BEFORE THE KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

IN RE: ) Case No: PUD-CUP-08-008
)
WARM SPRINGS RANCH ) KETCHUM CITY COUNCIL
RESORT DEVELOPMENT ) - FINDINGS OF FACT
AGREEMENT ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DECISION

THIRD AMENDMENT )
)
)

The above-entitled PUD conditional use permit aggtion came before the Ketchum City Council
for consideration on November 7 ahbvember 30, 2011. The Ketchum City Council haviagen
written and oral testimony, and having duly consedethe matter, makes the following findings oftfac
conclusions of law and decision.

FINDINGS OF FACT
A. PROJECT SUMMARY.

Helios Development, LLC, owner of the subject prbpeis requesting approval of the Third
Amendment to the Development Agreement for the iiddnUnit Development Conditional Use Permit
(PUD CUP) for the Warm Springs Ranch Resort, a gged five-star designed hotel and mixed-use
hospitality project, including significant open spaand recreational facilitiesThe Warm Springs Ranch
Resort property is proposed on Tax Lot Numbers 888@9, 8074, 8082, 8075, 8076, 8077 and 8078 in
Sections 1, 12 and 13 and a portion of HES 292 TRN/E; all located at 1801 Warm Springs Road
(property generally known as the Warm Springs Ra®estaurant and Golf Course).

B. APPLICATION SUBMITTAL.

The applicant submitted a letter requesting amendroé the WSRR PUD and Development
Agreement to the Ketchum Community and Economicdlgyment (CED) Department on July 25, 2011.
A small packet of drawings was handed out at thguati 22, 2011 Planning and Zoning Commission
meeting. A second letter and draft of the amerdiaetlopment agreement, as well as a revised site pl
were submitted on September 14, 2011. A lettgvarding to the Planning and Zoning Commission’s
comments was submitted on October 27, 2011. A §iasaof drawings was submitted on November 9,
2011, and a Detailed Workforce Housing Proposal sudnitted on November 21, 2011.

C. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING OF THE COUNCIL.

Property owners within 600 feet and agencies weadech notice on October 20, 2011. Notice
was published in the Idaho Mountain Express on ktd9, 2011 and was posted on site on October 31,
2011.
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GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT
D. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Ketchum City Council approved the Warm Sprifgnch Resort PUD on April 7, 2009 (City
Council Findings of Fact, Attachment A to the Novwamn 7, 2011 Staff Report). Subsequently, the
Council approved the Warm Springs Ranch Resort Dpugent Agreement in August of 2009,
(Attachment B to the November 7, 2011 Staff Repoff)at document outlined a Phasing Plan which was
approved by the Council in November of 2009. Thgioal Development Agreement was amended in
May 2010 (Attachment C to the November 7, 2011 fSRafport). In January 2011, the City Council
approved a twelve (12) month extension of theiigatlons under the Development Agreement, which
was included in Attachment D to the November 7,1281aff Report.

On July 25, 2011, the Owner, Helios Development Ls@bmitted a letter to the Mayor and City Council
requesting a modification of its PUD approval andotaer amendment to the Annexation and
Development Agreement (Attachment F to the Septer@8® 2011 Staff Report). Helios will separately
submit a proposal to amend the Design Review Apglrfor the project.

At its regular meeting of August 22, 2011, the Rlag and Zoning Commission considered the
applicant’s request for modifications to the PURI dhe Annexation and Development Agreement. The
applicant requested changes to the previous War&fblousing and to Golf, Tennis and Recreation Fee
requirements. The Commission considered the réggleshanges and asked for more detailed
information, including scaled plans, on the golagiice facility and tennis courts. They also asfad
more information on the golf and tennis “Locals gteons”. They requested that any audit arrangenfent o
the housing fund not be at the City’s cost and thatdate by which a building permit be obtained, i
order to receive a waiver of the workforce housiaguirement, be moved forward to 2013. They also
requested that the Parks and Recreation Departesgdrch the cost of building tennis courts.

On September 14, 2011, the applicant submittedpaiated submittal outlining the proposed changes to
the master development plan. The current propgessileliminated nearly 250,000 square feet from the
original project and is to be built in three phasBfase 1 (357,200 square feet) includes 120 tuais,

31 residential units, public area (bar, restaudaatroom, boardroom, living room, and kids’ garmem),

spa and treatment rooms, swimming pool and Jactezjs courts, golf practice facility, trails, Hiag
facility and stream restoration. Phase 2 includge$ous9 creek side residences, and Phase 3 proppses
to 15 ranch homes. See comparison matrix below:
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Comparison of 2009 PUD with 2011 Amendment Request

Component Number of Units Gross Square Footagel Number of Units Gross Square Footage
(Core Hotel Bldg.) 2009 PUD 2009 PUD 2011 Proposal 2011
Hotel Room 12C-12¢€ 102,85t 12C Not Available
Other Hotel Spaces 77,227 Not Available
Interior Public Areas 59,378 Not Available
Fractional Ownership 51,615 0
20
Residences 36 107,072 31 Not Available
Parking
Parking Structure and 369 Structured Stallsj 109,750 82 surface 30,000
Mechanical 35 surface stalls
Subterranean 70; a part of the 369 28,625 70 40,000
Parking structured stalls above
Total Maximum Parking 109,750 (above grade 70,000
Square footage)
Total Maximum Core Hotel | 182 538,151 356,000
Bldg.
Remaining Block 1
Workforce Housing 44 36,295 0 — subsidy fund
Residences 74 Not Available
Town Homes 12-24 75,953
WS Ranch Restaurant 6,500
Maximum Block 1 620,146
Villas + 1 Events House 26 96,500
Estate Lots 2 11,800
Not Available
PROJECT TOTAL 728,446

The Council conducted a Public Hearing on this estjat their Novembef™"City Council meeting. The
Council made the following comments:

Concern with the cost of managing the fund outlinedthe applicant proposal; that the
management fees should not take away from the lhatahce.

Will this approach be hard to enforce if the hateses down or encounters financial difficulties?
The reconfigured golf course and two tennis coorgke sense for the resort, but offering two
courts for municipal use is not practical for thigyC

Ketchum residents should not pay for impacts assediwith the project;

The recreation fee could be reduced proportionaliyre reduced project size;

Concerns with the loss of the building for Employ¢eusing and the $12 million value of that
building for a revenue stream based on aggresssungptions.

Avoid setting a precedent: over the long term, @alicy of adding new units to the
affordable/community housing stock is a good one.
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The Applicant has submitted a more detailed WoddoHousing Proposal which outlines how the
program will operate, Attachment F to the Noven#r2011 City Council Staff Report.

E. APPLICANT REQUEST
I. Employee (Workforce) Housing

The applicant requested to waive the employee (feark) housing requirement and to create a revenue
stream after the Hotel is operational dedicateddddkforce housing. (This type of program is comnyonl
known as Employer Assisted Housing, (EAH) as dised<further in these Findings.) The Commission
considered this issue in detail at their two pultigarings. Please review standard 17 of the PUD
Findings of Fact beginning on page 13 of this refpar a review of the difference between Community
Housing and Employee Housing; for a summary of @tg’'s Employee Housing Requirements; for a
summary of the previously approved WSRR Employeadifwy proposal, and for the conclusions of the
Commission as to the appropriateness of this pexpasvenue stream. The Council considered the issu
of an EAH revenue stream at their two public heggin Council deliberations are summarized under
Standard 17 herein.

ii. Active Recreation

The July 25, 2011 amendment request proposed ®ulygji a golf practice facility for the originally
proposed nine hole golf course and eliminatingatginal $500,000 recreation contribution, subsitityl
construction of two tennis courts in Phase 1 araliaoreach of the subsequent two phases of thegbroje
No changes were proposed to the trail, open spadéaom Spring Creek restoration and access elements
from the original PUD and Development Agreement.

The applicant responded to staff with a letteredaDctober 27, 2011, regarding their position an th
Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendatioimceSthe golf and tennis facilities on the property
were always privately owned and were decommissid@tdre current owner purchased the property, the
applicant does not agree that the code’s “no rsf’lof recreation standard applies in this cadeeyalso
stipulated that a “recreation contribution” of $30@0, separate from the Workforce Housing Fund, as
recommended by the Commission, is too significarfiinancial burden and unacceptable. The letter
pointed out that the proposed golf teaching facwitould be a unique recreation opportunity for the
Valley. The Council deliberated on the need tagate impacts to active recreation resulting frams t
project at their two public hearings as furthebelated under Standard 13 herein.

iii. Other topics

The October 27, 2011 letter from the applicant moast the requirement for a traffic study, which was
Condition #6 of the October 10, 2011 Commissiondkigs of Fact. Staff has clarified that if the
roundabout is not changed to a three-way intexsect revised traffic study may not be necessanges
the project size has been reduced and traffic sowit be lower than what was previously analyzed.
This needs to include consideration of employe@snsoting to the site who previously would have lived
on-site in Employee Housing. Staff has added fgiag language to this condition under the Council
Recommend Motion.
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KETCHUM CITY CODE 16.08.080(A) (PUD) EVALUATION STA NDARDS.

1. Minimum lot size of three acres. All landvithin the development shall be contiguous except
for intervening waterways. Parcels that are not cotiguous due to intervening streets are
discouraged. However, the commission and the couhmay consider lands that include intervening
streets on a case by case basis. The commissionymiacommend waiver or deferral of the
minimum lot size and the council may grant said waier or deferral only for projects which:

a. Include a minimum of thirty (30) percent of comnunity or employee housing, as defined in
Section 16.08.030;
b. Guarantee the use, rental prices, or maximum regde prices thereof based upon a method

proposed by the applicant and approved by the Blai® County housing authority and/or the
Ketchum city council; and,

C. Are on parcels that are no less than one and oialf acres (sixty-five thousand three
hundred forty [65,340] square feet). Application ér waiver or deferral of this criteria shall include
a description of the proposed community or employebousing and the proposed guarantee for the
use, rental cost, or resale cost thereof; or,

d. For a hotel which meets the definition of hoteh Chapter 17.08, Definitions, and conforms to
all other requirements of Chapter 17.64, CommunityCore District. Modifications or waivers from
the provision of Chapter 17.64 may be granted for dtel uses only as outlined in Chapter
17.64.010(H)(c).

Finding: The applicant is not requesting a chatogthe approved Community Housing requirement or
the minimum lot size of approx. 77 acres. Emplokeeising is more specifically regulated in Zoning

Code Section 17.52.010.H Tourist Zone District, andanalyzed under Standard #17, herein. The
Council found that this standard has been metpahanges are proposed to the approved PUD.

2. That the proposed project will not be detrimenta to the present and permitted uses of
surrounding areas.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met with a “Tent Diagram” concept.
The July 25, 2011 letter from Helios states revisgdare footage numbers for the hotel and resalenti
components within Phase 1, which are reduced ite doam the original proposal. The applicant has
stated that these changes will fit within the addptent Diagram and either meet or increase setback
established in the original PUD approval. Thesanges will be processed as a separate request. The
changes will modify both the adopted PUD and theifeReview approval. This standard has been met,
subject to the design review process to verifysghecifics of compliance.

3. That the proposed project will have a beneficiakffect not normally achieved by standard
subdivision development.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnslard had been met as the project was determined to
have a beneficial effect not normally achieved tstamdard subdivision. The changes proposed tlo no
affect this finding; this standard has been met.

4. The development shall be in harmony with the swounding area.
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Finding: No changes to the approved PUD or De$tgmiew have been requested at this time. The
current project is smaller than the original, viaé designed within the agreed upon “Tent Diagrand a
will be set back further from Warm Springs RoadhisTstandard has been met subject to the design
review process to verify the specifics of complianc

5. Densities and uses may be transferred betweennirog districts within a PUD as permitted
under this chapter provided the aggregate overall llowable density of units and uses shall be no
greater than that allowed in the zoning district ordistricts in which the development is located.
Notwithstanding the above, the commission may recamend waiver or deferral of the maximum
density and the council may grant additional densit above the aggregate overall allowable density
only for projects which construct community or empbyee housing; and which:

a. Include a minimum of thirty (30) percent of comnunity or employee housing, as defined in
Section 16.08.030; and,
b. Guarantee the use, rental prices, or maximum rede prices thereof based upon a method

proposed by the applicant and approved by the Bla® County Housing Authority and/or the
Ketchum City Council.

Application for waiver or deferral of this criteria shall include a description of the proposed
community or employee housing and the proposed guantee for the use, rental cost, or resale cost
thereof.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard was not applicable, because the applicant met
the zoning density requirements and was requestingvaivers. The changes outlined in the July 25,
2011 letter from Helios would not change this asigly Therefore, this standard has been met.

6. That the proposed vehicular and non-motorized tnsportation system:

a) Is adequate to carry anticipated traffic consistentwith existing and future development of
surrounding properties;

b) Will not generate vehicular traffic to cause "unduecongestion" of the public street network
within or outside the PUD;

c) Is designed to provide automotive and pedestrian &ty and convenience;

d) Is designed to provide adequate removal, storage dmeposition of snow;

e) Is designed so that traffic ingress and egress willave the least impact possible on adjacent
residential uses. This includes design of roadwaysd access to connect to arterial streets
wherever possible, and design of ingress, egressdaparking areas to have the least impact
on surrounding uses;

f) Includes the use of buffers or other physical sepations to buffer vehicular movement from
adjacent uses;

g) Is designed so that roads are placed so that disto@nce of natural features and existing
vegetation is minimized,;

h) Includes trails and sidewalks that creates an interal circulation system and connect to
surrounding trails and walkways.

Finding: No current Transportation or Site Plaagénbeen submitted at this time. It is likely thaérall
traffic volumes will be lower based on a reducedjgut size. This standard has been met subject to
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further analysis of traffic impacts at the time additional design review, as noted in the Council
conditions of approval and the findings herein.

7. That the plan is in conformance with and promots the purposes and goals of the
comprehensive plan, zoning ordinance, and other apipable ordinances of the city, and not in
conflict with the public interest.

a. Pursuant to Section 16.08.070.D, all of the dgsireview standards in Chapter 17.96 shall be
carefully analyzed and considered. This includesedailed analysis of building bulk, undulation and
other design elements. The site plan should be s#ive to the architecture and scale of the
surrounding neighborhood;

b. The influence of the site design on the surrournidg neighborhood, including relationship of
the site plan with existing structures, streets, @ffic flow and adjacent open spaces shall be
considered;

C. The site design should cluster units on the mostevelopable and least visually sensitive
portion of the site.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met. The current project is smaller
than the original, will be designed within the agtaipon “Tent Diagram” and will be set back further
from Warm Springs Road. This standard has been niéke design review process shall verify the
specifics of compliance.

8. That the development plan incorporates the site’significant natural features.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met. No material changes have been
proposed to the original design, with the exceptibless development. This standard has been met.

9. Substantial buffer planting strips or other barriers are provided where no natural buffers
exist.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met. No material changes have been
proposed to the original design, with the exceptibless development. This standard has been met.

10. Each phase of such development shall contain #ie necessary elements and improvements
to exist independently from proposed future phasem a stable manner.

Finding: Phase 1 is proposed as a stand-alonédrateesidences with golf practice facility, tesirtrails

and stream restoration. It proposes a voluntargmee stream to support employee/workforce housing,
once the hotel is in operation. Phases 2 contgrte 59 housing units, and Phase 3 contains dp.toA

full development and phasing plan will be finalizacconjunction with the City’s Design Review prsse

A full Construction Mitigation Plan is a requirentaf the Development Agreement that includes aipubl
process in front of the City Council, at the tinmmtt construction is planned. The proposed phasing
schedule and commitment at this time by the applidga sufficient based on the current market
environment, with the condition that a detailed $th@ Plan, including the number of phases, builsling
amenities and other elements made part of eachepbasspecifically approved by the Council as an
amendment to the Development Agreement. This pbgsdian will be made a part of or coincide with
Design Review.
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The July 25, 2011 letter from the Applicant progbseat all employee housing requirements would be
waived if the applicant applies for a building périoy June 1, 2014. The Commission considered the
following Draft Condition of Approval in their Segmber 28 meeting:

1. The time frame during which a waiver shall be gedntor the employee/workforce
housing requirements shall be modified if the fallog deadlines are met:
a. A building permit is applied for by December 31130and
b. Construction commences before December 31, 2014, an
c. A certificate of Occupancy for the Hotel portiontbe project is issued by January
31, 2017.

The Commission found that this approach of waiuhng employee housing if a permit is applied foraby
given deadline would be a strong motivator in thsecwhere the developer was required to construct
housing or pay cash towards employee housing aariin. However, in the case where employee
housing is being mitigated with a revenue streamiveée from hotel operations and there are no “up
front” costs, some members of the Commission didfind there to be a strong link between the timing
of the hotel construction and the need to mitigatgloyee housing. Commissioners debated this,issue
and on a vote of 3 to 2 opted not to include thevabcondition related to the waiving of employee
housing tied to building permit application. Couimteliberated on the findings of the Commissiong a
concurred with their votes. The council did natlude this condition as part of their approval.

11. Adequate and useable open space shall be praaid The applicant shall dedicate to the
common use of the homeowners or to the public adegte open space in a configuration useable and
convenient to the residents of the project. The aount of useable open space provided shall be
greater than that which would be provided under the applicable "aggregate lot coverage"
requirements for the zoning district or districts within the proposed project. Provision shall be
made for adequate and continuing management of atlpen spaces and common facilities to ensure
proper maintenance thereof.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met. No material changes have been
proposed to the original design, with the exceptibless development. This standard has been met.

12. Location of buildings, parking areas and commorareas shall maximize privacy within the
project and in relationship to adjacent propertiesand protect solar access to adjacent properties.

Finding: The original PUD determined that thisnstard had been met. No material changes have been
proposed to the original design, with the exceptibless development. This standard has been met.

13. "Adequate recreational facilities" and/or daycae shall be provided. Provision of adequate
on-site recreational facilities may not be requiredf it is found that the project is of insufficient size

or density to warrant same and the occupant’s need®r recreational facilities will be adequately

provided by payment of a recreation fee in lieu theeof to the city for development of additional

active park facilities. On-site daycare may be cmidered to satisfy the adequate recreational
facility requirement or may be required in addition to the recreational facilities requirement.
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Finding: In the 2008, due to the magnitude of thdORand the fact that this is the largest projecippssal
on record to be reviewed by the City, the Couneiledmined the Warm Springs Ranch PUD was of
sufficient size to require “adequate recreationallities” as part of the PUD process.

At the time of the original PUD process, the Apalit proposed approximately ten (10) acres of active
open space consisting mainly of the golf coursectvisould be open for semi-public use. Approximatel
fifty-seven (57) additional acres of natural pagsipen space was proposed.

The current application eliminates the golf coward replaces it with a “Dave Pelz” golf teachingility

with 10-12 greens. Two tennis courts were propasdehase 1, and one in each of Phases 2 and&. Th
trail system and fishing opportunities are unchang€he applicant described the function and ushef
teaching facility in the Novembef"72011 hearing before the Council.

The Warm Springs Ranch property has traditionatlyvigled recreational activities in both active and
passive forms including tennis courts and a galirge, access to Warm Springs Creek for fishingjreat
walks and general scenic viewing of the landscagestorically, the public has greatly benefited nigi
from the active recreational uses of golf and tenni

A detailed recreation analysis was included indhginal 2008 PUD Findings, including analysis bét
Ketchum Comprehensive Plan, overview of the KetctRemks acreage and uses and overview of the
City's Tennis and Golf programs.

2008 Approved Tennis Mitigation:

The eight (8) existing tennis courts on the propesre proposed to be permanently decommissioned
due to the Applicant’s Statement of Constraints #nr@dConstruction Development Program. In lieu
of tennis, the Applicant proposed a financial damratof $500,000 to the City to be used for the
creation of new, off-site tennis courts, improvetseto existing tennis courts and/or facilities
supplemental to tennis courts (i.e. bathrooms, matentains, etc.) or to build a children’s splash
park, to be paid in an initial installment of $2000 (due 1/15/12) and subsequent installments of
$100,000 annually. No payments have been madatéo d

2011 Revised Tennis Proposal:

The eight (8) existing tennis courts on the propare proposed to be replaced with two (2) counts i
Phase 1 and one (1) court in each of two (2) sulesegphases, for a total of four (4) courts. This
would result in a net loss of four (4) tennis ceud the City. No financial donation was propobgd
the applicant. The applicant was amenable to teation of a finite revenue stream, similar to the
voluntary fee proposed to support affordable haysio establish a Recreation Fund for use at the
discretion of the Parks and Recreation Departm@nthe November 7, 2011 Public Hearing, several
Councilmember’s stated that two tennis courts asp@sed were not practical for an effective
municipal program. The Parks Department concurred.

2008 Approved Golf Course and Public Use Plan:

The Applicant proposed to redesign and augmenpthleious existing golf course. An executive
nine (9) hole par three (3) golf course with a phop of approximately 1,000 square feet wass
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proposed. Five (5) of the holes were to be weshefcore hotel and south of Warm Springs Creek,
traversing along the creek and amongst the Villdse remaining four (4) holes were in the the
southeast portion of subject property. A Golf GauProgram was proposed with scheduling and
pricing for locals. Highlights of the Golf CourBeogram included:

* Pricing of no less than twenty (20) percent off tbgular resort rate for locals;

» Access to the golf course seven (7) days a weekinyiged to one (1) tee time per hour during
peak hours (8-10 AM and 4-6 PM) and no more tham(®y tee times per hour; and

» Special programs and events at the golf coursadiml Junior and Ladies Play Days, a Warm
Springs Championship, and Charity Tournaments.

2011 Revised Golf Proposal:

The Applicant is no longer proposing an executiveer(9) hole, par three (3) golf course. Instead,
“Dave Pelz Final 40” golf practice facility is proped. The Applicant explained the concept of the
teaching facility at the November"7public hearing. The proposed “Locals Program” a@ms
essentially unchanged.

2008 Approved Trails Plan:

An integrated year round trail system was propdbead includes connections with future trails to
Warm Springs. A public multi-use, non-motorizecseaent will be dedicated for access to the
proposed trail system throughout the property agdated and along Warm Springs Creek. A variety
of trails have been proposed including a streamntsaileon both the north side of Warm Springs Creek
near the core hotel building and on the south sidée creek along the northwest portion of subject
property. Additionally, connectivity to the existi Warm Springs Road multi-use path for access to
Heidelberg Trail and Adam’s Gulch is proposed idiidn to a cross country ski trail and mountain
trail linkage. (Staff has stated that recreatiomalls do not appear to meet the spirit of Active
Recreational Needs as described in the Ketchum @drepsive Plan).

2011 Trails Proposal:

No change to the approved trail system is currgmibposed. However, the proposed elimination of
the golf course may increase trail and open spppertunities.

2008 Approved Pool and Spa Proposal:

The core hotel will include a spa of approximateB/000 square feet that will be open to the public
for a fee. An indoor/outdoor pool is also proposed public access has not been stated. The
Commission found that neither of these amenitiestrttee City’s needs for “Useable open space” or
“Active Recreation,” given the potentially limitguiblic access to these amenities.

2011 Pool and Spa — Current Proposal:

No change to the approved pool and spa is currpriyosed.

2008 Approved Warm Springs Creek Proposal:
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The project proposal details design and restoratioVarm Springs Creek along portions of the
property to augment the existing scenic experiemkefishing access. A ten (10) foot fisherman and
nature study easement and a twenty-five (25) foehis easement will both be dedicated along the
banks of Warm Springs Creek through the propertyeagired by Section 16.04.040 (J) of the
Ketchum Subdivision Ordinance. (Staff has stated the proposed fishing access does not appear to
meet the spirit of Active Recreational Needs aswesd in the Ketchum Comprehensive Plan).

2011 Warm Springs Creek Proposal:

No change to Warm Springs Creek access is currprajyosed.

2008 Approved Day Care Plan and 2011 Proposal:

It has not been determined if on-site day care ballprovided by the Applicant. At this time no
details have been provided.

Recreation Mitigation

In the previous approval, the Council found thaatribution of $500,000 was adequate mitigation
for the loss of active recreational facilities. eT@ouncil determined that the timing of this dooati
should be outlined in the Development Agreementdifionally, the Council found that the public
access to the golf course as proposed by the Agnligas sufficient.

Original Conclusion:

"Adequate recreational facilities" have been predid Provision of adequate on-site recreational
facilities have been provided in the form of thdf gmurse, including public use of the course as
outlined herein. On-site daycare is not a requemm

At the November 7, 2011 public hearing, the Coudgtussed whether "adequate recreational fasilitie
have been provided. The nine hole golf course Isetreplaced with a golf practice facility andréhes a

net loss of four (4) tennis courts without finah@ampensation. Regarding tennis, the Counciédot
that there is no time frame proposed with phasesamd three, so the Parks Department cannot rely on
the full four courts with any certain timeline, niadf programming difficult. In the indeterminateng
period, two tennis courts are not practical for @nipal program. The Council discussed the nézd

an additional financial donation or physical onesitnprovements to mitigate the loss of active
recreational opportunities that were intrinsic @ 2008 PUD. Due to the reduced project size, and
corresponding reduced impacts, the Council fourad the original recreation contribution of $500,000
was more than needed based on this revised propdkal Council found that a contribution of $30@00
towards active recreation was needed to ensureiatiececreational facilities and to meet this shathaf
review. The Council felt that the Applicant couddtermine what mechanism should be used to secure
these funds, but that the recreation mitigatiorughbe paid in two payments beginning with thetfiralf

due at the time of the issuance of the Hotel Geatié of Occupancy, as further outlined in Condit?
herein.

14.  There shall be special development objectivesné special characteristics of the site or
physical conditions that justify the granting of the PUD conditional use permit.
Warm Springs Ranch Resort, PUD-CUP
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Finding: The Council weighed the various spec&telopment objectives and special site charadteyist
against the waivers requested in finding that tlemelits derived from the project exceed the
modifications or waivers to zoning or other staadaiThe analysis of benefits included all site piag
decisions that preserve open space, cluster dewelnp submit for LEED Certified construction
certification, etc. Key special development objeesi and special characteristics of the site coresidey
the Council are listed below.

Table 17: Special Development Objectives

Special Development Objective, specig
Characteristics of the Site or Physical
Conditions

| Type of Objective

2011 Amendment

Iconically Designed, Core Hotel operated |gEconomic No change

industry acknowledged 5-Star standards with

a minimum of 120 units (“hot beds/keys”)

Conference Space (13,000-20,000 sq. ft.) Economic ar, @staurant, ballroom, board room,, living
room, kids’ game room — exact size to pe
determined

Approx. 35,000 sq. ft. of Workforce Housing  Social 0.5% voluntary tax to be used to subsid|ze

hausing for lower income employe

Approx. 54 ac. passive open space

Environmental,

No change

Aesthetic
Active Open Space: Program for semi-publiRecreational; “Dave Pelz Final 40" golf practice facility,
use of a 9-hole executive par 3 golf course | Economic 10-12 greens with bunkers and rough areas.
Locals play tim
Active Open Space: Contribution ofRecreational; Total of 4 tennis courts proposed over| 3
$500,000 towards loss of 8 private tenpiEconomic phases. Dates of Phases 2 and 3 unkngown.
courts with semi-public use Commission found that an additionjl
contribution towards active recreation
mitigation was needed
Additional Nonmotorized Trails Recreational; No change
Economic
Restoration of Warm Springs Creek aphd&nvironmental; No change
upland wildlife corridors Aesthetic;
Recreational

Improvements to deficiencies to Bald Mt

Road by rerouting Bald Mtn. Road through

nHealth and Safety

Revised transportation studyefteet new
design and decreased development at De

sign

the projec Review
Sustainable Design/ No change
Green Building Practices Environmental

Trail Enhancement and Connectivity:Recreation; No change
$115,000 Environmental

15.

The development will be completed within a reamable time.

Finding: Phase 1 proposes a stand-alone hotalesiences with golf practice facility, tennis,lsand
stream restoration. It proposes a voluntary regesiteam to support affordable housing, once thel ho
is in operation. Phase 2 proposes up to 59 housiig, and Phase 3 proposes up to 15. No tinmecfsa
have been proposed for Phases 2 and 3. Phasesiacaon its own in the event that Phases 2 ard 3

never initiated.

A full development and phasing plan will be finakkin conjunction with the City’s Design Review
process. A full Construction Mitigation Plan isrequirement of the Development Agreement that
Warm Springs Ranch Resort, PUD-CUP
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includes a public process in front of the City Calin The proposed phasing schedule and commitment
at this time by the applicant is sufficient basedlme current market environment, with the conditioat

a detailed Phasing Plan, including the number @fsph, buildings, amenities and other elements made
part of each phase, be specifically approved byQbencil as an amendment to the Development
Agreement. This phasing plan will be made a phdraoincide with Design Review. This condition
has been met.

16. That public services, facilities and utilitiesare adequate to serve the proposed project and
anticipated development within the appropriate serice areas.

Finding: The Council found that it is likely owdrtraffic volumes will be lower than for the omgl
PUD, based on reduced project size. No currenspartation study has been submitted. As a camditi
of approval, the need for an additional trafficdstishall be considered as part of the Design Review
process, and shall include impacts associatedemitployees commuting to the site who previously were
housed on-site in Employee Housing.

17.  That the project complies with all applicable acdinances, rules and regulations of the city of
Ketchum, ldaho except as modified or waived pursuarto this subsection A.

This standard is applicable to the request to matié Employee Housing Requirement of the Ketchum
Municipal Code. Ketchum recognizes two forms ofusing mitigation: employee housing and
community housing.

A. _Community Housing

Community housing is defined in the Zoning Codél€T17 and the PUD Ordinance (Title 16) as follows:

Title 17, Zoning Code: COMMUNITY HOUSING OR WORK F ORCE HOUSING:
Dwelling units, for sale or rent, restricted typicdly via deed restriction by size and type for
individuals meeting asset, income and minimum occ@mcy guidelines approved by the
governing housing authority and the city of Ketchum

Title 16, PUD: COMMUNITY HOUSING: That portion of housing within a planned unit
development that meets the following minimum requiements:

A. Affordability requirements for ownership and rental units:

1. "Ownership community or employee housing unit" neans that a unit's selling price shall
not exceed the maximum sales prices set forth in galV, section 2 of the 1997 Ketchum
affordable housing guidelines (housing guideline®r any subsequent amendments. The costs
of an ownership unit include mortgage, principal aul interest payments, insurance costs and
property taxes. Income categories 1 through 4, ingtled in the housing guidelines, shall be
considered appropriate categories for the provisiof community or employee housing.

2. "Rental community or employee housing unit" meas no more than thirty percent (30%)
of a household's gross monthly income shall go towhhousing costs. For a rental dwelling
unit, housing costs include a utility allowance (tephone excluded) and monthly rental

Warm Springs Ranch Resort, PUD-CUP
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payments. To be considered affordable, rental unitshould be made available and priced for
households making sixty percent (60%) or less of éBlaine County AMI.

B. Community housing units must be deed restrictedo ensure appropriate income levels
served, corresponding sales prices and long termfafdability.

Community Housing, 2008 PUD Approval

In December 16, 2008, the Applicant outlined a pegp to address community housing,
consisting of a revenue stream derived from a walyrreal estate transfer fee. The fee is applied
upon the conveyance of property interest withinghgect. At that time, 0.5% of the sale price
for that unit or lot will be paid to a dedicatednmmunity housing fund. With a 2008 estimated
first sale of all of the real estate within the jprt of $600 million, the first sales on all of tresal
estate within the project would generate approxétye3 million towards that dedicated revenue
stream. The approved Development Agreement ailsolated this revenue stream from URA tax
increment revenue derived from the project wouldnieched an applied towards the housing
fund.

In 2008, the URA revenues from this property ovébaear period were estimated as follows:
Years 1-5:  $3,800,000 revenue

Years 1-10: $13,007,000

Years 1-15: $22,800,000

In a revised memo by consultant Henderson, YoumgAessociates, the URA, LOT and Property
Tax revenues from this property of the 15 yeaiggeare estimated as follows:

LOT  City of Ketchum URA Property

Year Revenue Property Tax Tax
Oct 2011 - Sep 2012 0 0 0
Oct 2012 - Sep 2013 0 0 0
Oct2013- Sep 2014 159,268 0 0
Oct 2014 - Sep 2015 318,535 0 0
Oct 2015- Sep 2016 220,798 155,689 811,624
Oct 2016 - Sep 2017 372,052 230,262 1,200,380
Oct 2017 - Sep 2018 545,711 296,732 1,546,900
Oct 2018 - Sep 2019 607,736 378,582 1,973,591
Oct 2019 - Sep 2020 597,994 450,179 2,346,834
Oct 2020 - Sep 2021 552,817 465900 2,428,787
Oct 2021 - Sep 2022 468,923 465900 2,428,787
Oct 2022 - Sep 2023 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2023 - Sep 2024 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2024 - Sep 2025 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2025 - Sep 2026 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2026 - Sep 2027 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2027 - Sep 2028 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2028 - Sep 2029 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2029 - Sep 2030 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2030 - Sep 2031 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2031 - Sep 2032 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2032 - Sep 2033 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2033 - Sep 2034 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
Oct 2034 - Sep 2035 468,923 465,900 2,428,787
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In the original approval, the Council deliberatedto how to ensure Community Housing or a

methodology in the future for hotel projects thaaymot meet the definition of a hotel. The

Council in those findings noted that Community Hagsand Employee Housing are not equal

products, with issues of square footage, ownerahip the disadvantages of being on-site being
some of the differentiating characteristics. Hoereveven though workforce housing and

community should not be considered equal in weiggth hotel is unique, warranting independent
deliberations. The Council found in 2008 that ghisject, Warm Springs Ranch, is a resort hotel
and not a traditional hotel as the City’s definitilmtends, and that an equal credit of square
footage of Employee Housing to Community Housing weerited in this case.

The Council found that the Community Housing reguient per the City definition of “hotel”
should be waived, and was satisfied as describ#oki2009 Council Findings of Fact, Condition
#6. (Attachment A to the November 7, 2011 stgbore)

Current Proposal:

The applicant is not requesting any change to dopt@d Community Housing Mitigation.

B. Employee Housing.

Employee housing in Ketchum is a requirement ofetéot The following sections from the Tourist Zone
District apply to this application.

17.52.010.H Tourist Zone District

d. Employee Housing. Hotel developments are requed to mitigate employee
housing impacts at a ratio of twenty five (25) perent of the total number of
employees calculated by the following formula: 1 meployee per hotel room or
bedroom.

2008 PUD Approval

In 2008, the Applicant submitted a revised Employeasing Plan, which was conceptual in nature. The
Updated Application Submittal, dated May 9, 20Q8tes that 71 employees will be housed on sitechvhi
is 46.7% of the hotel’s total, estimated employelds. breakdown as to the revised total square fmota
unit mix since the initial February 11, 2008, suttatiwas provided.

Their scheme contained a total of 36,295 (or 35)R&ble) square feet of Employee Housing consistin
of approximately 10,500 square feet of co-housindgsu 4,550 square feet of one-bedroom units, and
20,240 square feet of two-bedroom units. The Ndwem3 and December 2, 2008 Updated Submittals
provided details on the new numbers of employeé&® tboused on site which was 93.

Note that the number of employees estimated byAfsigicant is greater than the City’'s formula of one
employee per hotel room. This formula was creatsda way of calculating employee housing
requirements in a simple manner, and was not ieend reflect the actual number of employees that
would be needed to serve any one project. In 2@@8,Council found that the Applicant met the
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requirements to mitigate employee housing impatis iatio of twenty five percent (25%) of the total
number of employees calculated by the followingrfola: 1 employee per hotel room or bedroom.

e. Employee Housing Plan. The applicant shall providen Employee Housing Plan
that outlines the number of employees, income categes and other pertinent
data. The Employee Housing Plan shall be the basid the applicant’s proposal
for a mix of employee housing which addresses thamge of employees needed to
serve the hotel.

Employee Housing, 2008 PUD Approval:

The Updated Application Submittal received on Nayp008 contained a section on Workforce Housing
Location. This indicated that due to responseh® ¢oncern of location and mass of the workforce
housing (in the February 11, 2008, submittal) théding was be relocated to the southeast of thre co
hotel. The amount of employees to be housed was tesluced from 92 to 71, as further detailed by th
Applicant on June 19, 2008. The specific buildémyelope of the Workforce Housing was designated in
the Tent Diagram, Drawing A.6, Development Heigtarfdlards.

The following table outlines the City of KetchunV¢orkforce Housing requirements with regards to the
various schemes reviewed by the City.

Table 2: Warm Springs Ranch Resort, Calculation oKetchum Workforce Housing Requirements
Scheme # of| Employees | # of | % of | # of | Livable | Type of | Square Feet| Total
Rentable | (= # of | Employe | Employees | Employee | Square | Rooms of Each | Emplo
Rooms in | Rentable es to be| Housed on| sperUnit | Feet for Room yees
the Hotel | Rooms) housed site WF
on site Housing
9 152 152 92 60.53% 8 per c0-40,741 5 co-| Co-housing | 152
(Feb. 11, housing housing = 2100; 1
2008) unit; 1 per units; 14| BD = 800; 2
1BD; 2 1BDs; 19| BD = 1000
per 2BD 2BDs
9&10 152 152 71 46.71% 8 per c0-30,718 4 co-| Co-housing | 152
(May 9, housing housing; 9| = 2100; 1
2008) unit; 1 per 1BDs; 15| BD = 800; 2
1BD; 2 2BDs BD = 1000
per 2BC
11 176 176 93 52.84% 8 per co-| 35290 |5 co- | Co-housing | 176
(Nov. 5, housing housing =2100;
2008) unit; units; 7| 1 BD =650;
1 per 1BDs; 23| 2BD =880
1BD; 2BDs
2 per 2BD Total units
=3t
Dec. 2,| 120-182 225-275 93 34-41% 8 per go36,295( | 5 co- | Co-housing | 225-
2008 housing 35,290 | housing =2100; 275
unit; net units; 7| 1BD =650;
1 per | livable 1BDs; 23| 2BD =880
1BD; sf.) 2BDs
2 per 2BD Total units
=35
August, 116 116 0 0% ? ? ? ? ?
2011
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The Council found that additional regulations regag the development and operation of Workforce
Housing should be as specified in the Developmemnedment.

The November 12, 2008 Updated Submittal containdé®, 800 square feet of “hot beds/keys.” The
Applicant has described the demographics of thel@raps that will be housed on site as mid-level
managers, singles, and married couples. Upper reamay and families are anticipated to live in
outlying Wood River communities such as Ketchumiléya and Bellevue. The average square feet of
living space per employee housed on site is 379.

f. The City Council may consider a request by the ¢itel developer to satisfy any
required employee or community housing square footge by alternate means. Off site
mitigation, payment of in lieu fees, land in lieu dunits, voluntary real estate transfer
fees or other considerations may be proposed by thtel developer. Larger sites are
encouraged to include workforce housing on-site. He City Council has full
discretionary power to deny said request.

The Council considered the topic of anticipatednges to the City's Employee Housing policy at two
Council work sessions. The concepts discusselesetwork sessions are summarized in Attachment F
of the November 7, 2011 City Council Staff Rep8&tgnning and Zoning Commission’s Findings of Fact,
September 26, 2011, beginning on page 28. In shellf the Council noted the need for flexibility t
respond to employee housing proposals that relédedverall housing supply in the community
specifically at the time of the request. The Calutmncluded at the end of the second work sesiah
Section “f” above allows the Council the flexibjlito consider alternate proposals. Alternate psafso
would be considered in specific circumstances basedhctors such as the overall economy, housing
supply at the time of the request, etc. The Cdumas clear that they did not want to set a presede
relative to the adopted employee housing policy #iafuture hotel projects would expect to follow.
Consideration of alternate proposals would be basespecific, documented circumstances at the ¢ifne
the decision.

Housing In Lieu

Section “f” allows the Council to consider an Irelipayment for the employee housing. The previous
employee housing building approved on-site as glathe PUD was 12,160 square feet. At the current
BCHA In Lieu rate of $316.96 per square foot, thé.ieu fee would be $3,854,234 million.

Alternately, the letter from BCHA, Attachment E ttte November 29, 2011 City Council Staff Report,

outlines an In Lieu calculation based on what iulgocost to house 25% of the hotel employees in the
marketplace. The BCHA has stated that a goodalutaumb for rental costs in today’s market is $500

per bedroom. Therefore, to house 31.25 emplogggspximately $180,000 would be needed annually in
today’s dollars to meet the City’s policy.

Supply and Demand: Updated Housing Needs Assessmen

BCHA has sent a revised comment letter, Attachnkemd the November 29, 2011 City Council Staff
Report. The letter re-iterates their support for City's Hotel Employee Housing regulations, wéth
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preference for built units over the proposed reeestteam. Additional details regarding questiahsted
to the proposed revenue stream are noted in tiee. let

BCHA recently released the 2011 Housing Needs Assest. The last Housing Needs Assessment was
developed at the peak of the local development haowh that the 2011 Assessment will be at or rear t
trough. The new report will address market swibgghe inclusion of an economic model that can be
modified with new inputs to calibrate to market ohas and economic conditions. This model will
calculate housing demand as a function of wagestitin, housing values, rents and capital markets.
These inputs can be made by BCHA staff on an anvasik, or other term as determined by the BCHA
Board and stakeholder groups such as the citieae3wief comparisons to the 2006 data are as fetlow

* In 2006, there was a demand for 1,200 communitwimguunits valley wide. Taking into account
location preferences of those interviewed in theO&Gstudy, 1,000 of these units were
recommended to be developed in the north valley.

» The 2011 Housing Needs Assessment will examindiegitiousing supply, and perform a “gap”
analysis to determine how many new units are neatlfds time, by taking into account existing
stock as compared to the number of householdschtgraen income level. The study states that,
in 2011, 480 units are needed valley-wide, of wH2@® are needed in Ketchum. The greatest
demand in 2011 is for 1-bedroom units. The greédtessing need is housing for workers that
earn less than 50% of Area Median Income. (Arediltelncome or AMI is the income at which
50% of households at a given size earn more, af@ &fin less. The study assumes a household
size of 3 with an AMI of $69,000.)

* In 2006, Ketchum had 5,824 jobs, which generatetj38%,811 in wages. Ketchum has dropped
to 4,499 jobs generating $44,875,132 in wages 028 23% decrease in the number of jobs, and
a 34% decrease in wages. Job loss has contrilmigguficantly to the conclusions above
regarding number of new units estimated as heedm 002 to 2009, Blaine County has had a
net new job growth of only 31 jobs.

Revenue Stream: Employer Assisted Housing Programs

Staff prepared background material for Council aderation on the type of housing program proposed b
the applicant, which is known in the housing industs Employer Assisted Housing (EAH). ltis a
common model in urban areas, and is also usedambgud mitigate impacts of employers with lower
wage employees, such as hotels. (Attachments ABatwl the November 29, 2011 City Council Staff
Report). Staff conducted a conference call with dad staff person for the housing non-profit that
manages the EAH for the St. Regis in Dana PoifitMAartin. That program has been in effect since
2002. She estimates that she spends approxin@telyrs per month managing the program, which now
contains 93 employees. (The Dana Point St. Raglays approximately 500 employees). Jill is a
strong believer in the EAH program. She findsasye to administer, and thinks it has been a good
incentive to keep employees closer to work withdowommute times. She strongly recommends that a
nonprofit manage the program, such as BCHA.

Staff also contacted other ski communities to $dbeare have been any changes to employee housing
requirements. Those results are outlined in Attaafit C to the November 29, 2011 City Council Staff
Report. Staff noted that Ketchum is currently ateeay different point in its maturity as a ski resthan
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many of the other communities that require emplolgeasing. These other resorts already have a
significant hospitality bed base, while Ketchum twest beds over the last decade.

The Council considered this approach based on alesgecific factors:

e At this particular time in the City’'s economy, thebs generated by the project and the
development of a “5 star” hotel are benefits that€ity highly desires.

 The 2011 Housing Needs Assessment indicates teahdhising need at this particular date in
2011 is significantly lower than the need in 2006.

» Approval of an Employer Assisted Housing ProgranAHIE as outlined herein will have a
dramatic impact on the availability of existing t@nunits, and the availability of rental housing
supply will be different in the future. This appah may not be applicable to future hotel projects
based on limited supply of rental housing.

* The program is designed to provide housing reimdaent for housing costs greater than 30% of
income. Employees must document income and requadify. The program as proposed does
not require employees to live in Ketchum. The Guiufound that a weighted offset to give a
greater reimbursement amount for housing withity @mits would better meet the City’s goal of
employees living in Ketchum.

* The program is proposed to be administered by a RVRBpresentative, an official from Ketchum
and BCHA or ARCH. The Council found that a nongirbbusing organization (BCHA) should
administer the program. Overall administrationtsa@® not seem high based on staff interviews
with other providers.

» The program is primarily designed to assist emmsyearning $39,000 a year or less. WSRR
estimates that there will be 65 initial participaof the estimated 134 full time employees. The
Council found that this would result in assistatecd8% of the employees of the WSRR Resort as
compared to the City’'s requirement to fully hous&wof the employees.

CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL

The Council moved to approve the Request for Modifon of Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Approval and Third Amendment of Annexation and Depeent Agreement subject to the following
conditions:

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The City of Ketchum is a municipal corporatiamanized under Article Xl of the Idaho
Constitution and the laws of the State of IdahteT50, Idaho Code.

2. Under Chapter 65, Title 67, Idaho Code, the Gag passed a land use and zoning code,
encompassed in Ketchum City Code Title 17.
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3. Under Chapter 65, Title 67, Idaho Code, they @ias passed a subdivision ordinance,
encompassed in Ketchum City Code Title 16, progdtandards for the processing of applications for
subdivision permits under sections 50-1301 thrca@ti329, Idaho Code.

4. The City of Ketchum Planning Department providel@quate notice for the review of this
application.

5. The projecdoesmeet the standards of approval under Chaptergt 0810 and 16.04.090,
Ketchum City Code.

DECISION

THEREFORE, the Ketchum City Counciapproves this Planned Unit Development and Conditional
Use Permit, subject to the following conditions:

PROPOSED CONDITIONS:

1. A dedicated Workforce Housing Fund shall be esthkli to mitigate workforce housing impacts
associated with the Hotel. The purpose of the fisntb increase the affordability of housing in
Ketchum for employees of the Warm Springs RancloRgsoject. The Fund shall be continually
funded as long as the hotel is in operation, stubgethe following:

a. The fund shall be administered by the Blaine Cotidysing Authority or other nonprofit housing
entity as designated by the City, with input intbranistration procedures from the City and the
applicant/hotel operator.

b. The Fund shall be established a minimum of two rf@nths after the date of Certificate of
Occupancy for the Hotel, with an initial fund batarof no less than $60,000.

c. The Fund shall be established based on a percemfaggoss sales of hotel room rates,
merchandise, food and other similar items. Sardg#age shall be 0.5%. Said fund shall contain
a minimum level of funding, stipulated in the amewht to the Annexation and Development
Agreement.

d. A reasonable methodology for auditing the FundIdb@lprovided for in the amendment to the
Annexation and Development Agreement.

e. The Fund should be a segregated account utiliziedydor the employees of the Warm Springs
Ranch Resort project.

f. Funds from the account may not be dispersed direxttmployees, but may only be dispersed to
landlords, mortgagee or other acceptable thirdygadviding housing.

g. Housing reimbursements shall be structured to ereatgreater reimbursement amount for
employees that choose to live in Ketchum City lgvat a ratio of contribution towards rent that is
5% greater than contributions outside City limits.
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h. A methodology for the distribution of the funds Blee developed between the parties as a future
amendment to the Annexation and Development AgreemeSaid methodology should be
developed after construction commences but prisssisance of any Certificates of Occupancy for
the Hotel.

i. If the fund balance grows and significant approeggenditures are not made, administration of
the Fund, including suspension of further fundsiwgll be revisited by the parties.

2. The active recreation section of the DevelopmenteAment shall be modified to allow the
recreation mitigation fee of $300,000 to be paid i Recreation Mitigation Fund. The fund shall
be used by the City of Ketchum at its sole disoretio mitigate impacts to active recreation.
Funds shall be paid $150,000 at the issuance dfititel Certificate of Occupancy and $150,000
one year thereafter. Security to guarantee the payof the mitigation fee should be developed in
the amendment to the Annexation and Developmeneékgent, such as a letter of credit, security
bond or other instrument.

3. A golf practice facility as depicted on the sitapiSheet MP-1100 and presented at the September
26, 2011 Planning and Zoning Commission Meetindl §igaconstructed. The golf practice facility
shall be open to the public and shall include acdls Golf Program” consisting of the following:

a. The golf course will have “locals” pricing of noskethan 20% off the regular resort
rate; (ii) the peak hours for the golf course Wil 8:00-10:00 a.m. and 4:00-6:00 p.m., and
the peak golf season will be from June 20 to Labay (shoulder season will be from
opening day to June 20 and Labor Day to closing;d&l one tee time is considered a
group of no more than four (4) golfers, and the gtop will reserve the right to pair local
golfers to create more efficient tee times; (iv@¢ tmes for Locals will be published
seasonally in the local newspaper and made availabiline; and (v) walkers will be
permitted. The Locals Golf Program may include amemore of the following special
events or programs: junior golf play days; ladieslf gplay days; Warm Springs
Championship tournament; 9, Wine and Dine; andigh&wmurnaments. As used in this
Agreement, “Locals” means: (i) full-time Ketchumsigents; (ii) persons employed full
time in Ketchum; or (iii) persons owning a businegerated in Ketchum not created for
the purpose of obtaining status as a “Local”.

b. Weekday Rules for Peak Season. Locals will be @&tbvo have access to the golf
practice facility, or portions thereof, every dayridg the week. Local access will be
limited to two (2) tee times back to back per hduring the peak hours of every day of the
week. For the remainder of the day, locals willddewed up to three (3) tee times per
hour. Locals may call the day before, after 5:30.pand if tee times are open, they will be
allowed to occupy up to three (3) tee times dupegk hours and up to four (4) tee times
during non-peak hours.
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C. Weekend Rules for Peak Season. Locals will be &itbto have access to the golf
practice facility both days of the weekend. Loaatess will be limited to two (2) tee times
per hour during the peak hours of Saturday and 8uriduring non-peak hours, locals will

be allowed up to three (3) tee times per hour. lsonzay call the day before, after 5:30
p.m., and if tee times are open, they will be addwo occupy up to three (3) tee times
during peak hours and four (4) tee times duringpeak hours.

d. Weekday and Weekend Rules for Shoulder Seasonsld wdll be allowed three
(3) tee times per hour during peak hours. During-peak hours, locals will be allowed up
to five (5) tee times per hour. Locals may call tay before, after 5:30 p.m., and if tee
times are open, they will be allowed to occupy agour (4) tee times during peak hours
and five (5) tee times during non-peak hours.

e. The Owner may reasonably restrict access to thepgattice facility to conduct
golf school(s) or other formal instruction.

4. The previously approved Design Review of Januadg02shall not be valid after the effective date of
an Amended Annexation and Development Agreementdeet the City and the Applicant and shall
be updated to reflect the revised PUD plan.

5. An updated Transportation Study may be required, mequired, shall be submitted as part of the
revised Design Review. If required, the study Ishal particular, examine whether the revised
intersection at Warm Springs Road and the projattarce is sufficient to handle project traffic
combined with future background traffic.

6. An update Phasing and Development Plan shall bmisteol to the Council prior to application for
any building permits.

Findings of Facadopted by motion the 28 day of November, 2011 and signed thfSdgy of January,

2012.

Randy Hall, Mayor
City of Ketchum
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