Main Street Working Group

Meeting #2 – January 28, 2013

Town/County Conference Room 10:00 AM – 12:00 PM

Meeting Notes

Attendees: 
Dave Harvey (DH), Colin Fernie (CF), Mickey Brown (MB), Jo Bacon (JB), Jack Copeland (JC), John Vereuck (JV), Bill Taylor (BT), Jim Smith (JS), Bruce Woodward (BW), Elizabeth Tenney (ET), Jay Deinken (JD), Ellen Clark (EC), Jessica Morriss (JM), Dyett & Bhatia (DB)

Agenda Item 1: Review 12-20-12 Meeting Notes and Working Group Purpose

Meeting #1 notes approved. Working group purpose confirmed.
Agenda Item 2: Review DCMS Subareas and Proposed Commercial Zones

Ellen Clark provided an overview of the key concepts that resulted from the Downtown Concept for Main Street.  The DCMS included a series of recommendations for each subarea of the study, including recommendations related to transportation, land use, and district character.  These recommendations were used to inform the development of the draft Commercial Zones Chapter prepared by staff last year and accepted by the Planning Commission.  The draft Commercial Zones Chapter describes four distinct commercial zones (the existing C1 and C2 zones will be further divided): 

· MLR, Mixed Lodging Residential 

· Wide-range of medium-scale residential and lodging, emphasis on transient occupancy.

· D, Downtown 

· Most diversity of uses: emphasis on retail, entertainment, restaurant, and cultural uses.

· Development standards intended to provide an animated, pedestrian-friendly environment.

· High visual/aesthetic quality.

· NOMR, North Old Mammoth Road 

· Small to medium-scale commercial uses: emphasis on community serving retail, artist galleries, office and services, mixed-use, infill, and live-work.
· Development standards provide a transition between OMR and D zones.

· Height standard generally lower than in the D zone.

· OMR, Old Mammoth Road

· Small to medium-scale commercial uses: emphasis on community serving retail, office, and service uses.

The following comments were made by the Working Group with regard to the intent, purpose, and boundaries of the Commercial Zones in the draft Chapter:

· MB – There may not be enough difference between the zones, particularly the Downtown and North Old Mammoth Road zones (primary difference is the height limit).  We may want to consider an overlay, rather than a different zone.  
· BT – I agree.  It might be best to simplify by reducing the number of zones.
· MB – Question: Can we engage in a land exchange with USFS (Main Street property, existing offices and employee residential units) in order to revitalize the entrance to town and achieve the Downtown Concept?
· EC – Answer: That’s an important consideration that we may want to look into as part of a Phase 3 process.  The USFS has previously indicated that it would be interested in such an exchange so that they may be able to upgrade their employee housing.  

Ellen Clark described the “retail streets” graphic that was developed by developed by staff and accepted by the Planning Commission as part of their initial review of the Commercial Zones Chapter.  The following comments were made by the Working Group:

· JB – We should consider calling this a “commercial streets” graphic, rather than “retail streets.”  Commercial applies to all active uses (entertainment, restaurant, etc.). 

· JV – We should consider making the section of Old Mammoth Road between Sierra Nevada and Meridian Boulevard a retail street, at least on the east side where there is existing commercial.  

· EC – We should consider revisiting the retail/commercial streets designations.  Long-term change will occur and we should designate those streets for which we want to see commercial development and a pedestrian-friendly walking environment.

· Group – agree.

· BT/JC – We need to be cognizant of how much capacity there is for retail/commercial.  We don’t want to overbuild commercial if there isn’t a need for it.  We should focus commercial development in the areas we truly want it to occur and where we would like to create walkable nodes (Downtown, NOMR). 

· JB – Question: For example, if a condo complex that is currently on a street that we designate as a retail/commercial street experiences a catastrophic event (fire, etc.) and wishes to rebuild the whole or a piece of the development, how will the code respond to this type of situation?  Would it become a non-conforming use?

· Dyett & Bhatia/EC – Answer: there are state laws that apply to acts of God, but generally speaking, the Town would encourage any new construction to comply with adopted standards.   Existing uses that don’t conform to the new code would be considered non-conforming uses and would be dealt with under that section of the code.
Ellen Clark provided an overview of the development standards related to building envelopes and urban design for each of the draft Commercial Zones (MLR, D, NORM, OMR), including heights, story requirements, retail street frontage, setbacks, etc.  Direction received from the Working Group will be used to inform revisions to the draft standards.  The Working Group made the following comments: 

· JS/BW – We should also take a closer look at standards related to building articulation and how it can impact development costs and building maintenance.  Requiring a certain amount of roof or façade articulation can drive the cost of construction up substantially. 

· JS – The Ritz at Northstar is an example of how an attractive and pedestrian-oriented building can be designed without substantial/needless articulation.  

· BW – Agree.  There are ways to design an attractive structure through architectural details/materials and accomplish the aesthetic objectives desired without elevating construction costs.  

· BT – Some of our most successful buildings are simple in nature.  

The Working Group discussed the implications of ground-floor height/story requirements, particularly for commercial/retail uses.  The following comments were made:

· BW – A minimum height limit for ground-floor uses is appropriate, but a maximum ground-floor height limit combined with a story requirement and maximum total building height can become problematic.  It is important to ensure that the standards don’t render the desired development/uses infeasible.  

· JS – the type of commercial spaces that exist today do not meet the needs of the market.  People are looking for high ceilings for retail spaces, which the current commercial spaces do not provide.  This is part of the reason there is so much unoccupied retail.  

Agenda Item 3: Review and Discuss Dyett & Bhatia Critique Summary Report

Martha Miller of Dyatt & Bhatia provided an overview of their Critique Summary Report of the Draft Commercial Zones chapter prepared by staff.  The high-level recommendations of the critique are as follows:

· Need to reorganize/consolidate to ensure logical flow.

· Should utilize graphics appropriately to explain the intent of the standard/code.  

· Need more clear and more quantifiable standards where possible.

· Consider simplifying the permitting process for the types of development and use that are desired in certain areas. 

· Consider basing the level of review (, As-of-right, Staff-level, Planning Commission) for certain developments on size, scale, location, and whether it is new construction or an existing structure.  

Agenda Item 4: Dyett & Bhatia Discussion on Floor Area Ratio Concepts and Framework

Martha Miller from Dyett & Bhatia provided an overview of the basic concepts of Floor Area Ratio and the potential benefits of this form of density/intensity measurement for commercial, lodging, and mixed-use projects.  Ms. Miller described that there are various ways of implementing FAR to provide developers more flexibility, while still limiting the intensity/density of development.  Ms. Miller suggested that it may be appropriate to utilize a FAR standard, rather than a density standard for lodging development.  The following comments were made by the Working Group:

· BW – the concept of using FAR has been discussed many times in the past.  There has always been some degree of hesitancy in completely abandoning density standards and using FAR.  It may be appropriate for lodging, but perhaps for residential uses and mixed-use development that include residential uses a combination of FAR and density would be more appropriate.  

· BW – If FAR is the only standard used to limit intensity of development, some developers may try to take advantage of it by trying to pack in as many tiny units as they can.

· Group – Agree, should look at this more closely.  

Agenda Item 5: Testing Current Draft Zoning Standards (Dyett & Bhatia)
Monica Szydlik from Dyett & Bhatia provided an overview of the development models that were prepared for a series of seven hypothetical development sites on Main Street and Old Mammoth Road.  The purpose of the modeling exercise was to test the draft Commercial Zones standards (envelopes and standards developed by staff and accepted by the Planning Commission).  The methodology used to develop the scenarios was as follows:

· “High Buildout” Development Scenario determined by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (Walter Keiser) in their October 2011 report “Mammoth Lakes Economic Forecast and Revitalization Strategies.”

· Sketch out potential site plans.

· Select and model a site plan that sufficiently demonstrates how the draft Commercial Zones standards shape and/or limit development potential.

Monica provided an overview of the findings of the modeling exercise, which will further inform recommended revisions to the Commercial Zones Chapter, which will be brought forward to the DWG at a future meeting.  The initial findings indicate that further consideration should be given to the following standards:

· On-site and off-site parking requirements, ratios, and setbacks (rear of building requirement).

· Snow storage and snow management.

· Height and store requirements, particularly with respect to ground floor uses and stepback requirements (may limit feasibility of desired development).

· Build-to lines for active street frontages (primary/secondary retail streets).

· Density and intensity (FAR, residential density limit).

The following comments were made by the Working Group:

· EC – The current Draft Parking Code does allow for alternative parking solutions, such as offsite parking, in-lieu fees, shared parking, etc.  The draft code also includes a 40-foot setback for parking, which was intended to encourage parking to be provided at the rear of the site.  However, the modeling exercise has shown that this is problematic for smaller sites.

· JS – parking is one of the biggest constraints.  Financial feasibility related to parking needs to be considered hand-in-hand with the physical feasibility of the zoning standards.  One of the largest things keeping us (MMSA) from moving forward with Eagle Lodge redevelopment is because of the large parking structure we’re required to build.  

· JV – Parking is one of our biggest issues to solve.  We need public parking facilities in order to encourage development.  Everyone can’t be expected to provide their own on-site parking.  

· ET – In Reno, the city has parking structures that are leased by businesses.  

· JB – Vail has municipally funded parking structures and lots that are farther away from the businesses and people take shuttles into town.  

· JS – Breckenridge also has this as an option.  

· DB – The use of valet parking is also an option to increase flexibility of parking and reduce the space needed for parking.

· JM – Yes, this is what was approved for Old Mammoth Place.  And the Westin.

· EC – It is a “chicken and egg” situation with parking.  Development can’t move forward without alternative parking solutions/mechanisms in place, but you also need to development to help fund parking.  

· JV – We need to begin looking seriously at where parking structures can be strategically located.  

· JC – We can also look at having parking structures that combine residential and commercial uses, where the facades are lined with attractive and pedestrian-oriented uses.

Agenda Item 6: Next Meetings

· Downtown Working Group, February 12, 1:00 PM, Town/County Conf.

· Planning and Economic Development Commission Workshop, Feb. 12th, 5:00 PM, Suite Z
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