarding “Development Standards”, section 6.12 Sign Code, and
Article 12 regarding “definitions”; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council hereby determines that for the protection of the health, safety and
welfare of the Town, it is in the best interest of the residents and visitors of the Town to amend the Land
Use Development Code regarding the regulations for allowable locations and operation of Electronic
Message Center signs.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, as follows:

Section 1. Amend the Land Use and Development Code to include the following
additions:

LUDC Article 12, Definitions:
Addition of the following Definitions:

Sign, Electronic Message Center: A sign capable of displaying words, symbols, figures or
images that can be electronically or mechanically changed by remote or automatic means.

Sign, Dissolve: A mode of message transition on an Electronic Message Center accomplished by
varying the light intensity or pattern, where the first message gradually appears to
dissipate and lose legibility simultaneously with the gradual appearance and legibility of
the second message.

Ordinance 833



Sign, Fade: A mode of message transition on an Electronic Message Display accomplished by
varying the light intensity, where the first message gradually reduces intensity to the
point of not being legible and the subsequent message gradually increases intensity to the
point of legibility.

Addition of LUDC section 6.12.4.A.4.0.
g. Electronic Message Center (EMC) Sign operation shall adhere to the following rules

and standards.

I. EMC’s shall be allowed in sign zone 1 and sign zone 2.

ii. Exterior EMC’s shall be prohibited in the Historic District and on local listed
historic landmark properties.

iii. EMC’s shall be prohibited in residential districts.

v, EMC’s are restricted to monument and wall signs only, and shall make up no
more than 30% of such total sign area, and shall not be the predominant
element of any sign.

V. No more than one EMC sign is allowed per property.

Vi, Limit of no more than one message change each 5 minutes.

vii.  Message transition shall occur through a minimum 5 second gradual dissolve
or fade-in / fade-out.

viii.  EMC messages shall be static. Moving messages, animation and effects
described in LUDC section 6.12.3.C and 6.12.4.A.4.d are prohibited.

iX. EMC light level output shall be a maximum of 0.3 Foot-candles, measured in
front of the sign.

X. EMC signs shall be equipped with automatic dimming software or solar

sensors to control brightness for nighttime viewing and variations in ambient
light. Manufactures verification is required.
Xi. Text shall be the lighter color and the background shall be the darker color.
xii. ~ EMC sign regulations shall apply to all EMC signs located inside a building
and visible from a public sidewalk or public street.

xiii.  Temporary signage is prohibited for businesses that have an EMC sign
installed.
Section 2. Public Inspection. The full text of this Ordinance, with any amendments, is

available for public inspection at the office of the Town Clerk.

Section 3. Severability. If any portion of this Ordinance is found to be void or ineffective, it
shall be deemed severed from this Ordinance and the remaining provisions shall remain valid and in full
force and effect.

Section 4. Effective date. This Ordinance shall become effective and be in force
immediately upon final passage at second reading.

INTRODUCED, READ, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY PURSUANT TO SECTION

3.9, B) OF THE PAGOSA SPRINGS HOME RULE CHARTER, BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, UPON A MOTION DULY MADE, SECONDED AND

PASSED AT ITS REGULAR MEETING HELD AT THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, ON THE
DAY OF , 2015.
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TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO
By:

Don Volger, Mayor

Attest:

April Hessman, Town Clerk

FINALLY ADOPTED, PASSED, APPROVED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY
PURSUANT TO SECTION 3.9, D) OF THE PAGOSA SPRINGS HOME RULE CHARTER, BY THE
TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, UPON A MOTION DULY
MADE, SECONDED AND PASSED AT ITS REGULAR MEETING HELD AT THE TOWN OF
PAGOSA SPRINGS, ON THE DAY OF , 2015.

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO
By:

Don Volger, Mayor

Attest:

April Hessman, Town Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

I, the duly elected, qualified and acting Town Clerk of the Town of Pagosa Springs,
Colorado, do hereby certify the foregoing Ordinance No. 833 (Series 2015) was approved by the
Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs on first reading at its regular meeting held on the
____day of , 2015, and was published by title only, along with a statement
indicating that a violation of the Ordinance is subject to enforcement and punishment pursuant to
Article 3, Chapter 1 of the Pagosa Springs Municipal Code, and specifically Section 1.3.3 which
provides for a fine not exceeding $1,000 or incarceration for not to exceed one year, or both, and
that the full text of the Ordinance is available at the office of the Town Clerk, on the Town’s
official website, on , 2015, which date was at least ten (10) days prior to the
date of Town Council consideration on second reading..

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Town
of Pagosa Springs, Colorado, this __ day of , 2015.

April Hessman, Town Clerk

(SEAL)
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I, the duly appointed, qualified and acting Town Clerk of the Town of Pagosa Springs,
Colorado, do hereby certify the foregoing Ordinance No. 833 (Series 2015) was approved by the
Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs on second reading, at its regular meeting held on
the _ day of , 2015, and was published by title only, along with a statement
indicating the effective date of the Ordinance and that the full text of the Ordinance is available
at the office of the Town Clerk, on the Town’s official website, on __,2015.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Town
of Pagosa Springs, Colorado, this ___ day of , 2015.

April Hessman, Town Clerk

(SEAL)
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADO OcCTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: JAMES DICKHOFF, TOWN PLANNING DIRECTOR

PROJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 2015-17, SUPPORTING THE SUBMITTAL OF A GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO (GOCO)
GRANT APPLICATION FOR THE SPRINGS PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND
The Planning Director is preparing a Great Outdoors Colorado grant application for the Springs Pedestrian Bridge
replacement. The grant deadline is November 6, 2015. As previously reported, the Springs Pedestrian Bridge has identified
structural failures that dictate the bridges replacement.
The scope of the project includes:
1) Develop as-built plans of existing bridge abutment and site conditions, by Davis Engineering.
2) Design and manufacturing of new bridge, by Big-R Bridge of Greely, Colorado.
3) Request for bids for general contractor to coordinate and oversee project, select contractor.
4) Delivery of new bridge.
5) Crane removal of existing bridge, temporarily setting it on the ground until new bridge is off of the truck.
6) Crane new bridge into place and secure onto existing concrete abutments.
7) Crane old bridge onto delivery truck and transport to final destination.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Resolution 2015-17, A Resolution of the Town of Pagosa Springs, Colorado Supporting and Authorizing the
Submittal of a Great Outdoors Colorado Grant Application for the Springs Pedestrian Bridge Replacement.

FISCAL IMPACT
The estimated cost of the project includes the following expenses:
1) New bridge design, manufacturing and delivery: $98,000.
2) Developing as-built plans: $8,000
3) General Contractor: $35,000
4) Crane cost: $50,000.
5) Cost of delivery to salvage yard if a second owner is not identified: $5,000.
6) Incidental repairs to bridge approaches: $10,000
7) Reclamation of construction site $8,000.
Total Estimate: $214,000
The Town’s required match is 30% = $64,200. The requested grant funding from GOCO is $149,800.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff has prepared Resolution No. 2015-17 for TC's consideration. After discussion of this agenda item, staff
recommends Town Council consider one of the following:
1) Approve Resolution No. 2015-17, A Resolution of the Town of Pagosa Springs, Colorado Supporting and
Authorizing the Submittal of a Great Outdoors Colorado Grant Application for the Springs Pedestrian
Bridge Replacement.
2) Deny Resolution No. 2015-17, A Resolution of the Town of Pagosa Springs, Colorado Supporting and
Authorizing the Submittal of a Great Outdoors Colorado Grant Application for the Springs Pedestrian
Bridge Replacement, providing the following direction to staff........




TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, STATE OF COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-17

ARESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO SUPPORTING AND
AUTHORIZING THE SUBMITTAL OF AGREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO GRANT
APPLICATION FOR THE SPRINGS PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE REPLACEMENT

WHEREAS, the Town of Pagosa Springs supports the submittal of a 2015 Great Outdoors Colorado
Grant Application for the Springs Pedestrian Bridge replacement, And if the grant is awarded, the Town of
Pagosa Springs supports the completion of the project ; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Pagosa Springs has requested grant funding up to $149,800.00 from the Great
Outdoors Colorado to replace the 20 year old Springs Pedestrian bridge that has been determined to have
structural failures, and is in need of replacement.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA
SPRINGS THAT:

1. The Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs strongly supports the submittal of a 2015
Great Outdoors Colorado grant application requesting up to $149,800, and has approved the
expenditure of $64,200 for the required minimum grant match.

2. If the Great Outdoors Colorado grant is awarded, the Town Council of the Town of Pagosa
Springs strongly supports and will prioritize the completion of the bridge replacement project.

3. The Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs authorizes the expenditures of funds
necessary to meet the terms and obligations of any awarded grant.

4. The project site is under the control of the Town of Pagosa Springs either through ownership or a
dedicated public easement and will be under the Town’s control for at least the next 25 years.

5. The Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs recognizes that as the recipient of a Great
Outdoors Colorado Local Government grant the project site must provide reasonable public
access.

6. The Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs will continue to maintain the Springs

Pedestrian bridge in a high quality condition and will appropriate funds for maintenance in its
annual budgets.

7. If the grant is awarded, The Town Council of The Town of Pagosa Springs authorizes either the
Town Manager or Mayor, to sign the grant agreement with Great Outdoors Colorado.

8. This resolution is to be in full force and effect from and after its passage and approval.

RESOLVED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS DAY OF , 2015 BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE
TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, BY AVOTE OF IN FAVOR, AGAINST.

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS

By:
Don \olger, Mayor

Attest:

April Hessman, Town Clerk
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SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

COLORADDO OcTOBER 22, 2015

FROM: JAMES DICKHOFF, TOWN PLANNING DIRECTOR

PROJECT: CONSIDERATION OF ALLOWING SMALLER MINIMUM LOT SIZES FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOMES WITHIN THE
R-12 (Mebium DENSITY) AND R-18 (HIGH DENSITY) RESIDENTIALLY ZONED DISTRICTS

ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

The Planning Director presents this matter to Town Council as a discussion item with a request for direction to
staff, prior to staff drafting an ordinance for Town Council’s consideration.

Staff has had and continues to receive many inquiries into the concept of allowing smaller single family homes
on smaller residential lots. Staff believes there is good reason and merit to consider such a concept, as
nationally, average family incomes and family sizes are reducing, not increasing, and there is a national trend to
allow smaller lots for smaller homes as well as allowing accessory structure dwelling units
(sheds/garages/outbuildings converted into dwelling units). Research has indicated a growing national trend for
allowing smaller single family lots and in Colorado, many communities allow 2500 — 3500 sq ft lot sizes in
downtown and urban residential districts.

On September 22, 2015, the Planning Commission discussed the consideration of allowing smaller minimum
lot sizes for single family residences within the R-12 and R-18 district. During the meeting, the fire district
representatives presented their interest and the accessibility of the alleys for emergency vehicle access. Staff
had also presented comments provided by other utility providers and the Town’s streets department. The
planning commission provided the following: “Motion by Commissioner Lattin, seconded by Commissioner
Martinez and motion carried (Adams opposed) to DENY a recommendation to Town Council in support of
allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for single family dwellings within the R-12 and the R-18 residential zone
districts and further to ask TC for guidance for their consideration along with other entities (ie, fire district and
streets department) involvement and request a future special meeting for open discussions.”

On October 6, 2015, The PC chair, Ron Maez, asked staff to include the matter on the October 13th PC agenda
for further consideration by the PC. At the request of the Planning Commission Chair, staff included the item on
the October 13%" agenda. The Planning Commission then approved the following recommendation for Town
Council’s consideration “Motion by Commissioner Adams, seconded by Commissioner Giles, and motion
carried, with Commissioner Lattin opposed, to approve a recommendation to Town Council in support of
allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for single-family dwellings within the R-12 and the R-18 residential zone
districts, if the applicant can provide adequate access and infrastructure.”



LOCAL EXAMPLES
Some local residential development projects to look at and consider during this discussion include the following:

Single family Dwelling Developments:
1) CHI Overlook residential development located in the 400 block of South Seventh Street.
These residential homes are individually owned and the lots are approximately 3,400 sq ft.
2) Koch’s Cottages located at 318 South Eight Street. These residential homes are long term rental homes
and not on individual lots.
3) In addition, there are a number of smaller homes placed on one-half of a typical town lot that are good
examples.

Multi-Family Developments:

1) Hickory Ridge Apartments located at 216 North Eight Street.

2) Archuleta Housing Apartments located at 302 South Ninth Street, 375 North Fifth Street and 189 N
Seventh Street.

LUDC ANALYSIS

Following is an analysis for current LUDC language and regulations regarding allowable densities and minimum
lot sizes in the R-12 and R-18 districts only, as they support higher densities. The R-6 district would only allow 1
dwelling unit on a typical single 50’x150’ town lot (based on .17 acres per lot at 6 units per acre equates to one
dwelling unit per lot).

Article 5, Dimensions Table 5.1.1

Residential Dwelling Densities:

The R-12 (medium density) and R-18 (high density) residentially zoned districts, support residential density.
LUDC allowable dwelling densities in R-12 allow up to 2 dwelling units on a typical 50’ x 150’ town lot, and, R-
18 allows up to 3 dwelling units on a typical 50’ x 150’ town lot.

Lot Size Regulations:

LUDC Article 5, outlines minimum lot sizes for the R-12 and the R-18 district.

~ Single family Dwelling lot size: Minimum 7500 S.F. lot size (the equivalent of a typical 50’x150’ town lot).
~ Townhomes lot size: Minimum 3000 S.F. lot size.

This LUDC standard would appear to support multi-family dwelling structures versus detached Single Family
Dwelling structures.

Required Yard Setbacks:

Both the R-12 and R-18 districts have the same setback requirements.

15 front yard, 10 rear yard and 5 foot side yard. Additionally, corner lots require a 10 foot side setback along
the secondary road.

Dwelling Unit Size, Minimum:

The minimum dwelling unit size is 400 S.F. of living space, consistent with the International Building Code.
Typically we see this minimum used for granny flats and accessory dwelling units. The Tiny house movement is
based on this 400 S.F. minimum as a starting point for small dwelling sizes.




RESEARCH

Lot Sizes:
For purposes of comparison, staff looked at residential lot size minimums in similar communities within their
urban residential zone districts. These provisions are separate than the allowances for accessory rental
dwelling units (converting outbuildings into a rental dwelling unit, typically accessed from the alley).

Durango allows 3,500 S.F. residential lot sizes in for detached single family homes.

Telluride allows 2,500 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes and 1,500 S.F residential
lot sizes for classified affordable housing.

Frisco allows 3,000 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes and 4,000 minimum for
Duplexes.

Steamboat allows 2,500 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes with an alley and 5,000
minimum for Duplexes.

Crested Butte allows 3,750 S.F. residential lot sizes for detached single family homes.

Vacation Rental Component:
Locally, we have seen the single family home long term rental inventory shrink to the point where there is
just not enough available for the demand and we have seen up to 25% long term rental price increases just
this year. This has been largely due to second home owners offering their properties for short term vacation
rentals instead of long term housing rentals. This has had a negative impact on locals looking for affordable
housing options and for local businesses attempting to attract future employees from outside of our
community. If this smaller lot concept is eventually considered for adoption, there may be merit in
considering the prohibition of vacation rentals in the R-12 and R-18 districts (or on the specific allowed
smaller lots), for example, to ensure the smaller lot homes are available for long term workforce housing
rentals or ownership, and not absorbed into the short term vacation home rental inventory.
Staff also reached out to the Town Attorney, who agrees that limiting the allowance of Vacation Rentals in
our LUDC is acceptable, as long as there is reasoning on why the LUDC limits vacation rentals in certain zone
districts or under certain circumstances. The Town LUDC already limits vacation rentals in certain residential
zone districts, only allowing as a use by right in the MU-TC and MU-C districts and requiring a Conditional Use
Permit in the RA, RT, R-6, R-12 and R-18 districts.

Half Lot Size:
Currently a detached single family dwelling lot is required to be 7500 S.F. (typical 50’x150’ Town Lot)
minimum.
A half lot would be 3750 S.F. (approximately 50” x 75”) with accesses from the street and from the alley (or
side street on corner lots).

Size Limits of Structure (house):
The size of a structure (house) is limited based on the following LUDC regulations.

~ 15% landscaped area is required.

~ Mid-span roof height restrictions are: 24’ in R-12 and 35’ in R-18 district.

~ Off Street parking is required at a minimum of 2 spaces per each single family dwelling unit (house).

~ 15’ Front/ 5’ Side / 10’ rear yard setbacks, plus potential 15’ min front yard setback for alley fronted
lots.

~ Perimeter utility easements are required for lot subdivisions, 7.5-10 feet wide, essentially increasing the
side yard setback.



ACCESS to smaller lots:

Access to a typical 50'x150’ town lot in the R-12 and R-18 districts may be accommodated from the Street

and from existing Alleys. Subdividing a typical town lot into two parcels, would require access from the street

for one lot and the alley for the second lot, unless a flag pole driveway was designed into one of the parcels.

Many downtown homes are currently accessed from alleys.

Without an Alley:

A flag pole driveway or access easement would need to be established, which could drastically reduce the

available building area on one lot. OR, multiple lots can be consolidated and subdivided to provide adequate

access.

With an Alley:

~ Two detached single family homes on one lot can be accommodated with access from alley and street.

~ Three detached single family homes on one lot (R-18 only) may present some challenges with the need
for driveways that could drastically reduce the available building area, though, if multiple lots can be
consolidated and subdivided to provide adequate access, then this concern may be a non-issue.

Corner Lots:

A corner lot may have additional access opportunities from the side street.

Alley Setbacks and Parking Considerations:
For a lot with access from the alley, a 10 foot rear yard setback may not be enough to accommodate the
parking of a vehicle, off of the alley ROW. Alleys do not have enough width to accommodate parking in the
ROW, where a Street typically has enough on-street or unimproved ROW available for parking, thus, under
this scenario, Alley accessed properties/homes would require parking considerations on the lot, that may
include one of the following configurations:
1) Parallel parking up to two long.
2) Parking along side of the home, either garage or outside.
3) Pullin Parking into a garage or in front of the structure, requiring a minimum of 25 feet clear space from

the property/alley line.

4) Also, speaking with the Town’s streets supervisor, Chris Gallegos, he agrees with the above parking
arrangements and wants considerations for private property snow removal/storage. He also wanted to
ensure that trailers and other non-vehicle storage would not occur and the streets / alleys. The Town'’s
Municipal Code adopts the model traffic code, which addresses the use of the Public ROW’s and does
not allow the parking of trailers on town streets/alleys.

Comparable Urban Residential Lot Sizes:
Based on the research collected from the other communities regarding allowable residential lot sizes in
urban zoned residential districts, a half lot of 3750 S.F. is consistent with Crested Butte, and larger than the
allowable minimum lot sizes in Durango, Steamboat, Telluride and Frisco. The Pagosa R-12 and R-18
residential districts are urban in nature and similar to the urban residential districts identified in the provided
comparable community lot sizes.

Public Utility Easements:
Property subdivisions (and all plat amendments) require the dedication of perimeter public utility easements
on the new plat to ensure access to utility main lines for connections. This existing LUDC will ensure a half lot
has amble access to utilities from the opposite street or alley ROW.

Emergency Vehicle Access:
Alleys are frequently accessed and used by emergency vehicles. As is typical in any fire emergency, fire crews
pull from the nearest fire hydrant, and stretch hoses across neighboring properties. During the lot
development planning and approval process, ensuring that alleys will not be blocked due to park cars
extending into the alley will be required to be mitigated in the site planning and approval process.



Hard surfaces Alley improvements:
There are no plans to hard surface alleys if the small lot scenario is considered for approval. It is possible that
CMAQ paving funds could be available, however, most ROW substrate base materials do not meet current
specifications, resulting in road base reconstruction projects instead of a paving project. Many of the town’s
we have used for comparison, have gravel alleys. Drainage is always a concern that is reviewed during site
plan approval. Staff would work directly with the Streets department on each specific project t identify
drainage issues that can be mitigated as part of the development of the lot, and may include easements for
drainage or drainage considerations on the lot.

Public Utility / Service Providers

Staff has asked the following entities for their comments on the consideration of reducing the minimum lot

size and providing more accesses from the alleys to these small lots. The following is a summary of the

comments received:

1) LPEA: Additional transformers may be needed to service additional residences, as is the case with any
new development. During site planning of the lots along the alley, consideration for the location of the
transformer will need to be determined. Perimeter public utility easements along the property lines of all
plat amended lots is essential.

2) Centurylink: No concerns as long as perimeter public utility easements are secured during lot
subdivisions.

3) USA Communications: No response.

4) Source Gas: As long as perimeter public utility easements are secured during lot subdivisions, no
concerns.

5) PAWSD: No concerns were identified, as long as perimeter public utility easements are secured during lot
subdivisions, to ensure water can be accesses from the street to the alley lot.

6) PSSGID: The Town’ sanitation department sees no issues as long as perimeter easements are secured.

7) Town Streets Department supervisor Chris Gallegos: There are major concerns. Some drainage will need
to be approved as part of any new development. All accesses from the alley shall be approved by the
streets department to ensure proper culvert size and drainage. Most all alleys in the proposed R-12 and
R-18 districts are currently plowed regularly during road clearing, as many alleys currently provide access
to existing houses.

8) Town Fire Code Official, Zach Richardson: The alleys currently provide access to homes and in most all
situations, can accommodate year round emergency vehicle access. Zach reviewed the Fire Code and
does not see any issues with the current alleys accommodating emergency vehicles. In cases where a
dead-end alley exists, there may need to be consideration of a turnaround area (hammerhead) or If the
distance is short enough, the equipment can back out of a short alley.

9) Fire Department: Ensure access through alleys can accommodate all season emergency vehicle access.
The fire department would most likely respond with one pumper truck and then locate the nearest fire
hydrant to run a water hose to. Fire hydrant distances should be considered when adding new structures.

10) Town Streets Department: The town streets supervisor Chris Gallegos has

Planning Department Process:
If smaller lots are approved, the Town Planning Department would process the subdivision development
application consistent with other similar development applications, which ensures availability to
infrastructure/utilities and access to the property. All utility providers are notified of such applications and
are requested to provide comments on each specific application. The property owner is required to work
with each entity to ensure availability of infrastructure and utilities.




FiscAL IMPACT
There will be expenses associated with the review of proposed LUDC revisions by the Town’s attorney.

ATTACHMENTS
1) Colorado Association of Ski Town’s (CAST) report on Vacation Rentals, Workforce housing section. The

full report was previously distributed electronically.
2) Newspaper and Magazine articles with information and analysis

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Director recommends the Town Council consider the provided information, attachments,
discussion and analysis for direction to staff for the preparation of an ordinance for Town Councils future
consideration. Below are alternate actions for consideration purposes.

1) Direct staff to draft an ordinance revising the LUDC regarding allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for
single family dwellings within the R-12 and the R-18 residential zone districts

2) Direct staff to draft an ordinance revising the LUDC regarding allowing 3750 S.F. minimum lot sizes for
single family dwellings within the R-12 and the R-18 residential zone districts, with the following
considerations to be included.........

3) Direct staff to provide additional information on the subject matter for further consideration at the next
TC meeting.

4) Direct staff otherwise.
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VIl. Workforce Housing

Issues and Emerging Trends

Concerns have increased within the last year over the impacts that VHR’s are having on workfarce
housing, particularly its availability and cost. Communities have not done much to date to quantify the
impacts but seem to be increasingly interested in options they might pursue to preserve and provide
affordable housing for their workforce.

Loss of Long-Term Rentals

The conversion of rental units that have historically housed employees has become a major concern in
mountain towns. Availability of workforce rental housing in all inter-mountain resort communities
became very scarce in 2014. In 2014, apartment vacancy rates were extremely low -- less than 1% in
many areas. In some towns like Jackson, the lack of rental housing has been called a crisis. Conversion of
long-term rentals occupied by locals into VHR’s has often been anecdotally cited as the reason for such a
dramatic shift in rental availability.

Rent Increases

The economic principles of supply and demand have been functioning well in mountain towns. With the
decrease in the rental supply, due at least in part to conversion into VHR’s, rents have been rising. At
one apartment complex near Vail, rents increased by over $500/month in 2014. In response to the steep
jump in rents in many Colorado mountain communities efforts are underway to develop additional
apartments in Buena Vista, Breckenridge, Crested Butte, Edwards, Eagle, Mountain Village, Telluride,
Salida and Steamboat Springs.

Large Cities Also Concerned

The concern about loss of long-term rentals is not isolated to mountain resort communities. A March
2015 report titled Airbnb, Rising Rents and the Housing Shortage in Los Angeles by LAANE, a group that
supports “a new economy for all” cited the loss of over 7,300 long-term rental units. This estimate has
been widely guoted in publications throughout the country, reflecting the growing concern over this
issue.

Using Workforce Housing as Vacation Home Rentals

Some residents of deed-restricted workforce housing have rented their homes or spare bedrooms
through online hosting sites. These scattered incidents have typically been reported by neighbors who
also live in nearby homes with deed restrictions prohibiting the practice.

In Aspen, some community officials are in favor of allowing residents of restricted workforce housing to
use their homes as vacation rentals, advertising through hosting sites and producing much needed extra
income. The housing authority’s guidelines and deed restrictions explicitly prohibit such use because, as
the housing authority director explained, “it undermines the spirit and intent of the workforce housing
program.” The housing authority’s outside legal counsel has strongly advised against permitting this
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activity. Aspen is the only mountain town identified to date in which changes to regulations prohibiting
the use of workforce housing as vacation home rentals may be considered.

Quantifying the Situation

While concerns over the impacts that the proliferation of VHR’s has had on housing for the workforce,
few attempts have been made to quantify the impacts. Evidence is anecdotal but many communities
feel loss of units is significant since, as the town manager of Estes Park indicated, “It is so easy to have
vacation rentals and the profits are substantial, that many people are choosing to utilize their properties
as vacation rentals, thereby taking at least a portion of these off of the long term rental market.” (sic)

Impacts on Accessory Units

One impact that is particularly hard to track is the use of accessory units at VHR's. Construction of deed
restricted accessory dwelling units are often encouraged by municipalities though incentives such as
density bonuses and fee waivers/reductions. The units can provide housing for the workforce, retirees
and family members as their needs change. Petaluma is one community concerned about their ADU’s or
“granny flats” becoming VHR’s.

CAST Survey Findings

Loss of Long-Term Rentals

The loss of housing previously rented by members of the local workforce on a long-term basis has
become the top concern in participating CAST communities, edging out tax collection. Communities
rated this an average of 3.9 (on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being “major concern”). Concern about
conversion of long-term rentals that housed employees into short-term vacation home rentals is
particularly high in Breckenridge, Crested Butte, Frisco, Jackson and Park City. Steamboat Springs is the
only town surveyed where concern about this issue is low.

Tracking Conversion from Long-Term to Short-Term Rentals

While the concern is widespread, only two of the 10 CAST towns surveyed have tracked or attempted to
identify residential units that were occupied by local residents but are now short-termed.

e Breckenridge maintains a property database used primarily for its RETT that classifies each
residential unit according to its primary use. Long-term rentals have held steady at 9% to 10% of
the inventory, despite fluctuations due to new construction and conversion into VHR's.

e Durango gains knowledge about the past use of units through its VHR permitting system. While
the system has been in place for less than a year, staff estimates roughly half are out-of-town
owners or professional property managers. The other half are local homeowners who travel and
want the option to rent the house while gone, have a 2" unit on their property that they want
to rent, or want to short-term rent a room in the house. This system does not track change in
use.
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Using Deed Restricted Workforce Housing as VHR’s

Incidents where illegal use of deed restricted workforce housing as VHR’s has been very limited. Only
Jackson and Frisco reported known incidents. None of the 10 towns reported requests by residents of
restricted workforce housing for permission to rent their homes or spare bedrooms short term.

Despite few reported incidents, concern about the potential use of workforce housing as VHR’s is
relatively high, ranking 6™ out of 16 issues tested in the CAST survey. While staff are aware of the

concern, most feel compliance with prohibitions will not be problematic because neighbors will report
violations and annual compliance monitoring will detect unauthorized rental of units.

Best Practices

Tracking Conversion of Employee Housing Into VHR’s

Real Estate Database — Breckenridge
e The finance department maintains a database developed for tracking real estate transfer tax
(RETT). New owners are contacted when units are sold to determine change in use.

Housing Census — Crested Butte

e The Town Planner has historically conducted a census on the use/occupancy of every
residential unit in the community. This tool has been helpful on many tasks related to
workforce housing and could be used to track loss of employee housing. It has documented
that short-term rentals have increased from 5.1% of total housing units in 2000 to 15.8% in
2015, with a growth rate — times faster than the growth in housing.

Prohibiting Use of Workforce Housing as VHR’s

Deed Restriction Provisions — Breckenridge

e  Only “qualified occupants” who are employed in Summit County can reside in units, which
prohibits renting the unit or individual bedrooms to visitors. Non-paying guests are allowed.
Renting to roommates who are employed in Summit County is also allowed.

Web Site Notice - Aspen

e The Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority web site has in bold, red typeface, “Under NO
circumstances are you allowed to rent your deed restricted home or room out through
VRBO, Airbnb or equivalent.”
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DESIGN TRENDS

BUILDING
FOR FAMILIES
OF ONE

Why you should start paying
attention to single buyers—
especially older ones

Ignore singles at your peril: if you assume all
buyers come with a spouse and children,
you’re shutting out a significant chunk of
today’s home-buying market. We're not just
talking about millennials, either—there are
more people age 50 and up in this demo-
graphic who are buying homes, and they
likely have more money to spend. Show
these buyers that you haven't overlooked
them by offering a layout built for one.

The stock home plan market hasn’t always
had a lot to offer in this category, but some
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innovative and attractive new designs are
changing that. Take this sweet cottage: at
just 782 square feet, it won't break the bank to
build, and it is compact enough for a small lot.
The bathroom is easily accessed from both
the master bedroom and the hallway (avoid-
ing the awkward situation of guests having
to pass through the owner’s bedroom to use
the facilities), and it also includes a modern,
large shower and space for a washer/dryer. A
second bedroom offers a place either for visi-
tors or an office—the latter being especially
handy for someone segueing into retirement
via part-time work.

See our roundup of other house plan se-
lections for single buyers (including a cool
contemporary design that will appeal to
city-dwelling millennials) at go.hw.net/
BDO0515-plans. — AURORA ZELEDON

Browse plans or order online at
BuilderHousePlans.com or by phone
1-800-634-4773

Plan #HWB1780001

Square Footage 782

Bedrooms 2

Bathrooms 1

Dimensions 24'w x 44'd

Foundation Crawlspace

5sets $700

8 sets $800

Repro N/A

CAD $1,550

PDF $920

This compact English cottage plan
would make a splendid guesthouse
or asimple primary residence. It
features a master bedroom suite,

a second bedroom, a large living
room with a corner fireplace, a galley
kitchen, and a cozy front porch.

You may be surprised at some of
the luxurious details, like a large
shower in the bathroom and a box-
bay window in front. Built-in storage
keeps everything organized. On the
exterior, a large stone chimney adds
to the cottage charm.

SINGLES GLAIM ONE-QUARTER
OF THE MARKET

A recent survey broke down home buyer
households by age and relationship status
(better than simply married or not, since a

significant number of unmarried couples
live together). Overall, singles represented
25% of buyers, with the largest percentages
among those age 50 and older.
Source: National Association of Realtors

© BUILDERONLINE.COM
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PULSE

Architects and Solar-Tectic to crack the code
on an affordable, eco-friendly, and solar-
powered hut-like home for remote areas. The
group recently has made immense progress,
receiving two patents for its model: the first
for its innovative roof method and the sec-
ond for the design of the home. Although the
prototype is geared toward developing coun-
tries, its lessons may be of interest to U.S.
builders as well.

When creating the conceptfor this afford-
able house, the team wanted to make sure
the house fit in with its surroundings, says
Ashok Chaudhari, managing director of ST
Bungalow.

“An eco-friendly housing product should
be compatible with the environment in a
way that respects the local culture and hasa
pleasing design,” he says, adding that Simal
Shrestha, an architect and solar system de-
signer working with ST Bungalow, is from
Nepal.

According to Chaudhari, builders in Ne-
pal construct homes designed to hold a sec-
ond story for additional space such as a stor-
age room, so the roof needed to be flat. Yet,
the structure alsc had to be lightweight and
easy to ship.

Mike Molinelli, the architect credited
with inventing the roof method while work-
ing with ST Bungalow and who had previous
experience with a project in Haiti, turned to
arched fiberglass reinforced plastic (FRP)
moelds. The FRP forms, which are stackable
and interlock for shipping; are placed on top
of the compressed earth bricks (CEB) con-

“ANEGO-FRIENDLY HOUSING PRODUCT
SHOULE BE COMPATIBLE WTH THE
ENVIRONMENT IN A WAY THAT RESPEGTS THE
LOGAL GULTURE AND HAS
A PLEASING DESIGN.

— ASHOK CHAUDHAR, ST BUNGALOW

© BUILDERDONLINE COM

structed house, and then concrete or CEB are
placed on top of the forms.

The team’s first model, which currently is
under construction, just survived its first
wihter, and has held up well, says
Chaudhari.

ST Bungalow has received considerable

interest from several U.S. and international
companies, and Chaudhari says the team
hopes to work with them to bring the product
to market and find business routes to deliver
them to communities in need. They also will
sell the roof product separately for other
building design needs, — ka¥LA DEVON

Durable

White Sandstone

Chip-resistant

Powder Coat Finish -
Straight from the Factory

Basement doors are now available with a factory-applied powder
coat finish. The result is a tougher coating, providing
both a decorative and protective finish.

Attractive

Light Gray Brick

Efiminate the time and expense requr‘red-by
the homeowner to paint the door after it is instafled.

o 1

T

it’s only Genuine Bilco...
if it says so on the handle



year or so. The under $200,000 segment is a huge underserved market, so builders who can
profitably serve them will have a ready set of buyers.”

In that case, maybe the starter home is math, political science, and geography—but not history.

Are New Starter Homes History?

Since World War II ended, builders lured buyers with new houses priced to vie
with resale, but better built. They may now be extinct.

By Les Shaver

aisya Kuzmenko

If you’re an American home builder of an age, here’s something you know: If you can build and
sell new homes for two-and-a-half times median household income in a neighborhood, people
line up around the block to buy them. Bill and Al Levitt knew it, and when they first put their
stripped-down two-bedroom, one-bath, single-story Cape on the for-sale market near Hempstead,
N.Y., in March 1949 for $6,990, they had 1,000 couples show up on the grand-opening weekend
with their $60 first payment in hand. Median household income in 1949 was around $3,100—so
two-and-a-half times that wage got you into homeownership. In today’s dollars, two-and-a-half-
times the median household wage gets you to $130,000. Not a home builder out there, save for a
few isolated markets, can sell a new home for that price and keep his or her shirt. Question is,
can home builders build for the low-end buyer any more at all?

Another question is, what does American society, the economy, and the culture itself risk if the
iconic badge of the American dream—the pristine and new, if unashamedly modest, starter



home—is allowed to become a figment of history rather than part of a entrepreneurial solution to
housing’s all-too-anemic clutch at recovery? Forget, for a moment, two-and-a-half times median
income and instead look at median sales prices for existing homes of around $210,000. Can
home builders develop and build homes in new communities for less than that? The scary answer
is maybe, in a few places, and perhaps not for long.

One decade ago, at the crest of the last real estate boom, the number of new homes sold for less
than $200,000 totaled 297,012. Each year since 2005, the number of single-family homes sold
for less than $200,000 has declined, cratering to 46,718 in 2014.

With personal savings sapped, joblessness rising, and qualifying for a loan increasingly beyond
reach, demand for the $200,000 (and lower) home plummeted after 2008. But that’s only part of
the story. As the Great Recession wounded demand for the modestly priced new home, supply
constraints—like soaring land costs, burdensome entitlement fees, and rising labor and material
costs—seem to be adding up as nails in the coffin.

“If you look at the trajectory over the last few years, that new single-family detached $200,000
home is mortally wounded,” says Tony L. Callahan, president and CEO of Kennesaw, Ga.—based
Callahan Consulting Group, which advises builders and manufacturers on managing the product
supply chain. “I don’t know how much longer it will be possible [to build that home] if things
keep going on this trajectory.”

While some builders are still out there building sub-$200,000 homes, it’s getting harder and
harder to make the numbers work. “$200,000 is not possible in many markets right now,” says
Stephen East, a partner and senior managing director at New York—based ISI Group, an
investment research firm. “LGI [Homes] is doing it. Horton is doing it with Express, but in
reality, it’s very, very tough.”

And getting tougher.

Getting to $160,000

Making a $200,000 home work as a home builder is junior-high-level arithmetic. Solving for
profit—say, 20%—Iland and building direct costs can not exceed $160,000. Problem is, a 20%
margin on a sub-$200,000 house has become frighteningly elusive in the past decade.

“The lowest build cost is around a $50 a foot,” says David Goldberg, a home building and
building products manufacturers analyst for UBS, New York. “If you do a 2,000-square-foot
house, which is what you’d have to do to compete with existing stock, that leaves you with
$100,000 of sticks-and-bricks cost. The maximum cost on the land would be $60,000.”

That math can still work, but not in many locales. Saun Sullivan, senior partner at Denham
Springs, La.—based DSLD Homes, won’t sneeze at building a home for less than $200,000, or
even $160,000. Finding qualified buyers, even at that price, is another matter. He can buy a
developed lot at $35,000 and spend $100 to $200 per foot to build a three-bedroom, two-bath



home ranging in size from 1,400 square feet to 1,600 square feet. “We’re in a cheaper market
than most,” Sullivan says.

Still, that price band is rare, and growing rarer. In Summerville, S.C.—hardly New York,
Washington D.C., or San Francisco—Kenneth T. Seeger, president of MWV Community
Development and Land Management, which is developing the Nexton master planned
community, estimates that it will cost $100,000 to build a house and $40,000 to $50,000 to buy
developed lots. Add in soft costs, and there goes the gross margin on a $200,000 home.

The catch to all this is that it’s not just one problem. No single culprit is killing the new starter
home. A stream of factors—land, operational risk, labor, material costs, entitlement fees—
converge at a single, all-too-real vanishing point where affordability becomes unaffordability.

“They’re all moving pieces of the equation,” Goldberg says. “If you got your land for free, you
can make it work. If the municipality waives permitting fees, I can make it work. It’s the
confluence of everything.”

Start with land. During the Great Recession, lots went for pennies on the dollar. Those days are
long gone as rough Metrostudy guidelines say estimated price per bulk lots has gone up from
around $50,000 in the recession to over $80,000. “It’s really difficult, given what land prices
moved up to, for a builder to make that entry-level product pencil out,” says Rick Palacios Jr.,
director of research for Irvine, Calif.—based John Burns Real Estate Consulting. “More and more
builders have been chasing that luxury and 55-plus buyer, and all of that stuff is at higher price
points.”

Even if land can be secured at a reasonable cost, cash-thirsty localities heap fees upon fees that
weigh more and more heavily on final home price tags. Chris Cates, co-owner of Fayetteville,
N.C.-based Caviness & Cates Communities, estimates that regulations that stipulate he has to
convert stormwater ponds to permanent ponds and bond items such as street lights, sidewalks,
landscaping, and retention ponds have doubled his development costs.

“What we don’t have any more is entry-level costs because of all of the regulations that we do
have,” Cates says. “The days of developing an entry-level home [site] for $25,000 are over.
Now, it’s $50,000. You can’t build a $175,000 home on a $50,000 lot. The numbers don’t
work.”

The logical result of onerous local fees is that attainable for-sale housing gets jeopardized. In this
way, local government interests directly oppose federal housing policy, which has pushed to spur
homeownership among entry-level buyers by reducing Federal Housing Administration (FHA)
insurance premiums and offering Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac mortgages with 3% down
payments.

While Goldberg says encouraging homeownership is a “popular bread and butter issue” for
national politicians, the issues are different at the local level. “You have a lot of municipalities
that are struggling with the tax issues and need to make more money,” he says. “Land is a finite
resource. On one hand, you get property taxes, development, and job growth [with new homes].



On the other hand, you only get one chance [to monetize those new residential properties and
offset infrastructure and school costs, etc.]. You can’t charge someone a permitting fee again.”
Plus, there’s the political ramifications of introducing lower-income, lower status citizens to
established communities, potentially impacting property values and community “ethic.” So,
entry-level buyers new to the neighborhood take the not-in-my-backyard hit.

Rising Costs

The pain goes on. When the recession hit and many contractors had to close their doors or at
least cut head count, laborers went in droves back to their home countries or found work
elsewhere. “In Texas and fracking-heavy markets, I think a lot of people left construction to
work in that sector,” Palacios says.

As builders kick-started operations, labor suddenly was a lot harder to find. The Associated
General Contractors of America (AGC) says labor costs have risen from $22.51 per hour in April
2012 to $25.13 in December 2014. The jump in residential materials is even more striking—it
rose 45% over the past decade, according to AGC chief economist Ken Simonson.

Materials and labor volatility make it tougher to pencil out the $200,000 home, even in Texas,
where the land base is less. Houston-based Legend Classic Homes has secured a perennial place
on our BUILDER 100 list by building entry-level homes.

Yet Mark Tollefsrud, vice president of sales and marketing at Legend, contends the window of
opportunity to build $200,000 homes is closing rapidly.

“The idea of under $200,000 price point really in the next couple of years, even in the Texas
market, may go away,” he says.

Not for the Faint of Heart

Still, any quest for a below-$200,000 home starts on the ground. “Land is step one, if you can’t
do that, you don’t have a shot at step two,” Callahan says.

But finding land at a price that works for a sub-$200,000 selling price means going to deeper
suburbs and outlying areas, which is something many customers—including the coveted
millennial—say they’d avoid if they can. “You need to fill up with gas before you go look at
[these communities],” East says.

If you want to build homes on more expensive ground—closer in to job centers and business
hubs—a solution is to build in density. Again, local governments tend to hit reject.

Emile Haddad, president and CEO of Aliso Viejo, Calif —based Five Point Communities, an
independent real estate development and management company jointly owned by Haddad and
Lennar Homes of California, thinks the first step to allowing builders to increase density and
lower costs starts with the neighborhoods. In the previous cycle, they entitled expensive, bigger-
lot projects. Since then, the market has adjusted and these bigger-lot homes have lost some luster



with consumers. However, many local governments haven’t detected the change and altered their
own stances.

“Right now, the entitlement requires you to build a certain [large lot] size, and you’re not able to
build that,” Haddad says. “If certain cities want to activate the market, they’re going to have to
go back and redo entitlements and downsize. If you can do that, you can build a single-family
detached home, price it to the market, build it, and make money on it.”

Materials costs are another place builders need to find savings to get homes below $200,000.
Tollefsrud says builders are pulling out the value-engineering stops to get to $200,000, including
staying below 1,700 square feet; sticking to 8- or 9-foot flat ceilings; eliminating features like
fireplaces; shifting to laminate countertops and 30-inch-high cabinets; avoiding crown molding
or tile backsplash in the kitchen; and limiting brick to the front of the home. “There would be a
lot of value engineering where you keep things structurally simple,” he says.

PercentageAs the number of for-sale attached homes declined over the past decade, the number of new-home
closings under $200K shrankSource: Metrostudy AnalyticsSingle-family detachedSingle-family
attachedOther/Unknown2005200620072008200920102011201220132014020406080

In the Charleston, S.C., market, Seeger thinks the only way a builder can hit the sub-$200K
threshold is to build a vinyl box with minimal finishes. “I think it’s very, very difficult,” he says.
“It’s not impossible, but you’re right at the edge of possibility. It would be a very, very
inexpensively built house. You can’t afford Hardie Plank siding or real plank siding [like many
municipalities demand]. You have to go with vinyl.”

But there are exceptions for builders who can gain efficiencies with materials and labor, and the
nation’s No. 1 home builder by volume, D.R. Horton, is one of them. East has studied Horton’s
product and sees some trends in its lower-priced Express homes.

“In Dallas, it’s brick on four sides with ceramic floors and granite countertops,” he says. “It’s
very much a box set up. In Houston, it’s brick and vinyl with Formica and vinyl floors as well.”

Speed is another key part of keeping a home under $200,000, but to get there a builder has to put
together the no-frills box. “The construction cycle is extremely quick,” East says.

To make it work, a systematic Levittown-like process—where builders have crews do the
foundations and then construct the framing—works best. Tollefsrud says Legend sticks to a 40-
foot-wide lot product and works efficiently. “The key is basically panel building a community
and keeping your trades in the community and through the cycle,” he says. “Where we have gone
into a community and prepaneled the homes out, including the color choice, we gained some cost
efficiencies.”

But, as always, there’s a downside. These homes often are giving up something in aesthetics.
“When you talk about price points like that, the curb appeal of the home is going to be more
boxy in design because boxier is more cost effective to build,” Callahan says.



So, to build these homes under $200,000, builders work faster, which creates a boxier design
with no-frills finishes. The question is does today’s starter-home buyer—a millennial adult more
often than not—really want to move into a boxy, no-frills home with Formica and vinyl after
living in high-tech student housing and ritzy apartments with granite countertops?

“The expectation of what a customer thinks should be in a house at that entry-level price point is
kind of crazy,” says Matt Riley, director of sales and marketing at Raleigh, N.C.-based Royal
Oaks Building Group. “They want granite countertops, tile backsplash, and stainless steel
appliances. People are used to the newer apartment complexes.”

Even if you can cut enough corners and build fast enough to get a home under $200,000, you’re
going to be building spec homes and you need to keep the pipeline full on the demand side for
them. “Then you have to be very confident about your absorption assumptions,” Goldberg says.
“And if they miss those absorptions, they don’t hit their return targets.”

East says Horton and LGI go about driving velocity in different ways. LGI, whose average
selling price for its homes in 42 active communities is about $166,000, ties its very identity and
nature to successfully extracting people from rental apartments, plastering their buildings with
fliers. Horton uses traditional methods but won’t budge on price.

“LGI did a great job driving volume with its sales process,” East says. “Everyone is pre-qualified
before they get to walk through house. They don’t spend a lot of time with people they won’t
make a sale to.”

A Difficult Proposition

Once the sales process, speed of building, location, and simplicity are figured in, it’s no mean
feat for a builder to try to build a $200,000 home. What’s more, why would builders jump
through hoops to build starter homes when their margins on those are razor thin as move-up and
second-time move-up homes are moving?

Ironically, given the need for new housing stock and the means of society, new entry-level
housing is where most of the home building business could be, but it’s also where the market can
be its riskiest, as was abundantly clear in the past decade.

“Realistically, you won’t see a lot of builders go down into this price point for a variety of
reasons,” East says. “One, operationally, they can’t make money on it. They don’t know how to
run that [production] process. Two, they don’t have the sales process. Three, they’re not a spec
builder. So, I don’t think we’ll see everyone heading for below $200,000.”

Others are more optimistic. Palacios argues that the sub-$200,000 level buyer is ready to come
back to the market. And, with lower FHA premiums and gas prices and easier underwriting, they
can make their dollar stretch about 15% more.



Brad Hunter, chief economist for Metrostudy, the research arm for BUILDER’s parent company,
agrees, suggesting that no matter how daunting it appears now, builders eventually will figure
out how to meet this high-volume below-$200,000 market.

“I do see certain builders who are actively serving the under-$200,000 segment,” Hunter says.
“Express Homes is expanding aggressively into this segment, and meeting strong demand. LGI
Homes is also actively serving this segment. I expect this segment to grow rapidly in the next
year or so. The under $200,000 segment is a huge underserved market, so builders who can
profitably serve tPem will have a ready set of buyers.” ‘

In that case, maybe the starter home is math, political science, and geography—but not history.



All Grown up and Nowhere to Go

Millennials are finally entering the housing market. Unfortunately, inventory is
limited.

Millennials can’t catch a break, or so the story goes: Graduated into the worst job market in
living memory and saddled with unprecedented school debt, they are stuck in mom and dad’s
basement without the wherewithal to buy a house of their own. According to John Burns
Consulting, those student loan payments cost the housing industry $83 billion in sales in 2014.

Fortunately, the storyline may be changing. Bloomberg Business Week, The New York Times,
and Money all report that as the economy improves Millennials will finally begin to pursue
homeownership en masse. The catch, as young house hunters may discover, is that entry-level
options, in the $200,000 range, are limited.

Destination cities such as New York, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C., are simply priced
out of reach. Concurrently, we’re witnessing the rise of the NORC, or naturally occurring
retirement community. Boomers around the country are embracing the idea of aging in place and
opting to remain in their homes, which reduces both resale inventory and the likelihood of
remodeling jobs from recent purchasers.




The new construction landscape is just as grim. “More and more builders have been chasing that
luxury and 55-plus buyer, and all of that stuff is at higher price points,” John Burns Consulting’s
Rick Palacios Jr. tells Builder, ARCHITECT’s sister magazine, in an eye-popping feature titled
“Are New Starter Homes History?” Furthermore, Palacios says, “It’s really difficult, given what
land prices moved up to, for a builder to make that entry-level product pencil out.”

It’s not that home builders are avaricious. In his story, Builder deputy editor Les Shaver
enumerates a host of factors that make the starter home a financial nonstarter, including zoning
that prohibits density and the rising cost of materials, land, and labor.

So if the free market can’t meet the pent-up demand for starter homes, whether old or new,
where are Millennials to turn? It’s tempting to imagine Good Design swooping down and saving
the day singlehandedly, like Superman or Wonder Woman (but in an all-black unitard, of
course).

There is precedent. As in 1927, when a league of 17 early modernists—among them Corb,
Gropius, and Mies—industrialized the building type with the WeiBenhof model housing estate in
Stuttgart. Or in 1967, when AIA Gold Medalist Moshe Safdie wedded prefabrication and
prehistoric settlement patterns at Habitat in Montreal. But neither would’ve been built had the
architects’ radical ideas not aligned with the policies of the governments footing the bills.

Nowadays, architects must reconcile a myriad of powerful interests—not just those of the client,
but of bankers, planners, community groups, the trades, and on and on. It’s a tall order, but it’s
also an opportunity for the profession to take a leading role. Already, architects are poised to
make major contributions, in areas such as prefabrication and energy harvesting,

Demand for low-cost housing is only going to increase with time. According to a recent Better
Homes and Gardens Real Estate survey of Post-Millennials aged 13 to 17, a full 97 percent of
respondents believe they will one day own a home, and 82 percent say it is the most important
part of the American dream. Architects can help make that dream a reality.
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This 50-unit, $11 million affordable housing project is under construction in Durango, where the workforce has been squeezed
out of the rental and home-buying markets. Jonathan Thompson, High Country News .

By Jonathan Thompson 'Hiéh Country News

$890,000. 60 percent. housekeepers — are left with a commute from as
These figures came from a panel titled, not so far away as Denver or Leadville (both over an

subtly, “The Problem of Amenity Migrants in hour’s drive), a smattering of “workforce housing,”

North America,” at the Rocky Mountain Land which isn’t exactly affordable, or living in their

Use Institute conference in Denver in March. cars in the Wal-Mart parking lot.

'The numbers respectively refer to the average “We are in crisis mode, trying to find out how

price of a single-family home in Summit County  we can live where we work and work where we
in north-central Colorado, and the percentage of  live,” said Dan Gibb, a Summit County commis-
those homes that are second homes and thus va-  sioner and former state legislator, who lives in
cant much of the year. local workforce housing. “We are just struggling.”
So what'’s the problem? Second-home-buying If it were just Summit County, which is home to
“amenity migrants” — those who move to aplace = Breckenridge ski resort and has become Denver’s
because of the proximity to recreational weekend playground, we might be less con-
opportunities — have driven up prices so cerned. We could write that place off as a
much that no one else can afford to either loss and set up real communities in neigh-
buy or rent homes in these places. Usually boring areas. But by now we all know that
these migrants, also known as “equity refu- the problem of not being able to afford to

gees,” rely on outside sources of income, Jonathan live where we work is not limited to Colora-
either cash from selling out in another mar-  Thompsonis  do’s posh resort communities. It's like a dis-
ket, investment earnings or salaries from asenior  ease, spreading across the West, both a

work in another community, to buy into the edétg;!at symptom and cause of economic inequality.

community. The communities’ actual work-  coppery  Oftentimes the carriers are those amenity
ers — firefighters, cops, teachers, cooks and News. _ migrants, but the malady can also be spread
THOMPSON » 6D
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by the economic mix of a partic-
ular community, a simple imbal-
ance between wages and hous-
ing costs.

Denver, for example, has a
robust economy and plenty of
jobs, but its core neighborhoods
are becoming unaffordable.

“Housing prices are rising’
faster than average wages.
That’s why this problem is not
going away,” said Don Elliott,
director of Clarion Associates, a
land-use consulting firm, in
another panel. “And the West is
particularly stressed.”

Take another Summit County,
this one in Utah, home of Park
City, where the average home
Ccosts $700,000, and just 3,000 of
the 8,400 housing units are oc-
cupied year-round. If you make
the median income, whether it’s
from a wage or a trust fund, you
can’t afford to buy a market-rate
house.

“We’re losing the middle in-
come bracket big time,” says
Kirsten Whetstone, senior plan-
ner for Park City. Her town “re-
ally struggles to remain a com-
plete city, to balance resort ver-
sus real town.”

Clearly, it wasn’t always this
way. Many of the West’s most
unaffordable towns, from Tellu-
ride to Aspen, both Summit
Counties to Moab, once relied
on extractive industries, i.e.,
mining, for their livelihood.

Mining may have ravaged the
environment, and can be hard
and dangerous work, but in the
days when unions were strong,
it provided a well-paying, stable
occupation of the type that can
support a robust middle class.
And the industrial nature of
mining towns, regardless of how
lovely the surroundings, tend to
be a turn-off for amenity mi-
grants. So housing stayed rela-
tively affordable. L

‘When mining collapsed, those
jobs — at least some of them —
were replaced by jobs in the

“Housing prices are rising faster than average wages. That’s
said Don Elliott, director of Clarion Associates,

tourism and amenities indus-
tries, from ski areas to nice res-
taurants to bike shops and guide
services, not to mention real
estate agents. Today there are
surely far more service-industry
employees in, say, Moab, than
there ever were miners. :

But there’s a catch: A mining
machine operator makes a heck
of a lot more than your average
bike mechanic, ski patroller,
waiter and even more than most
real estate agents, the creme de
la creme of resort town occupa-
tions. A recent Governing maga-
zine analysis found that, among
191 U.S. metros, Flagstaff, Ariz.,
which relies heavily on tourism,
has the lowest cost-of-living-ad-
justed wages of all.

It’s almost as if the desirabili-
ty of a place is inversely propor-
tional to opportunities to make
aliving.

A good measure of this phe-
nomenon is the percentage of a
community’s income that comes
from labor, as opposed to that
which comes from other sourc-
es, primarily investments.

There’s another catch. All
those service industry folks’
livelihoods rely on attracting
more and more people to their
communities. And the more
people they attract with their
amenities, the more folks are
going to want to buy a home,
either to live there or just for -
vacations. And then the housing
inventory will shrink and rents
and sale prices rise.

Exacerbating the situation is
the growing trend toward short-
term and vacation rentals of
guest homes and condos, taking
them out of the long-term rental
market.

The actual workers, then,
from the chef to the teacher to
the cop, have to move “down
valley” to some less desirable,
and less expensive bedroom
community, from which they
must commute, :

A good measure of this phe-
nomenon is the percentage of a
community’s income that
comes from labor, as opposed
to that which comes from other

why this problem is not going away,”
a land-use consulting firm. jonathan Thompson, High

sources, primarily investments.
According to Headwaters Eco-
nomics research, nearly half of
the total personal income in
Teton County, Wyoming, home
of Jackson, comes from invest-
ment-related sources; Pitkin
and Summit Counties in Colo-
rado aren’t far behind, and
Grand County, Utah, home of
Moab, is also high on the list.
Compare that to extractive-in-
dustry-heavy San Juan County,
N.M., where investment-relat-
ed sources only make up 12 per-
cent of total personal incomes.

Our communities have trans-
formed, from economies that
were sustained by the local
labor of local residents, to ones
that rely on stock market divi-
dends reaped by folks who
might only have a part-time
home in the community. E
They’ve transformed from
places that were occupied by
local workers, to those that are
made up of often-empty but
expensive homes.

In many places, the local gov-
ernments and non-profits are
doing all they can to remedy the
situation. Some have inclusion-
ary housing ordinances, which
require developers to make a
certain proportion of a new
developments’ units “afford-
able.” Other communities have
housing authorities that use tax -
revenue or impact fees on de-*
velopers to build their own af-
fordable-housing.

But these initiatives, at best,
result in less than 10 percent of
the total housing stock being
“affordable.” That’s not enough.

These sorts of Band-Aids
won't heal this growing prob- *
lem, this crisis. It will require a
far bigger, regional effort and,
most likely, a fair amount of
public spending on large quanti-
ties of a mix of housing to ac-
commodate the people who
keep our communities running.
That’s no easy goal.

“The real problem,” says El-
liott, “is that you don’t have a
culture of providing homes to
the people who can’t afford
them.”
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Hold your stomach in!
Mini-apartments may be one
way to solve New York’s
housmg shortage £ 3

By NATALIE SHUTLER

For most: smgle New. Yorkers, the. tyrannyp
of living in a' small space, or worse, a
shared space, is all too familiar.

And with the number of single New '
Yorkers, grt)wmg, the demand for more of -

these spacesisinevitable. |
Enter My Micro NY, the city’s first mi-
cro-apartment complex; at 335-East 27th
Street, with 55 units  ranging from, 260 to
360. square feet. The bu11dmg will begin
leasing ‘studios: ‘this; summer. ' for. around
$2,000 t0.$3,000 amom?‘h
My Miero: NY, made of: prefabricated
moeduldr units bu11t at the Brooklyn Navy
Yard, will be'stacked irito place this spring.
' The apartments will come with kitchen-
ettes, ' wheelchair-accessible . bathrooms,
9-foot-high'ceilings'and big windows. And
" to help make living in a small space more
palatable; tenants will have access tostor-.
age units ahd common Spaces scattered”
throughout the building. e
To allow: this bulldmg to come to be the

city had to waive current zoning and densi-

ty rules that limit apartments to no less
than 400 square feet.

‘The project is bemg watched with in-
terest by both housing advocates and de-
.velopers; and not just'because of its mod-
ular construction. Housing advocates say
the  creation ‘of more micro-apartments
could ‘open ‘up: many more. reasonably
priced living options. Moreunits dedicated

to singles could eventually bring down

rent prices across:the city, as more two- to

four-bedroom apartments would then open !

up:to! families. Singles looking for larger:
apartments'to,share with others may have.
artificially .inflated' the rental ‘market, as
. the combined ihcomes ‘of roommates, can: -
be greater than those of families. .
Some developers have a related idea on
the drawing board, “micro-suites;”:

apartments that are slightly larger than “

the legal limit — at, say, 500 ‘square feet —
but house two or. three singles:in separate,
albeit tiny; bedrooms.

‘Whether- New Yorkers can live o

happlly, at that) in less than 400 square

feet isinot really in ‘question— many New. .

Yorkers,already do: Mlcro-apartments that

were built before the zoning rules were en-. -
-acted in 1987 -exist ‘threughout the city. -

There are some 3,000 apartments: under,
' 400 square feet in Manhattan alone; ac-
cording to Jonathan J. Miller, the president
of Miller Samuel, a real estate appraisal

|
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" ment with three other.girls, and as I have

‘People already hve this

~ way, by puttingup
pressurized walls, a ' *
developer said.

and' consultmg firm.

Kelli Okuii, 27, a graduate student at Co-
lumbia, University, lives in one, a newly
renovated apartment of 313 square feet at

the Greystone, a former hotel built in 1923

_on the Upper West Side that has since
turned its rooms into luxury rentals.. Ms, .
. Okuji. occupiés one of 26 efficiency units:

under 400 square feet, each of which
* comes with high-end finishes and appli-
‘ances, a. Murphy bed that tucks‘into the

wall and access to a broad variety of build- '

mg amenities, including a gym axid aland-
scaped rooftoplounge: :

! “For' me, the draw was living on my
own,” said Ms. Okuji, who'is from Aptos,
Calif, “1 had been crammed in an apart-

lived with roommates for eight years,

since my. freshman year of college, I was.

ready to do my own thing.”

knew she Would not be saving money so'
. much as buying the privacy she needs'to

, " complete her master’s degrees in busmess, ;
i adnnmstratxon and'international affairs:'"
+ She was also taken with the design of the
' apartment “I' was really uhpressed with'
- howeverything is configured,” Ms: Okuji G
;said. “I think itis great that the bed can go ;

. up; it really opers up the space.”

. The miniature appliances easily accom-
modate the needs of one person: “The:

‘dishwasher looks like a ‘regul drawer,
and a mini-oven doubles as'a microwave”

. she said. “The only: drawback is the size of
the bathroom: The sinkis tiny. But having

amenities in the building; were 1cmg on the*

cake” -

Indeed, amenities maybe Keyt e e
" cess'of nncro—apartmentst “Amenitiesthave
beeonte muchmore 1mportant to peopleas’

apartments have gotten ‘smaller;” said Cliff
Einn, the executive vice president of new

development at Douglas Elliman; and the
leaSmg agent for the' Gneystone “They

have become an extension of living space.
‘People are prepared to make: the ‘space

Rt trade—off if they have other places togo.”
| Many of the new towers that have
popped upin Brooklyn and Queens alsoat-- -

tract: renters with add-ons and common
spaces. The firm that designed My Micro
NY, nArchitects; has given them communi-

ty spaces mcludmg studies, small gardens, :

a gym, and a laundry: ecenterand storage
for bikes and overflow belongings.

Rent is' $2,600: a month, S0 Ms. Okujl

"The firm won a'closely: watched design

. competition in 2013 that was sponsored by:
. the cityis Department of Housing Preser-

vation ‘and Development and enthusiasti-
cally endorsed by former Mayor Michael
R. Bloemberg. It is being built by Mo-,

nadnock Development and the Lower East

' 7' SidePeople’s Mutual Housing Association:

‘Demand for these apartments: seems

clear: Enc Bunge, a princ1pa1 at nArchi-*

tects, sa1d that after Wmmng the competi-
tion, his firm received dozens of calls from
interested parties of all ages.

"Mr. Bunge said his firm designed My Mi-
cro NY:to accommodate tenants of all ages
and all income levels — 22 of the units will
be designated as-affordable housing. The
architects are ‘hoping that sliding glass
doors, high ceilings, lots: of natural light
and Juliet balconies will help alleviate any
feelings of claustrophobia.

The current zoning rules were enacted
in 1987 to prevent a return to the days
when overcrowded tenements filled many
of the city’s streets. But Mr. Bunge said he
believes that the large dwellings that be-
gan to be built nationwide after World War
II' are a historical aberration' that: has: al-
. tered “how much space we think weneed?”. :

The many two- to four-bedroom units on
the rental market “actually better respond:
to the housing landscape of the 1950s;”
.when homes' were designed for families,
and not for today, said Sarah Watson, the
deputy director of the Citizens Housing
and Planning Council. Her orgamzatlon

has developed an initiative, Makmg Room,
that explores expanding: New York’s hous-
ing options.

That means focusmg on all the smgle
people in the city. )

In 2013, about half of all New Yorkers
were smgle, up from: about a' third in 1970,
. according to.an analysis of census and oth-
‘‘er data by Susan Weber-Stoger, a  re-
searcher in the sociology department at -
. Queens College. The large number of sin-
gles here corresponds to a surge national-
ly, as more people are waiting to get mar-
ried, if they do at all. At the same time, old-
er adults are living longer, and often in sin- *
gle households. This, combined’ with the

i“hIashioned: zoning:laws?” has led to wide-

- spread flouting of the law, “Most people
‘sharing apartments together are in some
way breaking the rules;> Ms. Watson said.
Any apartment that is subdivided among

- Mmore than three people who aren’t related

-is-in v:lolatlon of occupancy: rules, for ex-

ample, and many. apa.rtments have locks
on bedroom doors, which in many cases
blocks the fire exit. :



‘“According o a 2008 study, by the Pratt
= 'Center for Commumty Development and
~ the Chhaya Community Development Cor-;

i poratlon more than half of the housmg
“added'i m New York City from 1990/ to 2000

- wasin this illegal “housingunderground.”

4 Mattheyv Baron, the president of Simon
‘Baron Deyelopment, said he sees this as'a
- “shadow market;” which his firm plans to,
tap into' with micro-suites for singles that
are ‘“code eomphant ‘In the next feW‘

. months, the firm plans to unveil some 400/
- units featu_mng _and three-bedroom |
. suites designed to be ed that will aver-|
.age about: 250wsquare feet per person. The |
aVerage bedroom‘ size will be 110 square |
. feet, the suites furnished and the kitchens

pared down with slimmed-down apph-
anees; resxdents will have aceess toa host
" of amenities.’
.. “People alreadyhve th1sway by puttingl
- up pressurized walls and’ turning a two- |
* bedroom intothree, or a.one-b r00m mto;

. two,”Mr. Baron sald.' “We seeking to
‘ legltnmze things for bothithe landlord and
' thetenant, While stlll bx:eakmg ug the €GOSt {
ofrent 2 ‘
. Whileit remainsito be fseen whether true;
h mcro-dpartments, those under 400 square ;
. feet in size, will gain regulatory footing, ¢
.\ Ms. Watson, of the Citizens Housing and |
- Planning Council, is.optimistic. As part eof
" his State of the Clty ‘speech this month,
i Mayor Bill de’Blasw emphasized “afford-
- able housing and sustainable density, Ex- :
R pandmg the availability of compact units
"\ — or micro-apartments — beyond the' pilot
. phase'is part of his plan to bring down
-+ housing costs. Mayor'de Blasio’s'plan cltes
. the suceess of “livable, safe, healthy mi- |
_ cro-apartment initiatives' in other cities |
. that have' broadened “housmg opmons for{
. small househol .” His admmjstramon has |
* promised to consuler zoning changes after *
‘areview of the My Micro NY pllot In this"
" admnustrauon, Mleatson sees “a broad-,
I er commitment to encourage housmg tbat 4
better matches. how people live;” beyond ¥
just finishing* What former Mayor Bloom-
e bengstaned : AR
Seattl‘e:‘i's‘of,ten held up~asxa'le in the‘,
S ;micro-apartment movement. U; S at de-
' .'--f'velopmemts there: called aPo anbe,

=

S ely » ‘ 3 y
leases are’ typleally a year or two ng and
S where ﬁnanmalreqmrements ar! nera Y

-ous that they often requlre the srgn ,

- of singles” she said. “They think they will

* _ Butthe smgles of New Yark City are not#.

accordmg to William H.

: Just appeal -toith

elevator,” said MS':Sproule, who'

7 I4A potential barrier to zoning ehanges
* that would allow for nucro-apartments,:-

«Ms Watson .said, eomes from a misun-:
% detstandmg about’ ‘the' makeup of th \sl)n-)
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PAGOSA NEW BUSINESS:V.5

SPIQ NGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL
COLORADO OCTOBER 22, 2015

FrRoM: GREGORY J SCHULTE, TOWN MANAGER

PROJECT: STAFF MEDICAL INSURANCE PREMIUM EXEMPTION FOR MONTHS OF Nov. & DEc. 2015
ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

PURPOSE/BACKGROUND

The Town of Pagosa Springs provides health insurance coverage for employees and their dependents through
Cigna. Premiums paid to Cigna cover administrative services, coverage for large claims (specific) coverage,
and small claims (aggregate) coverage. The remaining is set aside to fund the small claims. When the
Town’s claims are below the amount set aside, the Town receives a portion of the amount back upon
renewal. For the previous policy year, November 2013 — October 2014, the Town received $29,490.31 as a
credit from Cigna. If our claims run over the projected amount, Cigna picks up these claims under the
specific and aggregate coverage we purchase; therefore, the Town will never pay more than the budgeted
amount in a plan year.

In an effort to encourage Town employees to continue to maintain a healthy lifestyle and reward them for
positively managing their health care, it is proposed that the Council exempt the employees from paying their
portions of the medical premium during the months of November and December 2015. Twenty-Seven (27)
employees contribute $6,301.32 per month to pay the medical premiums to Cigna.

The average savings for employees is as follows:

Type of Coverage 1 Month Premium 2 Months Premium
Employee Only $45.00 $90.00
Employee + Spouse $416.68 $833.36
Employee + Children $353.84 $707.68
Family $583.09 $1,166.18

FIscAL IMPACT

The employee portion of medical insurance premiums equate to $6,301.32 per month for a total fiscal impact
of $12,602.64. However, the Town received a payment from Cigna for a cumulative premium surplus of
$29,490.31.

ATTACHMENTS
None

RECOMMENDATION
Possible actions by the Town Council include:

1) Move to approve exempting Town employees from paying the employee portion of medical
insurance premiums for the months of November and December 2015.

2) Move to deny exempting Town employees from paying the employee portion of medical insurance
premiums for the months of November and December 2015.
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PAGOSA_ OLD BusINESs: VI.1

SPMNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS TOWN COUNCIL

OCTOBER 22, 2015
COLORADO

FROM: JAMES DICKHOFF, TOWN PLANNING DIRECTOR

PROJECT: SECOND READING OF ORDINANCE 828, AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, AMENDING THE LUDC FOR
ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS REGARDING THE USE AND PLACEMENT OF CARGO SHIPPING CONTAINERS
ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

PURPOSE

The purpose of Ordinance 828 is to provide clear LUDC regulations regarding the allowable use and placement
of Cargo Shipping Containers as Temporary Accessory Structures and as Permanent Accessory Structures, within
commercially zoned districts. Ordinance 828 only addresses the commercially zoned districts, and the residential
component will come back to Town Council for additional considerations at a future TC meeting.

BACKGROUND

On October 6, 2015, Town Council approved the First Reading of Ordinance 828, an Ordinance of the Town of
Pagosa Springs Amending the Land Use Development Code, Establishing Regulations Regarding the Use and
Placement of Cargo Shipping Containers.

FUTURE ENFORCEMENT

There are a few ways staff can enforce previously placed cargo shipping containers. All placements were
most likely required to have some sort of Building Permit approval (either as a temporary Structure or a
permanent structure) or a Land Use Development Permit (CUP or TUP). In addition, since 2009, metal siding
was not allowed in the Mixed Use Corridor, Mixed Use Town Center and the Commercial districts.

Staff proposes, as time allows, to identify all CSC’s, and to notify the property owners of any violation that
may exist, and possibly issuing them a temporary use permit for up to 1 year, in essence giving them one
year to comply with the Town’s requirements, by either submitting a building permit application or land use
development permit.

FiscAL IMPACT
There will be some expenses associated with the review of proposed LUDC revisions by the Town’s attorney.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the TC consider the PC’'s recommendation and the first reading of Ordinance 828.

1) APPROVE the Second Reading of Ordinance 828, An Ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs
Amending the Land Use Development Code, Establishing Regulations Regarding the Use and
Placement of Cargo Shipping Containers.

2) APPROVE the Second Reading of Ordinance 828, An Ordinance of the Town of Pagosa Springs
Amending the Land Use Development Code, Establishing Regulations Regarding the Use and
Placement of Cargo Shipping Containers, with the following revisions.........

3) Deny approving the Second Reading of Ordinance 828.



TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO. 828
(SERIES 2015)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS
AMENDING THE LAND USE DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR
ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS REGARDING THE USE
AND PLACEMENT OF CARGO SHIPPING CONTAINERS

WHEREAS, the Town of Pagosa Springs (“Town”) is a home rule municipality duly organized
and existing under Article XX of the Colorado Constitution and the Pagosa Springs Home Rule Charter
of 2003, as amended on April 3, 2012, April 23, 2013 and April 22, 2014 (the “Charter”); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 1.4 (A) of the Charter, the Town has all power of local self-
government and home rule and all power possible for a municipality to have under the Constitution and
laws of the State of Colorado; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article XX, Section 6 of the Colorado Constitution and Section 11.2 of
the Charter the Town has the power to adopt and amend land use and development ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has, by Ordinance, adopted the Pagosa Springs Land Use and
Development Code, including Article 4 regarding “Use Regulations”; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council hereby determines that for the protection of the health, safety and
welfare of the Town, it is in the best interest of the residents and visitors of the Town to amend the Land
Use Development Code regarding the allowable use and placement of Cargo Shipping Containers.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, as follows:

Section 1. Amend the Land Use and Development Code to include the following
additions:

LUDC Atrticle 12, Definitions:
Addition of Definition of Cargo Shipping Container: A Cargo Shipping Container is defined
as “A large, usually rectangular-shaped, steel constructed unit that is built and used to carry
goods for transport by sea, road, rail or air”. Depending on the proposed
use. cargo shipping containers are considered temporary or permanent structures when placed
on a property,

Addition of LUDC section 4.3.3.A.3.
a. All Accessory Structures shall be consistent in design and appearance as the principal
structure on the property, including color, materials, roofing, orientation, ect...
b. All Accessory Structures require a Building Permit prior to construction or placement.

Addition of LUDC section 4.4.2.G.

Ordinance 828



Cargo shipping containers may be allowed for temporary use and placement in all districts,
with an approved temporary use permit, issued pursuant to section 2.4.10. A temporary use
permit shall be valid for a maximum of 180 days, with a maximum of 360 days consecutive
use allowed. The applicant must demonstrate the need for such temporary use in their
application.

Addition of LUDC section 4.3.4.E. Cargo Shipping Containers

a. Cargo shipping containers shall be prohibited for permanent placement and use in Open
Space districts.

c. Cargo shipping containers shall be allowed for permanent placement within the Light
Industrial district and in compliance with sections 4.4 and 4.5.

d. Cargo shipping containers shall be allowed in the Commercial District, Mixed Use
Corridor District and Mixed Use Town Center district, limiting the maximum of no more
than 320 square feet, unless otherwise approved with a conditional use permit pursuant to
section 2.4.4.

e. Cargo shipping containers shall be allowed in the Downtown Business and Lodging
Overlay District and Downtown East Village Overlay District, limiting the maximum of
no more than 160 square feet, unless otherwise approved with a conditional use permit
pursuant to section 2.4.4.

f. Cargo shipping containers shall be allowed in the Public/Quasi Public District, Limiting
to no more than 160 square feet in size, unless otherwise approved with a conditional use
permit pursuant to section 2.4.4.

g. Cargo shipping containers in place in any zoning district at the time of this code
amendment, are considered non-conforming and shall comply with Article 9, unless the
container was placed in violation of the LUDC or building code adopted at the time of
placement.

Section 2. Public Inspection. The full text of this Ordinance, with any amendments, is
available for public inspection at the office of the Town Clerk.

Section 3. Severability. If any portion of this Ordinance is found to be void or ineffective, it
shall be deemed severed from this Ordinance and the remaining provisions shall remain valid and in full
force and effect.

Section 4. Effective date. This Ordinance shall become effective and be in force
immediately upon final passage at second reading.

INTRODUCED, READ, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY PURSUANT TO SECTION

3.9, B) OF THE PAGOSA SPRINGS HOME RULE CHARTER, BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, UPON A MOTION DULY MADE, SECONDED AND

PASSED AT ITS REGULAR MEETING HELD AT THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, ON THE
DAY OF , 2015.

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO

By:

Don Volger, Mayor

Ordinance 828 2



Attest:

April Hessman, Town Clerk

FINALLY ADOPTED, PASSED, APPROVED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY
PURSUANT TO SECTION 3.9, D) OF THE PAGOSA SPRINGS HOME RULE CHARTER, BY THE
TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO, UPON A MOTION DULY
MADE, SECONDED AND PASSED AT ITS REGULAR MEETING HELD AT THE TOWN OF
PAGOSA SPRINGS, ON THE DAY OF , 2015.

TOWN OF PAGOSA SPRINGS, COLORADO

By:

Don Volger, Mayor

Attest:

April Hessman, Town Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

I, the duly elected, qualified and acting Town Clerk of the Town of Pagosa Springs,
Colorado, do hereby certify the foregoing Ordinance No. 828 (Series 2015) was approved by the
Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs on first reading at its regular meeting held on the
____day of , 2015, and was published by title only, along with a statement
indicating that a violation of the Ordinance is subject to enforcement and punishment pursuant to
Article 3, Chapter 1 of the Pagosa Springs Municipal Code, and specifically Section 1.3.3 which
provides for a fine not exceeding $1,000 or incarceration for not to exceed one year, or both, and
that the full text of the Ordinance is available at the office of the Town Clerk, on the Town’s
official website, on , 2015, which date was at least ten (10) days prior to the
date of Town Council consideration on second reading..

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Town
of Pagosa Springs, Colorado, this __ day of , 2015.

April Hessman, Town Clerk

(SEAL)

Ordinance 828 3



I, the duly appointed, qualified and acting Town Clerk of the Town of Pagosa Springs,
Colorado, do hereby certify the foregoing Ordinance No. 828 (Series 2015) was approved by the
Town Council of the Town of Pagosa Springs on second reading, at its regular meeting held on
the _ day of , 2015, and was published by title only, along with a statement
indicating the effective date of the Ordinance and that the full text of the Ordinance is available
at the office of the Town Clerk, on the Town’s official website, on _,2015.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the Town
of Pagosa Springs, Colorado, this ___ day of , 2015.

April Hessman, Town Clerk

(SEAL)

Ordinance 828 4
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PAGOSA SPRINGS SANITATION GENERAL
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT MEETING AGENDA
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2015
Town Hall Council Chambers
551 Hot Springs Blvd
5:00 P.M.

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND MOMENT OF SILENCE
M. PUBLIC COMMENT - Please sign in to make public comment

Iv. CONSENT AGENDA
1. Approval of October 6, 2015 Meeting Minutes
2. Approval of September Financial Statement and Accompanying Payments

V. REPORTS TO BOARD
1. Sanitation District Report
2. PAWSD/Pipeline Update Report
VI. NEXT BOARD MEETING NOVEMBER 3, 2015 AT 5:00PM

VII. ADJOURNMENT

Copies of proposed Ordinances and Resolutions are available to the public from the Town Clerk
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PAGOSA SPRINGS SANITATION GENERAL
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT MEETING MINUTES
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2015
Town Hall Council Chambers
551 Hot Springs Blvd
5:00 P.M.

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER - Board President Volger, Board Member Alley, Board Member Egan,
Board Member Lattin, Board Member Patel

Il PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND MOMENT OF SILENCE
1. PUBLIC COMMENT - None

V. CONSENT AGENDA
1. Approval of September 17, 2015 Meeting Minutes - Board Member Egan moved to approve the
consent agenda, Board Member Alley seconded, unanimously approved.

V. REPORTS TO BOARD
1. PAWSD/Pipeline Update Report - Both the water and sewer force mains are now complete.

Progress has been slowed somewhat as the contractor found water leaks and they are focusing
on the waterline at this time as Trujillo Road cannot be paved until the pressure testing of the
waterline under Trujillo Road is completed. Electrical inspections for the PS’s have been
completed and approved. LPEA has been contacted to set meters at both pump stations. All 10
Variable Frequency Drives are in Denver and being wired by Browns Hill Engineering, the SCADA
subcontractor.

VI. NEW BUSINESS
1. Preliminary 2016 Budget — Per State requirements, the preliminary 2016 budget is being
presented to the board. The 2016 budget presumes the pipeline will be complete and the crew
will be finishing up decommissioning of the lagoon system in 2016.

VII. NEXT BOARD MEETING OCTOBER 22, 2015 AT 5:00PM

VIII.  ADJOURNMENT - Upon motion duly made, the meeting adjourned at 5:12pm.



AN AGENDA DOCUMENTATION
PAGOSA REPORTS TO BOARD:V.1

SPIQNGS PAGOSA SPRINGS SANITATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS
COLORADO OcTOoBER 22, 2015

FROM: GENE TAUTGES, SANITATION SUPERVISOR

PROJECT: SANITATION DISTRICT REPORT
ACTION: DISCUSSION

ADMINISTRATIVE

| attended a webinar on October 8" regarding the request for applications for year 2016 for the Small Communities Grant
Program administered by the Colorado Department of Health and Environment. The program has undergone some
changes since last year, one of them being that collection systems are also eligible. With a little help from engineering, |
plan to request an amount yet to be determined for engineering and construction of a larger wet well at pump station #1.
We are concerned that if the force main should ever break or be accidentally hit by an unsuspecting contractor, that the
current detention time of approximately 2 hours would be insufficient for the repair to be made before potential backups
could occur to some of our customers, one being the high school.

| also plan to request funding to start manhole rehabilitation. Many of our older manholes are constructed partially of
brick and were done in a time where construction standards were far less stringent than today. There are a few other
minor items | will include as well. | will keep you posted as board action would be required in November if we go through
with the application.

COLLECTION SYSTEM

| continue the ongoing analysis of flow meter data which is helping me determine problem areas and where to focus next
year’s pipe repair efforts. We also recently had a small back up which required a sub-contractor to remove. | also recently
raised some manholes in preparation for the upcoming paving projects.

WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

The average daily flow to the lagoon system in July was 324,000 gallons per day with no violations reported. | continue to
prepare the old lagoon site for decommissioning as time permits as well as doing 3™ quarter maintenance and
winterization procedures.
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"PAGOSA_ REPORTS TO BOARD:V.2

SP INGS PAGOSA SPRINGS SANITATION GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
OcCTOBER 22, 2015

COLORADO

FROM: GENE TAUTGES, SANITATION SUPERVISOR

PROJECT: PAWSD/PIPELINE UPDATE REPORT
ACTION: UPDATE AND DISCUSSION

PROJECT UPDATE

As you know we are nearing the end of the project. As a point of reference, per the construction contract, substantial
completion was supposed to be completed on October 1%, so obviously the project is behind schedule. Most of the
remaining tasks are very technical in nature having to do with installation, wiring, and commissioning of 8 variable
frequency drives, the SCADA system, and training on the new equipment by the manufacturers.

There is also pouring of the final concrete slabs at both pump stations, building painting, force main pressure testing, and
numerous other small tasks to be completed. The second to the last step is to complete a 7 day functional “live” test. |
am anticipating this may occur now sometime in mid-December. Once that test is successfully completed, the
decommissioning of the lagoons will begin. | have quizzed the contractor and their intention is still to perform that task at
the end of the startup test. However it is reasonable to expect that the decommissioning will undoubtedly continue into
2016 at this juncture.

| am currently assisting a separate contractor in securing radio paths for the SCADA system required to operate the project
which includes repeater sites on Reservoir Hill and near the existing transfer station on Trujillo Road. This aspect was
taken out of the construction contract for some reason in 2013 so we are needing to finance and perform it separately
now.

All Davis Bacon certified payrolls are up to date with no issues found or reported.
Respectfully submitted,

Gene Tautges
Sanitation Supervisor
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