
 
 

 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The July 31, 2014 Planning Board minutes are scheduled for approval. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS 

A. Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00056): Expires: Sept. 9, 2014 

B. Call Up Item: 2250 Pearl Street (LUR2014-00022): Expires: Sept. 2, 2014 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
A. Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review Minor Amendment (LUR2013-00059) and Final Plat 

(TEC2013-00073) for the Boulder Municipal Airport to subdivide the existing 123.5-acre lot into two new 

lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 2C (120.8 acres). Lot 1C will be removed from the existing Airport PUD, and 

Lot 2C will contain the existing Boulder Municipal Airport. The site is located at 3300 Airport Rd and is 

within the P and IG zone districts.   

 

Applicant: City of Boulder 

Owner:   City of Boulder 

 

B. Public hearing and consideration of a Site and Use Review application, no. LUR2014-00036, to amend the 

existing Iris Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. office building on Lot 39. The proposed 

office building would be an expansion of the existing “Blue Sky Bridge” facility located on the adjacent site to 

the west.  The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces 

where 10 parking spaces are required.  

 

Applicant:  Blue Sky Bridge c/o Peter Weber 

Owner: Mark L. Polster 

 

C. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Request for citizen, staff and Planning Board comment on 

a proposal to redevelop the existing properties located at 3085, 3155 and 3195 Bluff Street totallying 

approximately 4.25 acres into 77 dwelling units consisting:  24 three-bedroom, for-sale townhomes; 45 two 

and three-bedroom permanently affordable rental townhomes; and eight standard townhomes.  Total of 

84,534 square feet of habitable area on three lots: 3085, 3155 and 3195 Bluff Street. Review case number 

LUR2014-00050. 

 
Applicant: Adrian Sopher 

Property Owner: 1240 Cedar, LLC 

 

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 
 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

For more information call (303) 441-1880. Board packets are available after 4 p.m. Friday prior to the meeting, online at www.bouldercolorado.gov, at the Boulder 
Public Main Library’s Reference Desk, or at the Planning and Development Services Center, located at 1739 Broadway, third floor. 

 
CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
DATE: September 4, 2014  

TIME: 6 p.m. 

PLACE: Council Chambers, 1777 Broadway 
 
 

http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/


CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING GUIDELINES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

The Board must have a quorum (four members present) before the meeting can be called to order. 

 

AGENDA 

The Board may rearrange the order of the Agenda or delete items for good cause. The Board may not add items requiring public notice. 

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The public is welcome to address the Board (3 minutes* maximum per speaker) during the Public Participation portion of the meeting regarding any item not 

scheduled for a public hearing. The only items scheduled for a public hearing are those listed under the category PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS on the 

Agenda. Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board 

and admission into the record. 

 

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS 

Discussion and study session items do not require motions of approval or recommendation. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A Public Hearing item requires a motion and a vote. The general format for hearing of an action item is as follows: 

 

1. Presentations 

a. Staff presentation (5 minutes maximum*) 

b. Applicant presentation (15 minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten 

(10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and admission into the record. 

c. Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only. 

 

2. Public Hearing 

 Each speaker will be allowed an oral presentation (3 minutes maximum*). All speakers wishing to pool their time must be present, and 

 time allotted will be determined by the Chair. No pooled time presentation will be permitted to exceed ten minutes total.  

 Time remaining is presented by a Green blinking light that means one minute remains, a Yellow light means 30 seconds remain, and a 

Red light and beep means time has expired. 

 Speakers should introduce themselves, giving name and address. If officially representing a group, homeowners' association, etc., please 

state that for the record as well. 

 Speakers are requested not to repeat items addressed by previous speakers other than to express points of agreement or disagreement. 

Refrain from reading long documents, and summarize comments wherever possible. Long documents may be submitted and will become 

a part of the official record. 

 Speakers should address the Land Use Regulation criteria and, if possible, reference the rules that the Board uses to decide a case. 

 Any exhibits introduced into the record at the hearing must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Secretary for distribution to the 

Board and admission into the record. 

 Citizens can send a letter to the Planning staff at 1739 Broadway, Boulder, CO 80302, two weeks before the Planning Board meeting, to 

be included in the Board packet. Correspondence received after this time will be distributed at the Board meeting. 

 

3. Board Action 

d. Board motion. Motions may take any number of forms. With regard to a specific development proposal, the motion generally is to either 

approve the project (with or without conditions), to deny it, or to continue the matter to a date certain (generally in order to obtain 

additional information). 

e. Board discussion. This is undertaken entirely by members of the Board. The applicant, members of the public or city staff participate 

only if called upon by the Chair. 

f. Board action (the vote). An affirmative vote of at least four members of the Board is required to pass a motion approving any action. If 

the vote taken results in either a tie, a vote of three to two, or a vote of three to one in favor of approval, the applicant shall be 

automatically allowed a rehearing upon requesting the same in writing within seven days. 

 

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY 

Any Planning Board member, the Planning Director, or the City Attorney may introduce before the Board matters which are not included in the formal 

agenda. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Board's goal is that regular meetings adjourn by 10:30 p.m. and that study sessions adjourn by 10:00 p.m. Agenda items will not be commenced after 

10:00 p.m. except by majority vote of Board members present. 

 
*The Chair may lengthen or shorten the time allotted as appropriate. If the allotted time is exceeded, the Chair may request that the speaker conclude his or her comments. 

 



 

 

CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

July 31, 2014 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

  

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Aaron Brockett  

Bryan Bowen  

Crystal Gray 

John Gerstle 

Leonard May 

Liz Payton 

John Putnam 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant III 

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer 

Peggy Bunzli, Budget Officer, Finance 

Chris Meschuk, Flood Recovery Coordinator – Community Services 

Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager, CP&S 

Jean Gatza, Sustainability Planner, CP&S 

Milford John-Williams, Budget Analyst, Finance 

Joe Castro, Facilities and Asset Management 

Jeff Haley, Parks & Recreation 

Bob Harberg, Public Works / Utilities 

Douglass Sullivan, Public Works / Utilities 

Tim Head, Public Works / Airport 

Don Ingle, Information Technology 

Annie Noble, Public Works / Utilities & Greenways 

Kurt Bauer, Public Works / Utilities & Greenways 

Mike Orosel, Open Space and Mountain Parks 

Stephany Westhusin, Public Works / Transportation 

Molly Winter, DUHMD  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:03 p.m. and the following business was 

conducted. 

  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

There were no minutes scheduled for approval. 

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
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1. Richard Harris,2645 Briarwood Drive, spoke in opposition to the Comprehensive 

Housing Strategy to be discussed at the August 7
th

 Planning Board meeting. He did not think 

that there had been sufficient public process.  

2. Steve Pomerance, 335 17
th

 Street, asked the city to put a moratorium on growth and to 

allow for more public input. He spoke in opposition to the proposed CHS. 

 

The board asked both applicants to send their comments via email. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-

UPS/CONTINUATIONS 
There were no items for discussion.  

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. Compliance of Proposed Changes to the 9
th

 and Canyon Urban Renewal Plan to the 

Boulder Comprehensive Plan 

 

Staff Presentation: 

M. Winter and S. Assefa presented the item. 

 

Board Questions: 

M. Winter and S. Assefa answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

No one from the public spoke. 

 

Board Comments: 

L. Payton expressed disappointment that meeting space was proposed to be the primary 

programmatic function of the civic use pad. She had hoped that the site would provide a 

venue for different ethnic and socioeconomic groups downtown. 

 

A. Brockett agreed with L. Payton’s disappointment that meeting space is the only proposed 

civic use. However, given that this effort has taken 16 years and that there are only a few 

years remaining, he would support staff’s efforts and recommendation. 

 

C. Gray also agreed with L. Payton. She hoped that the management agreement would 

allow for different groups and organizations to use the space on a sliding scale. 

 

J. Putnam felt uncertain whether the amount of money that the city would invest warranted 

the value that it would get out of the space. However, he thought it was worth pursuing the 

option. 

 

B. Bowen noted that the city has invested a lot of time in this process and should salvage 

value from it. Assure that it be used well for good purposes and connect the architecture to 

the Civic Area, St. Julien and downtown. 

 

C. Gray served on some of the committees and noted that there were many proposals that 

never came to fruition for a variety of reasons. She was concerned that this space would 

revert to the St. Julien. She thought that the integration with the Civic Area plan made sense 

and that it was be important to allow this to move forward. 
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Motion: 

 

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board found 7-0 that the 

modifications to the to the two sections of the 9th and Canyon Urban Renewal Plan to the two 

sections of thean made s2, including the amendment by the Boulder Urban Renewal Board, as a 

whole, conform to the general plan for the development of the municipality of the city which is 

the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 

 

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 7-0 to recommend 

that City Council ensure that this space is available and welcoming all members of the 

community, including the low income community and minority community, and that City 

Council look at different rate structures to accomplish that. 

 

J. Putnam noted that it is hard for nonprofits to justify spending a lot of money to rent nice 

spaces. He therefore questioned whether this was the highest and best use for the space. The city 

should consider this when looking at the cost benefit. 

 

L. Payton reiterated for City Council that the Planning Board was not excited by the prospect of 

the proposed program because meeting space did not meet the need for low income and minority 

populations. 

 

B. 2015-2020 Capital Improvement Program 

 

Staff Presentation: 

J. Gatza and P. Bunzli presented the item. 

 

Board Questions: 

J. Gatza, P. Bunzli, S. Richstone, B. Harberg, J. Castro, K. Bauer and D. Sullivan   

answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

 

Board Comments: 

J. Putnam thought the plan was solid and found the information helpful. He recommended 

that future reports include a dashboard that shows where we are and where we’re going, as 

well as a snapshot of resilience and maintenance. Understand what we’re trying to solve and 

address. He thought that the plan should be approved. Some scope, location and design issues 

will need to be addressed in the future; these items are already highlighted in the CIP. 

 

A. Brockett thought this was a dynamic document and was impressed by the depth of effort 

and cross departmental work. 

 

C. Gray liked that the city plans to raise water and sewage fees, and appreciated resiliency 

efforts surrounding agricultural uses, Emerald Ash Borer, mitigation carbon reduction and 

energy efficiency. She encouraged staff to remind residents about the city’s efforts to 

improve energy efficiency in its own buildings and to communicate how funds are spent to 

this end. She thought that the CIP had improved over the years and was pleased with this 

document. 
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L. Payton recommended that Boulder protect, enhance and amplify its existing special 

places; it does not need to focus solely on the creation of new ones.  Consider partnering with 

BVSD to make school yards special places that are available to community members, 

especially low income families. 

 

Motion: 

On a motion by J. Putnam, seconded by B. Bowen, the Planning Board voted 7-0 to 

recommend to City Council the 2015-2020 proposed Capital Improvement Program, 

including the list of CIP projects to undergo a Community and Environmental Assessment 

Process, as outlined in the staff memorandum dated July 25, 2014. 

 

 

C. Public hearing to consider a recommendation to City Council on an ordinance 

amending Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to add a process for review of 

Concept Plans by City Council and to relax housing occupancy limitations for 

persons 62 years of age and older, implementing measures recommended as part of 

the city’s Comprehensive Housing Strategy. 

 

Staff Presentation: 

K. Guiler presented the item. 

 

Board Questions: 

K. Guiler answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

1. Ruth Blackmore, 205 S. 41
st
 Street, raised some concerns about the proposed 

occupancy levels and parking impacts. Seniors will have cars. She thought that the 

housing stock should be preserved for young families.  

2. Jordan Mann, 710 31
st
 Street, supported the higher occupancy codes. He thought that 

the number of occupants, age and parking restrictions were arbitrary. 

3. Neshama Abraham, 1460 Quince Avenue (pooled with Nina Hyde Huoself, Mary 

Kirk and Douglas Thompson), supported the proposed ordinance but thought that 10 – 

12 occupants was a more reasonable and realistic number. 

4. Cha Cha Spinrad, 710 31
st
 Street, thought that it was important to for seniors to be able 

to live in community. She encouraged the age limit to 55 to allow for a wider variety of 

ages. 

5. Harry R. Moody, 3870 Broadway #16, the retired VP of AARP noted that Boulder will 

be dealing with this issues for the next 20 years. He provided a report from AARP and 

thought that this could be an opportunity to create a model. 

6. Lincoln Miller, 744 Marine Street, spoke in favor of the ordinance but would like to see 

an age limit of 55 and a cap of at least 10 people. He felt that the proposed changes were 

too small. 

7. Ian Basinger, 430 45
th

 Street, would like to have more opportunities for affordable 

housing and spoke in support of the ordinance.  

8. Will Toor, 3032 10
th

 Street, spoke in support of the ordinance and on behalf of Better 

Boulder. This would provide the  benefit of greater density without making large changes 

to Boulder’s neighborhoods. Seniors would have a low impact. He encouraged lowering 

the age to 55 and increasing the occupancy levels. The most functional group homes have 

around ten people. He noted that other states do not allow occupancy limits. 
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9. Michelle Seipp, 906 McIntire Street, works with aging demographics and noted that 

this will have huge impacts on the community. It is important to allow people to age in 

their own communities. 

 

 

Board Comments: 

Concept Plan: 

C. Gray supported the change but was disappointed that neighborhoods had not been informed 

or involved in the process.  

 

J. Gerstle supported it in concept but thought that there were other issues that needed to be 

addressed. He thought it would have significant impacts on the character of neighborhoods, 

Boulder’s population and the general housing scheme. 

 

B. Bowen supported this whole heartedly. He thought that the benefits to the communities and 

neighborhoods far outweighed any concerns over parking, etc. 

 

A. Brockett agreed with B. Bowen and thought it was important to have more housing options. 

He did not think there would be many in the next five years, but that it would be important to 

have them as a tool. It would further the city’s sustainability goals of affordability and GHG 

reduction through lowered energy use. It would also help seniors to avoid entering assisted 

living. 

 

L. May agreed with the previous comments and thought there is an element of urgency to act in 

some fashion. The financial crisis has affected many seniors and it is important to provide 

options for that demographic. 

 

J. Putnam strongly agreed with the concept. He thought it should be explored but may need 

some tailoring to determine how and at what rate to act, and how to handle the pushback from 

the neighborhoods. He did not want to threaten progress while trying to figure out how to do it 

right. He asked about the existing housing stock and noted that many people are being forced out 

because they do not have options. 

 

L. Payton agreed with the notion of shared senior housing but thought that neighbors needed to 

be informed. Currently it is possible to have roommates but most seniors live alone. She thought 

that the cohousing housing option with greater than 6 people could be attractive. She expressed 

concern that this could inadvertently burden seniors by creating an opportunity for people to take 

advantage of them or by increasing their housing prices. She did not for this to become 

something marketed nationally; she suggested that the owner be required to live in the house. 

 

C. Gray would like to see an evaluation at the end of the year, suggesting that staff create a 

database and include allowed occupancy rates on rental licenses. She recommended creating a 

separate zoning category to make it possible to build housing for larger groups. Assure that 

ADUs be considered separate units and allow for additional occupancy. One large house could 

be used for senior housing while a couple lives in the ADU. 

 

J. Gerstle thought L. Payton’s recommendation for owner occupancy could be a good way to 

address the commercialization of senior housing. He thought it would be good to address 

whether occupancy regulations are necessary. 
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L. May thought that occupancy limits would change over time to become more liberal. He was 

interested in better understanding the timeline. 

 

J. Putnam encouraged the board to keep this ordinance change simple. The more expansive it 

becomes, the more complicated it will be. He cautioned that requiring the owner occupancy 

could create unintended consequences. 

 

B. Bowen agreed with J. Putnam. He noted that many different people handle finances 

differently with age. It could get thorny quickly to tie occupancy to ownership. 

 

Age Limitation of 62 Years: 
B. Bowen noted that the ratio of women to men increases with age and found benefit in having a 

variety of age groups to provide different skill sets. He would advocate for lowering the age limit 

to 55 years, but thought it would still be worth doing if it would be too burdensome to lower the 

age from 62 years. 

 

L. May explained that a more refined ordinance will be worked out; this is an intermediary step 

in the process. 

 

J. Gerstle agreed that this is an evolutionary process. He would prefer a 55 year age limit, but 

would accept 62 years to ease the burden on staff. 

 

J. Putnam did not think that the Fair Housing Act was intended to deal with this. It will need to 

stay on the agenda because a 62 year limit will not work in the long run. 

 

B. Bowen thought that the occupancy rates should be removed in general to allow people to live 

in the way that they want to live. It would be much more natural. 

 

C. Cray noted that CU houses few of their students. If occupancy limitations were eliminated, it 

could limit opportunities for seniors. She was inclined to change the age to 55, but would prefer 

that staff focus on other quick win code changes. 

 

L. Payton would prefer a 55 year limit, but also supported 62 years because it would reduce the 

burden on staff. She thought it would be important to provide oversight or licensing to prevent 

people from taking advantage of seniors. 

 

A. Brockett also felt troubled by the possibility of senior exploitation. Consider adding some 

form of oversight via the rental licensing for this category. He would prefer a 55 year limit but 

would rather have a quick win. He requested that City Council look into the possibility of 55. 

 

 

Occupancy Limitation of 6: 
L. May thought an occupancy limit of 8 or 10 was compelling but that it would be too big of a 

step to take without getting input from neighborhoods. He recommended devising a mechanism 

to ensure affordability for expanded occupancy. Consider adding a provision to revisit this in a 

year. 

 

J. Gerstle thought that it would be important to include an assurance of quality if  the occupancy 

numbers were relaxed. Assure that there is adequate room for occupants. 
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C. Gray would like to keep the allowed occupancy at 6 in the RL-1 zones and require owner 

occupancy. For new builds in the 14,000 sf lots, she would be willing to consider 10 – 12 

occupants.  

 

B. Bowen did not think that going up to 10 – 12 occupants would be a problem; it would create a 

very different format and pro forma. This allows for a different way of approaching life than just 

getting roommates. The more people there are, the more likely residents are to find the 

connections and community. He thought it was better to encourage more people to live in 

existing homes. 

 

A. Brockett was in favor of allowing 10 to 12 occupants. He appreciated C. Gray’s request for 

outreach to neighborhoods, but thought the fundamental outcry would be over parking. The 

advantages to the senior population would be so great that it would outweigh parking difficulties 

for neighbors. 

 

J. Putnam would like to find some standards or limits such as limiting it to a subset of zoning 

districts. This applies to existing as well as new homes and he thought it would generate some 

pushback. He would rather start from a more modest base to ensure success. 

 

B. Bowen noted that co-ops are dependent on having enough people to work; they need at least 

ten to be successful. Capping it at 6 will reduce our success. 

 

L. Payton agreed with C. Gray that there should be a public process to vet this. She would 

support six because the original intention is for people who are in their own home to bring in 

roommates. She thought that co-ops should be dealt with separately. 

 

L. May recommended that the board address the occupancy limits for co-ops in the near future 

and consider whether senior co-ops could be its own category. That would allow staff to do 

public outreach. 

 

A. Brockett suggested that different zones have different limits. 

 

C. Gray recommended that staff hold an open house to ask for public input on this process 

before it goes to City Council.  

 

L. Payton feared that this could allow for a commercial operation in someone’s neighborhood. 

 

A. Brockett did not think commercial operations would be a viable option. He saw this as a 

bottom up opportunity. 

 

L. May noted that this would allow for affordability. Even if it were a commercial operation, he 

would like to see a mechanism for ensuring affordability. 

 

Neshama Abraham spoke at the board’s request. Her project would dedicate 20% of the home 

to affordable rentals and 80% would be owned. This would qualify as owner occupied. The 

model would not work with six people. 

 

C. Gray would feel comfortable with this if there were an owner occupied contingent. 
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A. Brockett noted that the owner occupied criteria could be difficult in the event that the owner 

would pass away while others were living in the property. 

 

J. Putnam feared that the owner occupied requirement would force tenants to move out if the 

owner passed away. He did not think that this was a healthy outcome. 

 

L. May suggested that the allowed occupancy rates be based on a factor of people per bedroom. 

 

B. Bowen cited some concerns with this approach and requested that Council grapple with the 

other details. He would like to vote on the motion. If problems arise in the future, the board can 

address them then. 

 

J. Gerstle expressed concern about living and amenities. He was amenable to B. Bowen’s 

recommendation that standards be tied to the city of Boulder’s liveability standards for affordable 

housing. 

 

S. Richstone thought it would be reasonable to consider adding some form of liveability 

standard. 

 

L. May thought affordability was important but thought it could be addressed in later 

Comprehensive Strategy planning. 

 

B. Bowen explained that some people may want to have a high end shared house. People should 

not be excluded based on income because sharing provides affordability and sustainability.  

 

A. Brockett doubted that seniors with economic means would choose to live in this type of 

scenario but noted that it would still provide relative affordability. 

 

 

Motion: 
On a motion by A. Brockett, seconded by J. Putnam, the Planning Board voted 6-1 ( L. Payton 

opposed) to recommend approval to the City Council of an ordinance amending Title 9, “Land 

Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to relax occupancy limitations for housing for persons 62 years of age 

or older and specifically to allow up to 6 persons 62 years of age or older in RL, RR and RE 

zones and up to 10 persons 62 years of age or older in the RR and RE zones provided that an 

owner of the home is a resident in the house. 

 

A friendly amendment by C. Gray, accepted by A. Brockett requested that the planning staff 

perform outreach to neighborhoods and stakeholders and the that the results of that outreach be 

reported to City Council.  

 

 

L. Payton supported the motion and amendment, but thought that all instances should be owner 

occupied. 

 

C. Gray agreed with L. Payton but wanted to vote for it for an early win. She requested that a 

zoning map be included in Council’s packet. 
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Part 2: Concept Plan: 

Board Questions: 

K.Guiler answered questions from the board.  

 

Public Hearing: 

1. Adrian Sopher, 1919 14
th

 Street, did not think that the Council call up process took too 

long. If Council is concerned and interested, they should take over the review process 

from the Planning Board at Site Review. Do not subject applicants to four reviews. 

 

Board Comments: 

C. Gray understood Mr. Sopher’s recommendation but did not think that it was appropriate for 

Council to take on the Site Review process. They rely on Planning Board’s discretion. 

 

L. Payton recommended that Council and Planning Board have joint meetings for some items, 

or that they appoint members to co-hear projects with the Planning Board. 

 

B. Bowen liked L. Payton’s idea to have joint meetings. 

 

L. May thought there was an issue with that process. He did not think that Council rehearing a 

concept plan would create greater predictability. 

 

A. Brockett agreed with L. May. If the boards had divergent opinions it would create a difficult 

scenario. 

 

C. Gray would prefer joint meetings because it would create a more transparent process. 

Developers currently meet with Council members to discuss projects before they go before 

Council. 

 

A. Brockett liked L. Payton’s suggestion to allow Council to appoint members to co-hear 

certain projects with the Planning Board. 

 

L. May recommended that applicants be given the opportunity to determine whether they would 

prefer whether Council would rehear a project. 

 

C. Gray noted that Council counts on the Planning Board’s expertise when reviewing projects. 

 

B. Bowen noted that the board is trying to encourage applicants to have Concept Reviews but the 

expectations are getting more intense. This could make concept review harder and more 

expensive for applicants. 

 

 

Motion: 

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. Payton, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (A. Brockett 

and B. Bowen opposed) to support the proposed change to allow City Council to review Concept 

Plans as amended by L. Payton. 

 

On an amendment by L Payton, seconded by J. Gerstle, the board voted 6-1 (C. Gray opposed) 

to consider joint Concept Plan hearings.  
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6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY 

ATTORNEY 

A. Envision East Arapahoe- Draft Vision Elements and Scenario Concepts was moved to a 

future meeting.  

 

 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

The August 21
st
 meeting will start at 5 p.m. A. Brockett cannot be there early so B. 

Bowen will chair the first hour. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 11:50 p.m. 

  

APPROVED BY 

 

___________________  

Board Chair 

 

___________________ 

Date 
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 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

TO:   Planning Board 

 

FROM: Heidi Hansen, Floodplain and Wetlands Administrator 

 

DATE:  August 26, 2014 

 

SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00056) 

 28
th

 Street Multi-Use Path 

 

This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before September 9, 2014. 

  
 

A wetland permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff on August 25, 2014 

for the construction of a multi-use trail along 28
th

 Street between Iris and Yarmouth Avenues. 

 

The applicant is applying for a standard wetland permit for the construction of a multi-use trail 

along 28
th

 Street between Iris and Yarmouth Avenues. The proposed project will minimize 

impacts and provide restoration including reseeding and weed removal for any temporary 

impacts to city regulated wetlands at Fourmile Canyon Creek and Wonderland Creek.  

 

 

Work will consist of constructing a new multi-use path along 28
th

 Street in the wetlands buffer 

areas of Wonderland Creek and Fourmile Canyon Creek. Impacts to wetlands areas will be 

minimized by construction stormwater management practices and any temporary disturbances 

will be reseeded following construction. The applicant has demonstrated that wetland impacts 

have been minimized and the project meets the requirements of the city’s Stream, Wetlands and 

Water Body Protection ordinance. 

 

The wetland permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff on August 25, 

2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before September 9, 2014.  

There is a Planning Board meeting within the 14 day call up period on September 4, 2014 .  A 

copy of the wetland permit is attached. 

 

Questions about the project should be directed to the Floodplain and Wetlands Administrator, 

Heidi Hansen at 303-441-3273 or by e-mail at hansenh@bouldercolorado.gov. 

 

Attachments: 

A. Wetland Permit 
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CITY OF BOULDER
Planning and Development Services

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791
phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-4241  •  web  boulderplandevelop.net

Wetland Permit

Date Issued: Expiration Date:  August 24, 2017
(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-9(k), B.R.C. 1981)

8/25/2014

Permit Number: LUR2014-00056

DEBBIE RITTER
CITY OF BOULDER PO BOX 791
BOULDER, CO 80306

Contact Information

303 441 3253

Project Information

Location: 3975 28TH ST
Legal Description: LOT 1 ELK PARK SUB

Description of Work: Construction of a 10' wide concrete multi-use path and pedestrian bridge on the 
west side of 28th street from Iris to Fourmile Creek. Wetland impacts limited to 
the intersetion of Fourmile Creek and 28th street.

Conditions of Approval
The proposed project/activity is approved on the basis that it satisfies applicable requirements of Chapter 
9-3-9, "Wetlands Protection," Boulder Revised Code 1981.  Other wetland requirements as set forth in 
Chapter 9-3-9 which are not specifically outlined in the conditions of approval below remain applicable to 
this project/activity.  

·

The improvements shall be constructed to minimize and mitigate impacts to the existing wetlands in 
conformance with the conditions of the City of Boulder Wetland Permit issued for this project.·
The applicant shall obtain a site inspection and approval from the City of Boulder Floodplain and 
Wetlands Coordinator upon completion of the projects.·
Impacts to wetlands shall be minimized through the construction Best Management Practices outlined in 
the Wetland Report and Mitigation Plan submitted by Pinyon Environmental and dated July 22, 2014.·

Inspections
To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2014-00056).
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Address: 2250 Pearl Street 

Front (Pearl Street) Elevation of the Proposed Juice Shop 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Planning Board  
 
FROM:  Elaine McLaughlin, Case Manager 
 
DATE:  August 25, 2014 
 
SUBJECT:  Call Up Item: 2250 Pearl Street.  Approval of an 

administrative Site Review and Use Review for the 
adaptive reuse of an existing single story building into a 
mixed use building with one residential unit at the rear 
and a juice shop within the Mixed Use – 3 (MU-3) 
zoning district.  Site Review approval includes a 45 
percent parking reduction and Use Review approval for 
restaurant over 1,000 square feet. LUR2014-00022 
and LUR2014-00029 

 
 
Background: The existing vacant building was built in 
1924 as an auto repair and paint shop.  Sometime 
between 1931 and 1960, the building was extended to 
the south to its current configuration.  The building has 
been vacant for a number of years. 
 
Proposed Project:  The applicant is proposing to add 
58 square feet onto the rear of the building; remodel the 
building and convert it into a juice shop in the front 
along and a small residential unit in the back.  A small 
outdoor patio with a shed roof covering is proposed on the west side yard. The total floor area proposed is 1,969 square feet:  
710 square feet for the residential and 1,260 square feet for the juice shop.  The proposal also includes a request for a 45 
percent parking reduction for the juice shop with a total of 6 parking spaces provided where 11 spaces are per standard. 
Because of the parking reduction request, Site Review is required, and because the juice shop (considered a restaurant use 
under the code) is in excess of 1,000 square feet in the MU-3 zoning district, a Use Review is required 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pearl Street 
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Address: 2250 Pearl Street 

PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
 

Project Analysis:  The proposed 45 percent parking reduction was found to be consistent with the Site Review criteria, in 
particular with regard to land use code section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 1981, “Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions.”   
Within the criteria is a specific criterion as follows (c) The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately 
accommodated through on-street parking or off-street parking.”   
 
To determine “adequate accommodation” of on- and off-street parking, the applicant provided a Trip Generation  and Parking 
Study.  The parking study concluded that there is an “abundance” of parking in the area and that,  

 
“based on the parking utilization observations, there are typically anywhere between 10 and 11 on-street perpendicular 
parking spaces along the site frontage on 23rd Street. This should adequately accommodate the parking needs for this 
project.  On the rare occasion that all of these parking spaces are filled, there are many other on-street parking areas 
within a block of the site that would likely be available. “ 

 

Shown to the right is an aerial 
photo illustrating the parking 
spaces on 23rd and Pearl streets.  
There are 11 on-street parking 
spaces on Pearl Street to the west 
of the site.  The 11 on-street 
parking spaces located adjacent to 
the site have two-hour parking 
limits.  The additional 11 across 
23rd Street don’t have a limit.  Staff 
notes that with 51 on-street 
parking spaces located along 23rd 

Res. Unit Juice Shop 
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Address: 2250 Pearl Street 

Street, and six parking spaces provided on-site; and the traffic study and staff observations that many of those spaces are not 
fully occupied at any given time, staff finds the application meets this criterion.  With regard to the Use Review, findings were 
made that the juice shop meets the Use Review criteria in that a juice shop in this location “provides a direct service or 
convenience to the surrounding uses or neighborhood” as well as a “compatible transition between higher intensity and lower 
intensity uses.”  Similarly, a finding was made that the proposed juice shop’s location, size, design, and operating 
characteristics will be reasonably compatible with, and have minimal negative impact on, the use of nearby properties. 

Because of an existing overhead electrical utility and the narrowness of the right-of-way adjacent to the building on both 23rd 
and Pearl streets, the applicant is requesting modification of the streetscape standards. Similarly, due to the narrowness of the 
site and the size of the existing building, the applicant is requesting a modification to parking lot landscaping. The parking will 
be screened from the public right-of-way along Pearl Street, but the interior parking won’t be screened from the adjacent 
loading area and parking lot to the west or the alley. Despite the requested modifications, the applicant is proposing 
landscaping in other areas of the site that exceeds the standards, including along the east side of the site, adjacent to the 
building, and along the west side of the site within the proposed new patio area.  

 
The applicant initially proposed to increase the height of the roof by approximately one foot, which would have necessitated a 
demolition permit given the age of the structure, built in 1923. Working with landmarks staff in an effort to preserve the 
building’s historic character, the applicant amended the plans limiting them to an interior retrofit of the roof’s structural support 
and a 58 square foot addition on the west.  Considering that the proposed changes to the site are relatively minor and the 
proposed design respects  and preserves the historic character of the building, staff found that the project overall meets the 
Site Review criteria without requiring that the applicant pursue designation of the building as a landmark. Any future 
modifications will be subject to the review standards for approved Site Review plans; and any potential for increase in height 
or size of the building will be limited due to lack of on-site parking. 
 
Public Comment:  Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications of the application for Site Review to 
property owners within 600 feet of the subject property.  In addition, a public notice sign was posted on the property. 
Therefore, all public notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 were met.  No comment 
letters or phone calls were received regarding the proposed project. A neighborhood meeting was held on-site on May 19, 
2014 with five attendees all from the surrounding neighborhood.  All of the attendees articulated support for the project, and 
one neighbor articulated concern about the parking reduction. 

Conclusion:  Staff finds that the application for a Minor Amendment meets the criteria of section 9-2-14(l), B.R.C. 1981.  The 
proposal was approved by staff on Aug. 25, 2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before 
Sept.2, 2014. There is one Planning Board hearings scheduled during the required 14 day call-up period on August 28, 2014. 
Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager, Elaine McLaughlin at (303) 441-4130 or at 
the following email: mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov   
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Address: 2250 Pearl Street 

 

Agenda Item 4B     Page 4 of 17



 
Address: 2250 Pearl Street 
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Address: 2250 Pearl Street 
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project no:

date issue

drawn by:

9-4-13 REVIEW
9-13-13 REVIEW
9-19-13 REVIEW

A. THE CONTRACT  DOCUMENTS CONSIST OF THE AGREEMENT, THE GENERAL

NOTES, THE SPECIFICATION, AND THE DRAWINGS, WHICH ARE COOPERATIVE AND

CONTINUOUS.  WORK INDICATED OR REASONABLY IMPLIED IN ANY ONE OF THE

DOCUMENTS SHALL BE SUPPLIED AS THOUGH FULLY COVERED IN ALL.  ANY

DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT PARTS SHOULD BE REPORTED TO THE

ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY.

B. ALL WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL STATE AND LOCAL CODES AND

ORDINANCES, AND SHALL BE PERFORMED TO THE HIGHEST STANDARDS OF

CRAFTSMANSHIP BY JOURNEYMAN OF THE APPROPRIATE TRADES.

C. THESE DOCUMENTS ARE INTENDED TO INCLUDE ALL LABOR, MATERIALS,

EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE ALL WORK DESCRIBED

HEREIN.  IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO BRING TO THE

ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT ANY CONDITIONS WHICH WILL NOT PERMIT

CONSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO THE INTENTIONS OF THESE DOCUMENTS.  IT IS THE

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ARCHITECT TO PROVIDE DETAILS AND/OR DIRECTIONS

REGARDING DESIGN INTENT WHERE IT IS ALTERED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS OR

WHERE NEGLECTED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

D. ANY MATERIALS PROPOSED FOR SUBSTITUTION OF THOSE SPECIFIED OR

CALLED OUT BY TRADE NAME IN THESE DOCUMENTS SHALL BE PRESENTED TO THE

ARCHITECT FOR REVIEW.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SAMPLES WHEN

REQUIRED BY THE ARCHITECT, AND ALL SUCH SAMPLES SHALL BE REVIEWED BY

THE ARCHITECT BEFORE THE WORK  IS PERFORMED.  WORK  MUST CONFORM TO

THE REVIEWED SAMPLES.  ANY WORK WHICH DOES NOT CONFORM SHALL BE

REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH WORK WHICH CONFORMS AT THE CONTRACTOR'S

EXPENSE.  SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL SUBMIT SAMPLES AND REQUESTS FOR

REVIEW THROUGH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR.

E. SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE ARCHITECT FOR HIS OR HER

REVIEW WHERE CALLED FOR ANYWHERE IN THESE DOCUMENTS.  REVIEW SHALL BE

MADE BY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE WORK IS BEGUN, AND WORK SHALL CONFORM

TO THE REVIEWED SHOP DRAWINGS, AS DESCRIBED IN THE SPECIFICATIONS.

F. THE BUILDING INSPECTOR SHALL BE NOTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR WHEN

THERE IS NEED OF INSPECTION AS REQUIRED BY THE U.B.C. OR BY ANY STATE OR

LOCAL CODE OR ORDINANCE.

G. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SAFETY AND CARE OF

ADJACENT PROPERTIES DURING CONSTRUCTION, FOR COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL

AND STATE O.S.H.A. REGULATIONS, AND FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL WORK UNTIL

IT IS DELIVERED COMPLETED TO THE OWNER.

Sheet Index

General Notes

Vicinity Map

Project Description

T TITLE SHEET, SHEET INDEX, GENERAL NOTES

A1.1 AS-BUILT FLOOR PLANS

A2.1 AS-BUILT ELEVATIONS

A2.2 PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

A2.3 SECTIONS

A1.0 SITE PLAN

Owner

THIS PROJECT CONSISTS OF A 58.00 S.F. ADDITION TO AN EXIST. VACANT 1911.00

S.F. STRUCTURE, LOCATED AT 2250 PEARL ST., BOULDER, CO. (SEE SHT. A1.0 FOR

ADDITIONAL S.F. INFO.)

Legal Description

LOT 1, BLK. 77, EAST BOULDER, LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION

30, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., CITY OF BOULDER,

COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

PASHASNA LLC

1300 E. 7TH AVENUE, DENVER, CO  80218

PEARL ST.

WALNUT ST.

2
2

N
D

 S
T

.

2
3

R
D

 S
T

.

SITE

ALLEY

TITLE SURVEY

A1.2 PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS

2-27-14 PLANNING REVIEW
8-4-14 CITY COMMENTS
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RESIDENTIAL PARKING (NOT WITHIN A PARKING 1 SPACES/DU
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EXIST. FIRE HYDRANT
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 C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

MEETING DATE: September 4, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: 

Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review Amendment (LUR2013-00059) and Final Plat 

(TEC2013-00073) for the Boulder Municipal Airport to subdivide the existing 123.5-acre lot into two 

new lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 2C (120.8 acres). The site is located at 3300 Airport Rd and is 

within the P and IG zone districts.   

 

Owner:         City of Boulder 

 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 

Community Planning & Sustainability  

David Driskell, Executive Director 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I 

 
 

 

 

 
 
OBJECTIVE: 

Define the steps for Planning Board consideration of this request: 

1. Hear Applicant and Staff presentations 

2. Hold Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing 

3. Planning Board discussion 

4. Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions or deny 

 

 
SUMMARY: 

Proposal:   LAND USE REVIEW AND TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW: Site 

Review Amendment and Final Plat for the subdivision of one developed 

lot into two lots and the removal of the new lot from the existing P.U.D. 

Project Name:   Airport South Replat C 

Location:   3300 Airport Rd. 

Size of Tract:   123.5 acres  

Zoning:    P (Public) and IG (Industrial- General) 

Comprehensive Plan:  Public and Light Industrial 
 
KEY ISSUES: 

 
1. Is the proposed Site Review Amendment consistent with the criteria for Amendments to 

Approved Site Plans as set forth in section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981? 
 

2. Is the proposed Final Plat consistent with the Final Plat Subdivision criteria set forth in 
Section 9-12-8(b), B.R.C. 1981? 
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3. Is the proposed Final Plat consistent with the lot standards set forth in Section 9-12-

12(a)(1), B.R.C. 1981? 

 
BACKGROUND: 

   
Project Description 

The current proposal is to subdivide the existing single-lot Airport South Subdivision in order to create a new 2.6-

acre lot to be sold to fund other airport improvements. No changes to the existing airport facilities or the planned 

facilities as outlined in the 2007 Boulder Municipal Airport Master Plan are proposed as part of this amendment, 

and the applicant is not requesting any modifications to the land use regulations. The Site Review Amendment is 

required in order to reconfigure the existing Planned Unit Development (P.U.D.) boundary and remove the 

proposed Lot 1C from the PUD so that it may be developed in the future. Depending on the type and size of the 

future development proposed, a discretionary review process may or may not be required.  

 
Zoning Description  

The Land Use Designation and Zoning for the subject site were changed as part of the 2010 Boulder 

Valley Comprehensive Plan (2010 BVCP) update process.  Currently, the site is split-zoned, with the 

majority of the site (120.8-acres) zoned P (Public) and a small (2.6-acre) area at the southwest corner of 

the site zoned IG (Industrial-General). See Figure 2 below for a Zoning Map. Per section 9-5-2, B.R.C. 

1981, the P zone district is defined as “Public areas in which public and semi-public facilities and uses are 

located, including without limitation, governmental and educational uses,” and the IG zone is defined as 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map Showing Proposed Subdivision 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 2 of 30



                                    

“General industrial areas where a wide range of light industrial uses, including research and manufacturing 

operations and service industrial uses, are located. Residential uses and other complementary uses may 

be allowed in appropriate locations.”  Please see Attachment C, 2010 Staff Land Use Memo, for additional 

information. 

 

Existing Site/Site Context  

The Boulder Municipal Airport is owned and operated by the city of Boulder, and is located on Airport Blvd. 

north of Valmont Rd. at the northeast boundary of the main city limits, as shown below in Figure 1. The 

123.5-acre site is bordered by Airport Boulevard on the southeast, with the Boulder County Jail across the 

street and Vista Village mobile home park on the west, with an entrance to the park just south of the site. 

Hayden Lake (owned by the Boulder and Left Hand Ditch Company) lies northwest of the site; Valmont 

City Park is southeast of the jail, and Lakecentre Business Park is farther east and north. A large sculpture 

by the late Kim Field is located at the southern end of the site. The sculpture was funded in 1973 by the 

Parks and Recreation Department's Art in the Park program and moved to this location from the comer of 

Baseline and Broadway in 1986. 

 

The airport serves the general aviation needs of the community by providing business-related flying; 

personal and recreational flying; flight training; law enforcement, fire and rescue flying services; air charters 

for medical support; transport of mail and newspapers; and other aviation-related activities. 

 
Project History   

On January 16, 2007, council adopted the 2007 Airport Master Plan Update for inclusion in the Boulder 

Valley Comprehensive Plan. The 2007 Airport Master Plan identifies the subject portion of the Boulder 

Municipal Airport proposed to be subdivided, (proposed Lot 1C), for possible sale. The site is a small 

triangle of land with significant slopes (up to 9 percent) located on the southwest comer of the airport and 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 
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not accessible to the taxiway/apron (proposed new lot line shown in green in Figure 1 above). The airport 

intends to sell the site for redevelopment to fund other airport improvements. The site's significant slope 

and lack of taxiway access are the primary reasons that the Airport Master Plan did not identify airport 

uses for the property and recommended considering it for future sale.  

 

As part of the 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update, city staff performed a detailed 

analysis of possible alternative land uses for the site and recommended the most appropriate land use 

designation for the site to be Light Industrial (please see Attachment C, 2010 Staff Land Use Memo, for 

additional information). The change in the BVCP Land Use Designation from Public to Light Industrial for 

the portion of the Boulder Municipal Airport proposed to become Lot 1C was approved by Planning Board 

on May 24, 2011, and City Council on June 7, 2011. Public comment was solicited on the land use change 

at a neighborhood public meeting on Oct. 25, 2010 and at the May 24, 2011 hearing.  On August 7, 2012, 

council approved an ordinance rezoning that portion of the site from Public to Industrial-General. 

 

On July 8, 2014, following staff review and approval of a Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for consistency 

with the city’s Final Plat Subdivision criteria and lot standards, city staff approved the Airport South Replat 

C Subdivision as well as an Amendment to the Airport PUD to allow the new Lot 1C to be removed from 

the existing PUD. Final plat and Site Review Amendment approvals may be called up by the board or by 

the public within 14 days of staff’s decision. Three members of the Planning Board voted to call up the 

decision, indicating that they wished to discuss the project further in the context of the zoning and land use 

designation for the site. 

 
KEY ISSUES: 

Staff has identified the following key issues for the board’s consideration: 

 
1. Is the proposed Site Review Amendment consistent with the criteria for Amendments to 

Approved Site Plans as set forth in section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981? 

 

Section 9-2-14(m), “Amendments to Approved Site Plans,” B.R.C. 1981 includes the procedures 

and review criteria for approval of an amendment to an approved site review development. The 

proposal was found to be consistent with the criteria for Amendments to Approved Site Plans 

found in section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981. Please refer to Attachment B for staff’s complete 

analysis of the review criteria.   
 

2. Is the proposed Final Plat consistent with the Final Plat Subdivision criteria set forth in 
Subsection 9-12-8(b), B.R.C. 1981? 

 

Subsection 9-12-8(b), B.R.C. 1981 lists all of the information that is required to be placed on a final 

plat.  Staff has reviewed the plat and determined that the applicant has included all of the required 

information on the plat document.   
 

3. Is the proposed Final Plat consistent with the lot standard criteria set forth in Section 9-12-
12, B.R.C. 1981? 

 

Section 9-12-12, “Standards for Lots and Public Improvements,” B.R.C. 1981 includes all of the 

substantive regulatory requirements that need to be met in order to have an approvable final plat.  

The proposed subdivision meets all of the necessary lot standards set forth in Section 9-12-12, 
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B.R.C. 1981.  Attachment B includes a detailed analysis of the subdivision standards. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS: 

 

The required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 

600 feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days.  All notice 

requirements of Section 9-4-2, B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Staff initially received questions from several 

neighboring residents regarding the potential future development of the site. One neighbor expressed a 

desire to preserve the existing trees between the subject site and the mobile home park at the time of 

redevelopment. 

 
STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Planning staff finds that the application meets the requirements of the Boulder Revised Code, City of 

Boulder Design and Construction Standards and other ordinances of the city. 

 

Therefore, staff recommends that Planning Board approve Land Use Review # LUR2013-00059 for an 

Amendment to the Boulder Municipal Airport PUD and Technical Document Review # TEC2013-00073 for 

the Airport South Replat C Subdivision incorporating this staff memorandum and the Site Review 

Amendment and Final Plat Subdivision Review Criteria as findings of fact. 

 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 

A: Proposed Final Plat and Site Plan 

B: Staff Analysis of Review Criteria  

C: 2010 Staff Land Use Memo 
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AN EXHIBIT MAP OF THE

AIRPORT P.U.D. SITE PLAN AMENDMENT
A REPLAT OF LOT 2, AIRPORT SOUTH, A SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE NE1/4 AND THE SE1/4 OF

SECTION 21 AND THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 22, ALL IN T1N, R70W OF THE 6TH P.M.,

 CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
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THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF

AIRPORT SOUTH REPLAT C
A REPLAT OF LOT 2, AIRPORT SOUTH, A SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE NE1/4 AND THE SE1/4 OF

SECTION 21 AND  THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 22, ALL IN T1N, R70W OF THE 6TH P.M.,

 CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
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THE FINAL PLAT OF

AIRPORT SOUTH REPLAT C
A REPLAT OF LOT 2, AIRPORT SOUTH, A SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE NE1/4 AND THE SE1/4 OF

SECTION 21 AND THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 22, ALL IN T1N, R70W OF THE 6TH P.M.,

 CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO
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BOULDER LAND

CONSULTANTS, INC.

LOT 2C

LOT 1C

LOT 1
AIRPORT SOUTH

LOT 1
AIRPORT SOUTH

LOT 1
LAKECENTRE

LOT 2
LAKECENTRE

LOT 3
LAKECENTRE

LOT 4

LAKECENTRE

200      100       0       100      200     300

PROPERTY

LINE

DETAIL

LOT 5

LAKECENTRE

PUBLIC

RIGHT-OF-WAY

DEDICATED TO THE

CITY OF BOULDER

BY THIS REPLAT

(SEE DETAIL AT

 RIGHT)

PUBLIC

RIGHT-OF-WAY

DEDICATED TO  THE

CITY OF BOULDER

BY THIS REPLAT

AREA: 1032 SQ FT

             (0.0237 ACRES)

N
BOULDER LAND

CONSULTANTS, INC.

Agenda Item 5A     Page 8 of 30

vansc1
Text Box



Section 9-2-14(m), Amendments to Approved Site Plans: 

(1) No proposal to modify, structurally enlarge, or expand any approved site review, other than a minor 
modification or minor amendment, will be approved unless the site plan is amended and approved in 
accordance with the procedures prescribed by this section for approval of a site review, except for the notice 
and consent provisions of this subsection.  

Criteria for Review: No site review application shall be approved unless the approving agency finds that: 
 
(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan: 
 
  (A) The proposed site plan is consistent with the land use map and the service area map and, on balance, 
the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposed plan is consistent with the purposes and policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. Boulder 
Municipal Airport (BMA) is a general aviation airport owned and operated by the city. On January 16, 2007, council 
adopted the 2007 Airport Master Plan Update for inclusion in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. Master plans 
are developed to be consistent with the policies, plans, and population and employment projections provided in the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposed  Amendment is found to be substantially consistent with the intent of the original approval and 
subsequent Master Plan updates. The proposed Lot 1C is a portion of the Boulder Municipal Airport that was 
identified in the 2007 Airport Master Plan for possible sale. It is a small triangle of land with steep slopes located on 
the southwest comer of the airport and not accessible to the taxiway/apron. The airport intends sell the site to fund 
other airport improvements. 

_N/A (B) The proposed development shall not exceed the maximum density associated with the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan residential land use designation. Additionally, if the density of existing 
residential development within a three-hundred-foot area surrounding the site is at or exceeds the density 
permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, then the maximum density permitted on the site shall 
not exceed the lesser of: 
 
Not applicable, as the as the subject lot is located within the P (Public) and IG (Industrial- General) zoning districts 
and the proposal does not include any new development. 
 

___(i) The density permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, or, 
 
___(ii) The maximum number of units that could be placed on the site without waiving or varying any 
of the requirements of chapter 9-8, "Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 
 

 (C) The proposed development’s success in meeting the broad range of BVCP policies considers the 
economic feasibility of implementation techniques required to meet other site review criteria. 
 
The proposed subdivision and site review amendment are required in order to implement the goals of the 2007 
Airport Master Plan. The Airport Master Plan assesses the current and anticipated needs of the Airport and plans 
facility and management improvements for the next 20 years. Major changes to the facility are not proposed; 
improvements are primarily focused on maintaining the facility and operations, as well as meeting aircraft storage 
needs if the market demands. The proposed Lot 1C is a portion of the Boulder Municipal Airport that was identified in 
the 2007 Airport Master Plan for possible sale. It is a small triangle of land with steep slopes located on the 
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southwest comer of the airport and not accessible to the taxiway/apron. The airport intends sell the site to fund other 
airport improvements. 

(2) Site Design: Projects should preserve and enhance the community's unique sense of place through 
creative design that respects historic character, relationship to the natural environment, multi-modal 
transportation connectivity and its physical setting. Projects should utilize site design techniques which are 
consistent with the purpose of site review in subsection (a) of this section and enhance the quality of the 
project. In determining whether this subsection is met, the approving agency will consider the following 
factors: 
 
_N/A (A) Open Space: Open space, including, without limitation, parks, recreation areas, and playgrounds: 
 

N/A (i) Useable open space is arranged to be accessible and functional and incorporates quality 
landscaping, a mixture of sun and shade and places to gather; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to 
undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to 
undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A(iii) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to natural 
features, including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant plant communities, 
ground and surface water, wetlands, riparian areas, drainage areas and species on the federal 
Endangered Species List, "Species of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by Boulder 
County, or prairie dogs (Cynomys ludiovicianus), which is a species of local concern, and their 
habitat; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD.  
Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the 
city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iv) The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from 
surrounding development; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet 
city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (v) Open space designed for active recreational purposes is of a size that it will be functionally 
useable and located in a safe and convenient proximity to the uses to which it is meant to serve; 
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Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet 
city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
 N/A (vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural 
areas; and 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet 
city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (vii) If possible, open space is linked to an area- or city-wide system. 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet 
city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 

___(B) Open Space in Mixed Use Developments (Developments that contain a mix of residential and non-
residential uses) 
 

N/A (i) The open space provides for a balance of private and shared areas for the residential uses 
and common open space that is available for use by both the residential and non-residential uses 
that will meet the needs of the anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the 
property; and 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet 
city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (ii) The open space provides active areas and passive areas that will meet the needs of the 
anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property and are compatible with the 
surrounding area or an adopted plan for the area. 
 
Please see response above. 
 

___(C) Landscaping 
 

N/A (i) The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard surface 
materials, and the selection of materials provides for a variety of colors and contrasts and the 
preservation or use of local native vegetation where appropriate; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this application is to 
amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, thereby removing the 
proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Landscaping standards will apply to any new development that takes place 
on the new lot in the future. 

 
  N/A (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to important native 
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species, plant communities of special concern, threatened and endangered species and habitat by 
integrating the existing natural environment into the project; 
 
Not applicable, as the subject site and the surrounding area is also fully developed. There are no species of 
special concern known in the area, and this proposal does not include any new development. Any new 
development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s 
review process. 
 
N/A (iii) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the 
landscaping requirements of sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards" and 9-9-13, 
"Streetscape Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981; and 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iv) The setbacks, yards, and useable open space along public rights-of-way are landscaped to 
provide attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features, and to contribute to the 
development of an attractive site plan. 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 

N/A (D) Circulation: Circulation, including, without limitation, the transportation system that serves the 
property, whether public or private and whether constructed by the developer or not: 
 
Not applicable, as the streets serving the Airport have already been constructed, and no new development is 
proposed as part of this application.  Any new development on the new lot in the future will be subject to the city’s site 
access and transportation design standards. 
 

N/A (i) High speeds are discouraged or a physical separation between streets and the project is 
provided; 
 
Not applicable, as streets are existing. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to 
meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (ii) Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized; 
 
Not applicable, as streets are existing. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to 
meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 

 
N/A (iii) Safe and convenient connections are provided that support multi-modal mobility through 
and between properties, accessible to the public within the project and between the project and the 
existing and proposed transportation systems, including, without limitation, streets, bikeways, 
pedestrianways and trails; 
 
Not applicable, as the existing Airport PUD has been developed in accordance with the adopted Master 
Plan, and the current proposal does not include any new development. The intent is to remove a portion of 
the PUD through the subdivision of the lot and concurrent site review amendment. Any new development on 
the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iv) Alternatives to the automobile are promoted by incorporating site design techniques, land 
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use patterns, and supporting infrastructure that supports and encourages walking, biking, and other 
alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 

 
N/A (v) Where practical and beneficial, a significant shift away from single-occupant vehicle use to 
alternate modes is promoted through the use of travel demand management techniques; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are provided with other modes of transportation, where 
applicable; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 

 
N/A (vii) The amount of land devoted to the street system is minimized; and 
 
Not applicable, as the streets are already existing. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be 
required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
   (viii) The project is designed for the types of traffic expected, including, without limitation, 
automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and provides safety, separation from living areas, and 
control of noise and exhaust. 
 
The existing Airport PUD has been developed in accordance with the adopted 2007 Master Plan, which 
assesses the current and anticipated needs of the Airport and plans facility and management improvements 
for the next 20 years. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 

___(E) Parking 
 
Currently, the Boulder Municipal Airport includes a total of 186 existing on-site parking spaces. The current proposal 
does not trigger any additional parking requirement, as there is no new development proposed for the new lot. When 
the new lot is developed in the future, the parking standards for the IG zone district will apply. 
 

N/A (i) The project incorporates into the design of parking areas measures to provide safety, 
convenience, and separation of pedestrian movements from vehicular movements; 
 
Not applicable, as the parking for the Airport site is already in place and there is no new development 
included in this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (ii) The design of parking areas makes efficient use of the land and uses the minimum amount of 
land necessary to meet the parking needs of the project; 
 
Not applicable, as the parking for the Airport site is already in place and there is no new development 
included in this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
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N/A (iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project, adjacent 
properties, and adjacent streets; and 
 
Not applicable, as the parking for the Airport site is already in place and there is no new development 
included in this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iv) Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the requirements 
in Subsection 9-9-6 (d), "Parking Area Design Standards," and Section 9-9-14, “Parking Lot 
Landscaping Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. 
 
Not applicable, as the parking for the Airport site is already in place and  there is no new development 
included in this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 

___(F) Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to the Existing or Proposed Surrounding Area 
 

   (i) The building height, mass, scale, orientation, and configuration are compatible with the 
existing character of the area or the character established by an adopted plan for the area; 
 
This proposal will not affect the existing buildings within the Airport PUD, which have been designed and 
constructed in accordance with the adopted Airport Master Plan. There is no new development included with 
this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and 
undergo the city’s review process. 
  
   (ii) The height of buildings is in general proportion to the height of existing buildings and the 
proposed or projected heights of approved buildings or approved plans for the immediate area; 
 
This proposal will not affect the existing buildings within the Airport PUD, which have been designed and 
constructed in accordance with the adopted Airport Master Plan. There is no new development included with 
this proposal. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and 
undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iii) The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views from adjacent 
properties; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iv) If the character of the area is identifiable, the project is made compatible by the appropriate 
use of color, materials, landscaping, signs, and lighting; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (v) Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant pedestrian 
experience through the location of building frontages along public streets, plazas, sidewalks and 
paths, and through the use of building elements, design details and landscape materials that 
include, without limitation, the location of entrances and windows, and the creation of transparency 
and activity at the pedestrian level; 
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Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
   (vi) To the extent practical, the project provides public amenities and planned public facilities; 
 
Boulder Municipal Airport (BMA) is a general aviation airport owned and operated by the city. The 2007 
Airport Master Plan was adopted by council and is included in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  The 
proposed subdivision and site review amendment are required in order to implement the Airport Master 
Plan, which identifies the subject parcel for subdivision and sale to fund future airport improvements. 
 
N/A (vii) For residential projects, the project assists the community in producing a variety of 
housing types, such as multifamily, townhouses and detached single family units, as well as mixed 
lot sizes, number of bedrooms and sizes of units; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new residential development included in this proposal. Any new development 
on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (viii) For residential projects, noise is minimized between units, between buildings, and from 
either on-site or off-site external sources through spacing, landscaping, and building materials; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new residential development included in this proposal. Any new development 
on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
   (ix) A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety, and 
aesthetics; 
 
A lighting plan will be required at time of building permit for any new development. Any new development on 
the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or 
mitigates impacts to natural systems; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development proposed for the site and the surrounding area is fully 
developed. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and 
undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xi) Buildings minimize or mitigate energy use; support on-site renewable energy generation 
and/or energy management systems; construction wastes are minimized; the project mitigates 
urban heat island effects; and the project reasonably mitigates or minimizes water use and impacts 
on water quality. 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xii)  Exteriors or buildings present a sense of permanence through the use of authentic 
materials such as stone, brick, wood, metal or similar products and building material detailing; 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
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   (xiii)  Cut and fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the natural 
contours of the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope instability, landslide, mudflow or 
subsidence, and minimizes the potential threat to property caused by geological hazards; 
 
The existing Airport site is fully graded, and no new development is proposed for the new lot, so this 
proposal will not result in any new cut or fill. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be 
required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xiv)  In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between 
Area II and Area III, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge; and 
 
Not applicable, as this site is located in Area I and is not located in an urbanizing area along the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan boundary between Area II and Area III. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xv)  In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in Appendix A of 
this title near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between Area II and Area III, the 
buildings and site design establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a defined 
urban edge and a transition between rural and urban areas. 
 
Not applicable, as this site is not a gateway site as anticipated by the BVCP. 
 

N/A (G) Solar Siting and Construction: For the purpose of ensuring the maximum potential for utilization of 
solar energy in the City, all applicants for residential site reviews shall place streets, lots, open spaces, and 
buildings so as to maximize the potential for the use of solar energy in accordance with the following solar 
siting criteria: 
 
Not applicable, as there is no new residential development included in this proposal. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (H) Additional Criteria for Poles Above the Permitted Height: No site review application for a pole above 
the permitted height will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the following: 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include a request for a height modification. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (I) Land Use Intensity Modifications: 
 
Not applicable, as this project does not include a request for a land use intensity modification. Any new development 
on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 

 
N/A (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 
District: 
Not applicable, as the subject lot is located within the P (Public) and IG (Industrial- General) zoning districts and does 
not include a request for a Land Use Intensity Modification. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be 
required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 

N/A (K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6,, 
"Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be modified as follows: 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include a request for a parking reduction. Any new development on the 
subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
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Section 9-12-8, “Final Plat,” B.R.C. 1981 

In order to obtain city manager review of a final plat, the subdivider shall submit a final plat that conforms to 
the approved preliminary plat, includes all changes required by the manager or the planning board, and 
includes the following information: 

(1)  A map of the plat drawn at a scale of no less than one inch equals one hundred feet (and of a 
scale sufficient to be clearly legible) with permanent lines in ink and whose outer dimensions are 
twenty-four inches by thirty-six inches on a reproducible Mylar sheet (maps of two or more sheets 
shall be referenced to an index placed on the first sheet); 

Standard met. 

(2)  A one inch equals one hundred feet reduction of the plat; 

Standard met. 

(3)  The title under which the subdivision is to be recorded; 

Standard met- the title of the proposed subdivision is “Airport South Replat C” 

(4)  Accurate dimensions for all lines, angles and curves used to describe boundaries, public 
improvements, ease-ments, areas to be reserved for public use and other important features. (All 
curves shall be circular arcs and shall be defined by the radius, central angle, tangent, arc and chart 
distances. All dimensions, both linear and angular, are to be determined by an accurate control 
survey in the field that must balance and close within a limit of one in ten thousand. No final plat 
showing plus or minus dimensions will be approved.); 

Standard met. 

(5)  The names of all abutting subdivisions, or, if the abutting land is unplatted, a notation to that 
effect; 

Standard met. 

(6)  An identification system for all lots and blocks and names for streets; 

Standard met. The proposed lots are titled Lot 1C and Lot 2C.  

(7)  An identification of the public improvements, easements, parks and other public facilities shown 
on the plat, a dedication thereof to the public use and areas reserved for future public acquisition; 

Standard met. 

(8)  The total acreage and surveyed description of the area; 

Standard met. 
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(9)  The number of lots and size of each lot; 

Standard met. 

(10)  Proposed ownership and use of outlots; 

Standard met. 

(11)  A designation of areas subject to the one-hundred-year flood, the estimated flow rate used in 
determining that designation, and a statement that such designation is subject to change; 

Not applicable, as the subject property is not located within a floodplain. 

(12)  A description of all monuments, both found and set, that mark the boundaries of the property 
and a description of all control monuments used in conducting the survey; 

Standard met. 

(13)  A statement by the land surveyor that the surveyor performed the survey in accordance with 
state law; 

Standard met. 

(14)  A statement by the land surveyor explaining how bearings, if used, were determined; 

Standard met. 

(15)  The signature and seal of the Colorado registered land surveyor; 

Standard met. 

(16)  A delineation of the extent of the one hundred year floodplain, the base flood elevation, the 
source of such delineation and elevation and a statement that they are subject to change; 

Not applicable, as the subject property is not located within a floodplain. 

(17)  The square footage of each lot; 

Standard met. 

(18)  Certification for approval by the following: 

(A)  Director of planning, 

Standard met. 

(B)  Director of public works and utilities, 
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Standard met. 

(C)  Director of parks and recreation, if park land is dedicated on the plat, and 

Not applicable. 

(D)  Director of real estate and open space, if open space land is dedicated on the plat; 

Not applicable. 

(19)  Signature blocks for all owners of an interest in the property; and 

The property is city owned, so the signature block is for the city manager’s signature. Standard met. 

(20)  A signature block for the city manager's signature. 

Standard met. 

(c)  The subdivider shall include with the final plat: 

(1)  Engineering drawings, certified by a professional engineer registered in the State of Colorado, 
for proposed public and private utility systems meeting the requirements of the City of Boulder 
Design and Construction Standards; 

Standard met. 

(2)  An update to the preliminary title report or attorney memorandum based upon an abstract of title 
current as of the date of submitting the plat; 

Not applicable, as the property is city-owned. 

(3)  Covenants for maintenance of private utilities or improvements, as prescribed by subsection 9-
12-12(c), B.R.C. 1981; 

Not applicable, as the property is city-owned. 

(4)  Copies of documents granting any easements required as part of the plat approval, the county 
clerk and recorder's recording number and proof of ownership of the property underlying the 
easement satisfactory to the city attorney; 

Standard met. 

(5)  Evidence that adequate utility services, including electrical, natural gas, telephone and other 
services, are pro-vided for each lot within the subdivision; and 

Standard met. 

(6)  Agreements with ditch companies, if needed. 
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Not applicable. 

 

Section 9-12-12, “Standards for Lots and Public Improvements,” B.R.C. 1981 

Section 9-12-12, “Standards for Lots and Public Improvements,” B.R.C. 1981 includes all of the substantive 
regulatory requirements that need to be met in order to have an approvable final plat.  The proposed 
subdivision meets all of the standards set forth in Section 9-12-12, B.R.C. 1981.  Below is a summary of the 
staff findings on each of the standards. 

(a) Conditions Required: Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, subdivision plats shall comply 
with section 9-9-17, "Solar Access," B.R.C. 1981, and meet the following conditions: 

(1) Standards for Lots: Lots meet the following conditions: 

(A) Each lot has access to a public street.   

Standard met. Both of the proposed new lots will have frontage on Airport Blvd. 

(B) Each lot has at least thirty feet of frontage on a public street.  

Standard met.  

 (C) No portion of a lot is narrower than thirty feet.  

Due to the existing shape of the Airport parcel, there is a small portion of the proposed new lot that 
is narrower than 30 feet; however, this condition is pre-existing and is not a result of the proposed 
subdivision. The new subdivision will not result in new portions of the lot less than 30’. 

Therefore, this standard is not applicable. 

 (D) Lots meet all applicable zoning requirements of this title and section 9-9-17, "Solar 
Access," B.R.C. 1981.  

Standard met. Both lots are located in Solar Access Area III, and therefore do not have solar access 
protection requirements. 

 (E) Lots with double frontage are avoided, except where necessary to provide separation 
from major arterials or incompatible land uses or because of the slope of the lot.   

Standard met.  

(F) Side lot lines are substantially at right angles or radial to the centerline of streets, 
whenever feasible.   

Not applicable, as the property lot does not have right angles radial to the streets. 

 (G) Corner lots are larger than other lots to accommodate setback requirements of section 
9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," B.R.C. 1981.   
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Not applicable, as neither lot will be a corner lot. Regardless, each lot has more than adequate 
room to accommodate required setbacks. 

(H) Residential lots are shaped so as to accommodate a dwelling unit within the setbacks 
prescribed by the zoning district.   

Not applicable, as the proposed lots are not residential.  

(I) Lots shall not be platted on land with a ten percent or greater slope, unstable land, or 
land with inadequate drainage unless each platted lot has at least one thousand square feet 
of buildable area, with a minimum dimension of twenty-five feet. The city manager may 
approve the platting of such land upon finding that acceptable measures, submitted by a 
registered engineer qualified in the particular field, eliminate or control the problems of 
instability or inadequate drainage.  

Standard met.  The proposed new lot has slopes of up to 9 percent; however, each lot also has at 
least one thousand square feet of buildable area. 

(J) Where a subdivision borders an airport, a railroad right-of-way, a freeway, a major street, 
or any other major source of noise, the subdivision is designed to reduce noise in 
residential lots to a reasonable level and to retain limited access to such facilities by such 
measures as a parallel street, a landscaped buffer area, or lots with increased setbacks.    

Not applicable, as the lots are not intended for residential use. If the lot is developed for residential 
use in the future, it will be required to meet the conditional use standards for residential uses in the 
IG zone, which include a buffering requirement. 

(K) Each lot contains at least one deciduous street tree of two-inch caliper in residential 
subdivisions, and each corner lot contains at least one tree for each street upon which the 
lot fronts, located so as not to interfere with sight distance at driveways and chosen from 
the list of acceptable trees established by the city manager, unless the subdivision 
agreement provides that the subdivider will obtain written commitments from subsequent 
purchasers to plant the required trees.  

 Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and 
undergo the city’s review process.(L) The subdivider provides permanent survey monuments, 
range points, and lot pins placed by a Colorado registered land surveyor.  

Standard met. 

 (M) Where an irrigation ditch or channel, natural creek, stream, or other drainage way 
crosses a subdivision, the subdivider provides an easement sufficient for drainage and 
maintenance.   

Not applicable, as the proposed subdivision is not crossed by any irrigation ditch or channel, 
natural creek, stream, or other drainage way. 

 (N) Lots are assigned street numbers by the city manager under the city's established 
house numbering system, and before final building inspection the subdivider installs 
numbers clearly visible and made of durable material.   
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Standard met. 

 (O) For the purpose of ensuring the potential for utilization of solar energy in the city, the 
subdivider places streets, lots, open spaces, and buildings so as to maximize the potential 
for the use of solar energy in accordance with the following solar siting criteria: 

Not applicable. Please see response to criterion (D) above. 

 (i) Placement of Open Space and Streets: Open space areas are located wherever 
practical to protect buildings from shading by other buildings within the development 
or from buildings on adjacent properties. Topography and other natural features and 
constraints may justify deviations from this criterion.  

Not applicable. 

 (ii) Lot Layout and Building Siting: Lots are oriented and buildings sited in a way which 
maximizes the solar potential of each principal building. Lots are designed so that it 
would be easy to site a structure which is unshaded by other nearby structures and so 
as to allow for owner control of shading. Lots also are designed so that buildings can 
be sited so as to maximize the solar potential of adjacent properties by minimizing off-
site shading.   

Not applicable. 

 (iii) Building Form: The shapes of buildings are designed to maximize utilization of 
solar energy. Existing and proposed buildings shall meet the solar access protection 
and solar siting requirements of section 9-9-17, "Solar Access," B.R.C. 1981.   

Not applicable, as there are no buildings included with this proposal. 

 (iv) Landscaping: The shading impact of proposed landscaping on adjacent buildings 
is addressed by the applicant. When a landscape plan is required, the applicant shall 
indicate the plant type and whether the plant is coniferous or deciduous.   

A Landscape Plan will be required at time of redevelopment of the new lot. 

(2) Transportation Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Sidewalks: Streets, curb and gutters, 
sidewalks, alleys, and the public rights-of-way therefore, are provided in conformity with the 
standards in the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, and meet the following 
conditions: 

There is an existing sidewalk in front of the subject property, as well as an existing curb cut. No 
additional transportation improvements are required as part of the proposed subdivision. 

(A) Streets are aligned to join with planned or existing streets.   

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 
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(B) Streets are designed to bear a relationship to the topography, minimizing grade, slope, 
and fill.  

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 

 (C) There are no dead-end streets without an adequate turnaround and appropriate barriers. 

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 

 (D) Access to freeway, arterial, or collector street occurs only at intersections approved by 
the city manager, if the manager finds that the access provides efficient traffic movement 
and safety for drivers and pedestrians.   

Not applicable, as both lots take access from Airport Blvd., which is a local street. 

 (E) A street of only one-half width is not dedicated to or accepted by the city.   

Standard met.  

(F) When the plat dedicates a street that ends on the plat or is on the perimeter of the plat, 
the subdivider conveys that last foot of the street on the terminal end or outside border of 
the plat to the city in fee simple, and it is designated by using an outlot.   

Not applicable, as the existing lot is owned by the city and the portion of right-of-way being 
dedicated is intended to accommodate an existing access to the adjacent mobile home park. 

 (G) Streets are provided as prescribed by the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, adopted 
subcommunity or area plans, or the Transportation Master Plan.  

Standard met. 

 (H) Alleys are encouraged and should be provided. If they are provided, they are paved or 
otherwise appropriately surfaced with a material approved by the city manager for the 
specific application and location.  

Standard met. No new alleys are being constructed as part of this subdivision.   

 (I) Sidewalks are provided in all subdivisions, unless the city manager determines that no 
public need exists for sidewalks in a certain location.   

Standard met. Staff has determined that no public need exists for a sidewalk in that area. 

 (J) Signs for street names (subject to approval of the city manager), directions, and hazards 
are provided.  

Standard met. Existing street signs are already in place.  

 (K) Traffic control signs are provided, as required by the city manager for control of traffic. 
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Standard met. No new traffic control signs are required. 

(L) Pedestrian crosswalks are provided, as required by the city manager for traffic control 
and, at a minimum, between streets where the distance between intersecting streets 
exceeds one thousand feet.   

Standard met. No crosswalks will be required.   

 (M) Bike paths or lanes are provided in conformity with the City of Boulder Comprehensive 
Plan for bicycle facilities and are dedicated to the city.  

Standard met. No new bicycle lanes are required. 

(N) Private streets are not permitted.   

Standard met. No private streets are being constructed as part of this subdivision. 

 (3) Standards for Water and Wastewater Improvements: Water and wastewater utilities are 
provided in conformity with the construction and design standards in the City of Boulder Design 
and Construction Standards, and meet the following conditions: 

(A) Water and sanitary sewer mains are provided as necessary to serve the subdivision.   

Standard met. 

 (B) Easements are provided for city utilities as prescribed by the City of Boulder Design 
and Construction Standards.  

Standard met. 

 (C) Easements for utilities other than city utilities are provided as required by the 
applicable private utility.  

Standard met. 

 (D) Newly installed telephone, electric, and cable television lines and other similar utility 
service are placed underground. Existing utilities are also placed underground unless the 
subdivider demonstrates to the manager that the cost substantially outweighs the visual 
benefit from doing so. But transformers, switching boxes, terminal boxes, meter cabinets, 
pedestals, ducts, electric transmission and distribution feeder lines, communication long 
distance trunk and feeder lines, and other facilities necessarily appurtenant to such 
facilities and to underground utilities may be placed above ground within dedicated 
easements or public rights-of-way.  

Standard met. All new utilities will be underground. 

 (4) Standards for Flood Control and Storm Drainage: Flood control and storm drainage 
measures are provided as required by the city's master drainage plan and in conformity with the 
construction and design standards in the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, 
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and meet the following conditions: 

 (A) The measures retain existing vegetation and natural features of the drainageway where 
consistent with the master drainage plan.  

Standard met. 

 (B) Any land subject to flooding by a one hundred-year flood conforms to the requirements 
of chapter 11-5, "Storm Water and Flood Management Utility," B.R.C. 1981.  

Not applicable. The subject property is not located within a floodplain. 

(C) Storm drainage improvements and storm sewers are maintained to collect drainage from 
the subdivision and convey it off-site into a city right of way or drainage system without 
adversely affecting adjacent property.   

Standard met. 

 (D) Bridges, culverts, or open drainage channels are provided when required by the flood 
control utility master drainage plan.   

Not applicable. 

(E) All subdivisions shall be designed to minimize flood damage.   

Not applicable. 

 (F) All subdivisions shall have public utilities and facilities, including, without limitation, 
sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems, located and constructed to prevent flood damage.   

Not applicable. 

 (G) All subdivisions shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to flood 
damage.   

Standard met. 

 (5) Standards for Fire Protection: Fire protection measures meet the following conditions: 

 (A) Fire hydrants are provided as required by chapter 10-8, "Fire Prevention Code," B.R.C. 
1981.  

 Standard met. 

 (B) Fire lanes are provided where necessary to protect the area; an easement at least 
sixteen feet wide for fire lanes is dedicated to the city, remains free of obstructions, and 
permits emergency access at all times.   

Not applicable, as no new fire lanes are required. 
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BVCP 2010 Major Update 

Site #11 3300 Airport Road 

Proposal: 
Type: Land use change 

From: Public 

To: Light Industrial 

Approval: Two-body 

Existing Land Use 

Staff Recommendation: 
Staff is recommending approval of the proposed land use change to Light Industrial for the 
following reasons: 

• The site's proximity to the jail, 
• Its location along Airport Road, which is comprised of industrial-type uses, and 
• Concern about potential airport noise impacts on residential uses. 

A more detailed discussion of the rationale for the staff recommendation is provided in the 
Analysis section. 

Current Conditions: 
BVCP Designation: Public 
Zoning: Public 
Acreage: Approximately 2 acres 

Existing Buildings: None 

Planning Assumptions: 
Under existing land use: 

Future estimated dwelling units 12 
Future estimated jobs 150 

1 

Under proposed land use: 
o 

150 
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Site Description: 
This site is a portion of the Boulder Municipal Airport that was identified in the 2007 Airport Master 
Plan for possible sale. It is a small triangle ofland located on the southwest comer ofthe airport and 
not accessible to the taxiway/apron. It is bordered by Airport Boulevard on the southeast, with the 
Boulder County Jail across the" street; the airport on the north; and Vista Village mobile home park 
on the west, with an entrance to the park just south ofthe site. Hayden Lake (owned by the Boulder 
and Left Hand Ditch Company) lies northwest ofthe site; Valmont City Park is southeast of the jail, 
and Lakecentre Business Park is farther east and north. 

Land Use 
The current Public land use designation allows "a wide range of public and private nonprofit uses 
that provide a community service," including municipal and public utility services, public and 
private educational facilities, government offices and facilities, and nonprofit facilities, such as 
cemeteries, churches, hospital and retirement complexes. The corresponding Public zone district is 
for "public areas in which public and semi-public facilities and uses are located, including, without 
limitation, governmental and educational uses." Public zoning also allows residential uses through 
Use Review. Nearby land use designations include: Manufactured Housing on the Vista Village 
property; Public for the jail; and Light Industrial for Lakecentre Business Park. 

Environmental Concerns and Other Site Issues 
The site's greater than two percent slope is one of the primary reasons that the Airport Master 
Plan did not identify airport uses for it and recommended considering it for future sale. 

A large sculpture by the late Kim Field is located at the southern end of the site. The sculpture was 
funded in 1973 by the Parks and Recreation Department's Art in the Park program and moved to this 
location from the comer of Baseline and Broadway in 1986. 

2 
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Analysis: 
The site is too steep for airplane-related activities, so it was identified in the 2007 Airport 
Master Plan for potential sale. If the airport were to remain the owner, the FAA would 
require that any use be aviation-related, for example, airplane part manufacturing. The 
airport is not interested in pursuing these types of uses and prefers to sell the site to fund 
other airport improvements. The FAA requires that proceeds from the sale of airport land 
be retained by the airport. 

The existing Public land use could continue if a public or nonprofit entity were to 
purchase the site. Staff investigated whether any city departments or Boulder County 
would be interested in the site, but found no interest. 

Two alternative land use designations were identified for analysis: Light Industrial or 
Residential. Light Industrial would allow light manufacturing, or research and development-type 
of uses and would result in approximately 40,000 square feet of building. This land use would 
be compatible with the uses located farther along on Airport Boulevard. 

A Residential land use would match the residential use adjacent to the west, Vista Village 
Mobile Home Park. The designation could be either Medium Density Residential (MR) or High 
Density Residential (HR). MR would result in approximately 12 to 28 units on the site. The 
units could be in a variety of configurations, ranging from single-family homes or mobile homes 
to duplexes or townhouses. HR would result in 30 or more apartments, condominiums or 
townhouses, depending on the zoning. 

Criteria/or considering land use 
Compatibility with surrounding land uses 
Site is adjacent to both residential and industrial uses, however, the jail across the street seems 
less conducive to designating this site residential. Visually and functionally, the site seems more 
oriented toward and part of Airport Boulevard than Vista Village, because the site wraps around 
the curve in Airport Boulevard and access to Vista Village is located farther south. If the site is 
designated Light Industrial, future development will need to address its interface with Vista 
Village. 

Compatibility with airport 
BVep Policy 3.22 Municipal Airport states: "The city shall seek to mitigate noise, safety and 
other impacts of airport operation, while assuring that new development in proximity will be 
compatible with existing and planned use of the airport." Noise will be the primary impact of 
airport operation on the site. Although the landing pattern for most aircraft is north of the 
airport, tow planes arrive from the south and fly directly over the jail, east ofthe site. They are 
descending in preparation to land, so their engines are normally at low throttle. Although airport 
staff receives only one or two complaints a year from Vista Village about airplane noise, airport 
noise would probably be more impactful to residential uses on this site than industrial uses. If 
the site is sold, the buyers wi11likely be asked to sign an avigation easement stating their 
acknowledgement that the site is adjacent to the airport and close to a flight path. In terms of 

4 
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safety, since the site is not near the airport runway or taxiway, its development does not trigger 
safety concerns and will not affect aircraft taking off or landing. However, the FAA would 
likely impose a height restriction on the site, based on obstruction clearance, but it would likely 
be higher than the city-imposed height limit. 

Proximity to services and amenities 
Housing on this site would benefit from proximity to Valmont City Park and the Wonderland 
Creek and Goose Creek greenways; however, commercial services and schools would not be 
nearby. Proximity to services and amenities is less critical for industrial land uses. 

Land use needs 
Real Estate staff reports that the demand for vacant industrial land is currently greater than the 
demand for residential land, primarily due to its more limited supply. 

s fl' ummary 0 analysIs 

Criteria: Residential land use Light Industrial land use 

= = 

Compatibility with (Vista Village to west, (industrial uses to east and north, but 
surrounding land uses but concern about proximity to would need to address interface with 

iail) Vista Village) 
Com~atibi1ity with airport - + 
Proximity to services and - = 
amenities 
Land use needs = + 

+ Positive = Neutral - Negative 

Public Comment: 
A neighborhood meeting was held on Oct. 25, 2010, to get feedback on three land use options­
Public, Residential and Light Industrial. Approximately five people attended and were asked for 
input using polling "clickers" during the presentation and written comment fonns. The clicker 
poll revealed that all the participants were Vista Village residents. Three preferred the 
Residential land use option, and one participant each preferred the Public option and the Light 
Industrial option. Only one comment fonn was submitted, asking if the site could be turned into 
a community garden for Vista Village residents or developed as an expansion of Vista Village. 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

MEETING DATE: September 4, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Public hearing and consideration of a Site and Use Review application, no. LUR2014-00036, to 

amend the existing Iris Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. professional office building at 2619 Iris 

Hollow Pl.  The proposed office building would be an expansion of the existing “Blue Sky Bridge” nonprofit facility 

located on the adjacent site to the west at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl.  The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking 

reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 parking spaces are required.  

 

Applicant/ Owner:  Blue Sky Bridge 

 
 
REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 

Community Planning & Sustainability  

David Driskell, Executive Director 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director 

Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager 

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I  

 
 

 

 

 

 
OBJECTIVE: 

1. Hear Staff and Applicant presentations 

2. Hold Public Hearing 

3. Planning Board discussion 

4.          Planning Board action to approve, approve with conditions, or deny 

 

Proposal:  Site and Use Review application, no. LUR2014-00036, to amend the existing Iris Hollow PUD to 

allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. office building at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl. The proposed office 

building would be an expansion of the existing “Blue Sky Bridge” facility located on the adjacent 

site to the west at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl.  The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking 

reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 parking spaces are required.  

Project Name:  Blue Sky Bridge Office Expansion 

Location:  2619 Iris Hollow Pl 

Size of Tract:  2,645 Square feet (0.06 acres) 

Zoning:   Residential – Medium 3 (RM-3) 

Comprehensive Plan: Medium Density Residential 

 
KEY ISSUES: 

Staff has identified the following key issues regarding the proposed Site and Use Review application for the board’s 

consideration: 

 

1. Does the request meet the Site Review Criteria of the Land Use Code section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981? 

 

2. Does the request meet the Use Review Criteria of the Land Use Code section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981? 

 

3. Is the request for a parking reduction consistent with the Parking Reduction criteria found in 9-2-14(h)(2)(K)?  
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

This proposal is to develop the currently vacant  lot at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl. within  the Iris Hollow PUD with a new two-story, 

3,131 sq. ft. office building. The proposed office space is intended to serve Blue Sky Bridge, a nonprofit  organization that 

offers consultation services to professionals in Boulder County in regards to concerns about children and families in 

relation to child abuse allegations, and which currently occupies an office facility located on the adjacent lot to the west. 

Per the Applicant’s written statement, the physical expansion is not intended to increase the intensity of their existing 

operations, but instead to give more space to accommodate their existing operations. They do not anticipate an increase 

in staff, interns, or client traffic. The 2,645 sq. ft. project site is located just southeast of the intersection of Iris Ave. and 

Folsom St. within the RM-3 zone district. Please refer to Figure 1 for a vicinity map.   

 

The height, mass, scale and orientation of the building are in keeping with the original approved site plan for the Iris 

Hollow PUD, which included lot regulations calling for a 35’ tall, 3,400 sq. ft. building with minimal setbacks along the 

south and east sides of the property. The current proposal is slightly lower in height at 30’-3” tall and slightly smaller at 

3,131 sq. ft., but honors the original intent by maintaining pedestrian-level interest with a covered entryway and ample 

fenestration as well as minimal setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The exterior material palette of 

shingle siding, cement-board lap and board & batten siding is consistent with the architectural intent of the approved Iris 

Hollow PUD as well as the existing aesthetic in the area, and the projects includes various elements encouraged in the Iris 

Hollow PUD approval including a gabled roof, wood-clad windows, and a covered entryway feature. 
 

The applicant is requesting a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 spaces are required 

per the parking standards for nonresidential uses in the RM-3 zone district. Per the original Iris Hollow PUD approval, the 

subject lot is allocated eight reserved parking spaces located in the covered condominium parking garage immediately to 

the north of the subject site. The original approval also included two on-site parking spaces for the proposed bed and 

breakfast use; however, because the applicant is not proposing to expand their existing parking demand, they are 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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proposing to eliminate the two approved on-site spaces called for per the original approval.  Given that the parking 

demand will not increase, the reserved garage spaces in conjunction with ample on-street parking on Iris Hollow Pl. and 

Iris Walk Ct. will adequately meet the parking needs of the proposed use. Refer to Attachment A for the applicant’s 

proposed plans and Parking Analysis. 

 

The existing hours of operation are generally from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday, with a total of 7 staff 

positions ranging from 28 to 40 hours per week. There are also one to three volunteer interns on-site at any given time. On 

average, approximately 7 to 15 clients visit the site each day. There are no changes to the existing staffing or operating 

characteristics included with this proposal.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
Existing Use / Existing Site / Area Context. 
 

Then 6.15-acre Iris Hollow PUD was originally approved in 1996 following Annexation, Site and Use Review and 

Subdivision, as a mixed-use development containing 86 mixed-density residential units and a daycare facility, laundromat, 

office use and post office, as well as a two-story, 3,400 sq. ft. bed and breakfast use to be located on the subject lot (2619 

Iris). Since that time, development  has proceeded largely in accordance with the original PUD approval except for the 

subject lot which has remained vacant due to a lack of market demand for a bed and breakfast use. Please see 

Attachment D for additional information on the original Iris Hollow PUD approval. 

 

The existing Blue Sky Bridge office use has been in its current location at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl. since 2000.  As mentioned 

above, Blue Sky Bridge offers consultation services to professionals in Boulder County in regards to concerns about 

children and families in relation to child abuse allegations. Blue Sky Bridge provides clinical interventions to families who 

may have experienced trauma through forensic interviews, crisis intervention, treatment and psycho-educational support. 

The organization also provides educational opportunities through specialized programs, outreach, and formal training. Per 

the Applicant’s written statement, Blue Sky Bridge provides consultation services to nine different law enforcement 

jurisdictions within Boulder County, and several other organizations, departments, and individuals within the county. These 

other organizations, departments, and individuals can vary from private organizations with concerns about a child or family 

and looking for advice, to therapists working with a family, to representatives from the District Attorney's Office, a mental 

health center, or hospital. In addition to persons described above who visit or contact the center in a professional capacity, 

Figure 2: View of Existing Site from Iris Hollow Pl. 

EExxiissttiinngg  BBlluuee  SSkkyy  BBrriiddggee  FFaacciilliittyy  

SSSuuubbbjjjeeecccttt   LLLooottt   
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Blue Sky Bridge provides clinical services to approximately 300 families in person per year and 170 individuals in crisis 

over the phone. Please see Attachment A for the Applicant’s proposed plans including a written statement. 

 

To the north of the subject lot is a private park area surrounded by attached residential condo units to the north and west, 

with the existing Blue Sky Bridge office located to the south of the condominium units and immediately to the west of the 

subject lot. Single family homes lay across Iris Hollow Pl. to the south, and to the east lies a daycare center surrounded by 

additional single family residential. Parking is provided as a mix of off-street parking for the residential units, on-street 

parking for visitors and non-residential uses, and a covered garage under the adjacent condominium building that includes 

8 reserved spaces for the approved bed and breakfast use. 

  

Zoning.The project site is located just southeast of the intersection of Iris and Folsom within the RM-3 (Residential- 

Medium 3) zoning district (see Figure 2 for zoning map).  Per section 9-5-2(c), B.R.C. 1981, the RM-3 zone district is 

defined as “Medium density residential areas which have been or are to be primarily used for attached residential 

development, where each unit generally has direct access to ground level, and where complementary uses may be 

permitted under certain conditions.”  Office uses are allowed in the RM-3 zone district if approved through a Use Review. 

 

PROCESS:  As noted above, the site is within the RM-3 zone district and is subject to an existing PUD approval. The 

existing Blue Sky Bridge use and proposed new facility are considered to be a “Professional Office Use” per section 9-16, 

B.R.C 1981.  Professional office uses are only allowed through Use Review in the RM-3 zone district. In this case, a public 

hearing is required for the Use Review pursuant to section 9-2-15, B.R.C. 1981, which requires staff to review and submit 

a recommendation to the Planning Board for any Use Review of a nonresidential use in a residential zone district.  

 

Additionally, because the site is subject to the existing Iris Hollow PUD, which was approved in conjunction with the 

approved Use Review and includes specific parking requirements and design criteria for the approved bed and breakfast 

Figure 3: Zoning Map 
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use, the proposal to develop the subject lot with a new use and thereby alter the intent of the original approval requires an 

amendment to the approved Site Review pursuant to section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981.   
 
ANALYSIS OF KEY ISSUES 
 

 

Overall, the application was found to be consistent with the existing Iris Hollow PUD approval in terms of building mass, 

scale and architecture, as well as the Site Review criteria of section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981  including the additional criteria 

for parking reductions found in section 9-2-14(h)(2)(K) , B.R.C. 1981. Please see Attachment B for staff’s complete 

analysis of the review criteria. 

 
 
 

 

The application was found to be consistent with the Use Review criteria of section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981 (see 

Attachment B). Specifically, the proposed operating characteristics of the office use are such that the use will provide a 

direct service to the surrounding area, and will be compatible with and have a minimal negative impact on the use of 

nearby properties. In addition, given the variety of uses surrounding the site and the fact that the original PUD approval 

anticipated a non-residential use of a similar scale in this location, the proposed use will not change the predominant 

character of the surrounding area. 

 

The proposed 20% parking reduction was found to be consistent with the parking reduction standards found in sections 9-

2-14(h)(2)(K) and 9-9-6(f), B.R.C 1981.  Specifically, staff has found that with no anticipated change in the existing 

operating characteristics, the parking needs of the proposed office use will be adequately met through available on-street 

and off-street parking, and further accommodated by varying time periods of use between residential and non-residential 

uses.  In addition, the site is located  in close proximity to a number of transit stops and is well-served bike and pedestrian 

facilities including the nearby Elmer’s Two Mile Multi-Use Path and high frequency transit along Folsom and Iris. The 

applicant is also proposing to add 8 additional bicycle parking spaces in addition to the existing bike parking on 2617 Iris 

Hollow Pl.  Please refer to Attachment B for a complete analysis of the parking reduction criteria and Attachment A for 

the applicant’s proposed plans and Parking Analysis.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS 

Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 feet of the 

subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days.  All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public 

Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met.  Staff received several questions and comments from nearby property 

owners, all of whom expressed overall support for the proposal assuming that the impacts to the surrounding uses will not 

change. Staff also received comments from one neighbor expressing concerns about the loss of the existing views across 

the vacant lot.  
 
STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve the Site and Use Review application LUR2014-00036, adopting the staff 

memorandum as findings of fact and subject to the recommended conditions of approval.   

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF SITE REVIEW APPROVAL: 

 

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated 

Key Issue #1:  Does the request meet the Site Review criteria of the Land Use Code section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981? 

 

Key Issue #2: Does the request meet the Use Review criteria of section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981? 

Key Issue #3: Is the request for a parking reduction consistent with sections 9-2-14(h)(2)(K) and 9-9-6(f), B.R.C 1981? 
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October 6, 2014 on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development 

may be modified by the conditions of this approval.  

 

2. The Applicant shall comply with all previous conditions contained in any previous approvals, except to the 

extent that any previous conditions may be modified by this approval, including, but not limited to, the 

following:  the Annexation Agreement recorded at Film 2180, Reception No. 01671143 on January 16, 1997; 

Annexation Ordinance No. 5843; Subdivision Agreement recorded at Reception No. 1741962 on October 24, 

1997; and the conditions of the Revised Planning Board Disposition of Approval for Iris Hollow dated July 11, 

1996 (SI-96-3 and UR-96-2). 

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF USE REVIEW APPROVAL: 

 

3. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated 

October 6, 2014 on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may 

be modified by the conditions of this approval.  Further, the Applicant shall ensure that the approved use is 

operated in compliance with the following restrictions:   

 

a. The Applicant shall operate the business in accordance with the Written Statement dated August 4, 2014, 

which is attached to this Notice of Disposition, except as modified by these conditions of approval.  

 

4. The Applicant shall not expand or modify the approved use, except pursuant to subsection 9-2-15(h), B.R.C. 

1981. 

 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A: Applicant’s Proposed Plans and Parking Analysis 

B: Analysis of Use Review and Site Review Criteria 

C: Development Review Comments 

D: Iris Hollow PUD information 
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DESCRIPTION         . AUTHOR CHECKED DATE
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USE/SITE REVIEW
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USE/SITE REVIEW
CORRECTIONS
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DRAWING INDEX

SITE PLANS
SR-1 TITLE SHEET
SR-2 SITE PLANS
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PROJECT INFORMATION
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
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TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST
OF THE 6TH P.PM., COUNTY OF BOULDER,
STATE OF COLORADO.

ZONING REQUIREMENTS
ZONING: RM-3
LOT AREA: 2,645 SF
PROPOSED BUILDING AREA: 3,131 SF
PROPOSED USE: OFFICE
PER IRIS HOLLOW LOT REGULATIONS, NO SETBACKS REQUIRED
SOUTH BUILD-TO LINE: 5 FT
EAST BUILD-TO LINE: 0 FT

PROJECT TEAM

APPLICANT
BLUE SKY BRIDGE
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BOULDER, CO 80301
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Landscape Concept Plan
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N
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Solar Shadow Plan (Solar Access Area II)

SOLAR SHADOW LEGEND
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SHADOWS PER SOLAR ACCESS
AREA II - 25 FT SOLAR FENCE
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SR-3
UTILITIES & DRAINAGE

NOTE: WATER & SANITARY SEWER STUBS ARE EXISTING. ALL WET UTILITY
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TO THE ORIGINAL IRIS HOLLOW SITE ENGINEERING PLANS AND AS-BUILTS.

Agenda Item 5B     Page 9 of 36



����

���������		
���

�����

�	�
����
�������	������

������

����	�	��	
����

������

�		
���������	
������

�	�	�
���
������

����

�����


�
���

��
��

�

!

��
���

��
��

�

!


�����$! ������!


�
���

��
��

�

!

��
���

��
��

�

!

��
���

��
!

�������!

������%! �����%! ������%!

��
���

�!

������!


����
	�������	

��
���

��
!

������!

�����	

�����

�����	
������

�����	
������

�����	
������

���*
%����

�����	��
����	
��%���

�	�
����
�
���

�����	
������

����
�$����

������! 
�����$! ������!

�������!

��
���

��
��

�

!


�
���

��
��

�

!

��
���

$!

��
���

��
!

��
���

$!

�

���
��

��
�


!
��

���
��

��
�


!

������%! �����%! ������%!

��		
��+<

��
���>?@+[��\>]^�_
��
�+`\j^?k��+\+?>j+

qx�������
�����
z�x�������������

��
����
����
���
���

{�������	�x

�	�	�{����	�
����	����|�{	{��*
�������{	|	����	�
����<k�����
�	

{	�������
	�
����
������	���������}	�

��{����*�
�������}	�
<��
�	

���
���
����������	��	��������	����
��������
���
��������{���
���k

�	
��{����{���
	�������	~���	{����

�	�����	�����������	
�������
�	

���}	�
<�
���������{	����
������

����
	{�
��
�	�~����
*���

���������������{���
	�����
�	~���	{�����	�	��
�������
�	�	

{����	�
����{�����������
	�����
������	{��*���*�������
���
���<����
����������������*���
����|	�����

��{	����{���{�����	�<�
�	
���
���
����������	|�	����{

��{	��
��{�����{����	�
����{������
��
��*�
�	������
	�
����	{��
	�*���
��*�{����	�����	�����
�	�{�������k

��	�{����{�
��������{��	������<

����
���������	��
��
�
�

���������������

��<��<
���


$����?����+\\+���\
�+`\j^?k����%����

��	���
	��	|�	�

���	����������
������	
�
����������
���������� �	���� ������� ����
��^����^��^��^�
�`@����>\

�� �� ��<�$<��

��^����^��^��^�
�^�`@����>\

�� �� ��<��<��

��^����^��^��^�
�+??^]��+[�

�� �� ��<��<��

����!�������!
�

�?+`[j��\++?��\>[
����!�������!



�^]+[j��\++?��\>[

Agenda Item 5B     Page 10 of 36



����	
�
�
����
��
����
�
��

����	
�
�
�����
��
����
�
�
����

���
�����
�
�����
��
� �
�
��

!�"�
���#
�
�
�����
�� �
�
��

������
�������	���������	�	�
����{���{���

���{����{����{����	�	�
����{���{���

����	�	�{�|	�


����	
�
�
����
��
����
�
��

����	
�
�
�����
��
����
�
�
����

���
�����
�
�����
��
� �
�
��

!�"�
���#
�
�
�����
�� �
�
��

�	�	�
����{���{���������
�������	��������

���{����{����{����	�	�
����{���{���

����	�	�{�|	�


�	{����	��	�
�������������	

$�
���

�!

����	
�
�
����
��
����
�
��

����	
�
�
�����
��
����
�
�
����

���
�����
�
�����
��
� �
�
��

!�"�
���#
�
�
�����
�� �
�
��

��
���

��
!

������	���{���������
�������	��������

���{����{����{����	�	�
����{���{��� ���{�{����

�	�	�
����{���{���

����	
�
�
����
��
����
�
��

����	
�
�
�����
��
����
�
�
����

���
�����
�
�����
��
� �
�
��

!�"�
���#
�
�
�����
�� �
�
��

��
���

��
!

�	�	�
����{���{���������
�������	��������

���{����{����{����	�	�
����{���{���

����	�	�{�|	�


�	{����	��	�
�����	�������	

$�
���

�!

��		
��+<

��
���>?@+[��\>]^�_
��
�+`\j^?k��+\+?>j+

qx�������
�����
z�x�������������

��
����
����
���
���

{�������	�x

�	�	�{����	�
����	����|�{	{��*
�������{	|	����	�
����<k�����
�	

{	�������
	�
����
������	���������}	�

��{����*�
�������}	�
<��
�	

���
���
����������	��	��������	����
��������
���
��������{���
���k

�	
��{����{���
	�������	~���	{����

�	�����	�����������	
�������
�	

���}	�
<�
���������{	����
������

����
	{�
��
�	�~����
*���

���������������{���
	�����
�	~���	{�����	�	��
�������
�	�	

{����	�
����{�����������
	�����
������	{��*���*�������
���
���<����
����������������*���
����|	�����

��{	����{���{�����	�<�
�	
���
���
����������	|�	����{

��{	��
��{�����{����	�
����{������
��
��*�
�	������
	�
����	{��
	�*���
��*�{����	�����	�����
�	�{�������k

��	�{����{�
��������{��	������<

���

���������	��
��
�
�

���������������

��<��<
���


$����?����+\\+���\
�+`\j^?k����%����

��	���
	��	|�	�

���	����������
������	
�
����������
���������� �	���� ������� ����
��^����^��^��^�
�`@����>\

�� �� ��<�$<��

��^����^��^��^�
�^�`@����>\

�� �� ��<��<��

��^����^��^��^�
�+??^]��+[�

�� �� ��<��<��

����!�������!



	>���	\^�>��+[

����!�������!�
�+?���	\^�>��+[

����!�������!
�

�+`���	\^�>��+[

����!�������!�
�^���	\^�>��+[

Agenda Item 5B     Page 11 of 36



��
�

�
������	��


��
����
���
��
���	����

����
$%�&
'
�		��


�	()�


�*
�
����������


 �������




+	,�
-./
+%�01�
),%%���	/
2(&
�
&�(##
3�&�����&
%(�1��1
#%�4

� 
��
��
2�,%&
3�%
�

��.�
$�
(00�����5
�2�%�
(%�
1���%(		/
���


��
�2%��
��	,����%
����%�&
��
�2�
6,�	0��1
(�
(�/
��4
��
'

�,%&
(%�
1���%(		/
�(4

��

34

�
"
))(&���(		/
(
&�(##
4

�4
6�%
�%
��

�


�
�		
6�
��&���
�,�&�0�
�#
�2�&�
2�,%&�
!2�
&�(##��1
3	(�
�&
���
(���)�3(��0
��
)2(�1�
�

��2
+
	,�
-./
+%�01�7&
�83(�&���
��


��
�
6,�	0��1&�



9
�&�
&�(##
4

�4
6�%&
(�0
)	����&
�%(��	
��
+	,�
-./
+%�01�
6/
)(%�
!�

�
&�(##
4
�4

6�%&
�))(&���(		/
%�0�
6�)/)	�&�
"
��


%�1,	(%	/
%�0�&
(

�))
&)����%
�2(�
0��&
���
%�:,�%�
(
3(%.��1
&3()��
"
�
(��%(1�5
�2�%�
(%�
�
)	����&
(�
+	,�
-./
+%�01�


�()2
0(/�
!2�
4
�&�
)	����&
��
�2�
6,�	0��1
(�
(�/
3(%��),	(%
��4

�
�&
1���%(		/

5
��
�
)(%&5
(�0
�2�
4
(8�4

,4

�,4

6�%
�#
���(	


)	����&
(�
+	,�
-./
+%�01�
�2%�,12�,�
(�/
1����
0(/
�&
�
�



�()2
&�(##
4
�4

6�%
�&
%�:,�%�0
��
(����0
�##�&���
4
�����1&
��
(
%�1,	(%
6(&�&�
��,%
&�(##
4

�4
6�%&
2(��
���
��
��

�


4
�����1&
�##&���
�()2
�

��.
	(&���1
���
2�,%&�
"
��
&�(##
4

�4
6�%
�&
�,�
�#
�2�
�##�)�
0(�	/
#�%
4

�����1&
	(&���1
�� 
2�,%&�


"
��
&�(##
4

�4
6�%
�&
�,�
�#
�2�
�##�)�
���
0(/&��

��.5
�
��2
�()2
�##�&���
	(&���1
���
2�,%&�



;
,%%���	/
�2�%�
�&
(4

3	�
���&�%���
3(%.��1
��(%
�2�
6,�	0��1
��
())�4
4
�0(��
�2�
���0&
�#
+

	,�
-./
+%�01��
!2�&
(00�����(	


	��
(00&
 
�##�&�%���
3(%.��1
&3()�&
�2�,12
��
�&
���
(���)�3(��0
�2(�
(00�����(	
3(%.��1
�&
���0�05
&�
�2�&
�
�		
#,%�2�%
#%��
,3


���&�%���
3(%.��1�



!2�%�
(%�
&���%(	
6�)/)	�
3(%.��1
&�%,)�,%�&
��
�2�
(%�(5
��)	,0��1
��
�2�
�8�&���1
+	,�
-./
+%�01�
3%�3�%�/5
(�0
�2�


���126�%2��0
�&
())�&&�6	�
6/
6�)/)	�
(�0
3�0�&�%�(�
3(�2&�
�,6	�)
�%(�&3�%�(����
�&
(�(�	(6	�
��
)	�&�
3%�8�4
��/5
�

��2
�
!<




%�,��
�� 
&��3&
	�)(��0
��
$%�&
=
��
(�0
%�,��
��
5
�� 
(�0
+"

�!
&��3&
	�)(��0
��
� 
�2
-��



+	,�
-./
+%�01�
),%%���	/
2(&
&,##�)����
3(%.��1
�2(�
0��&
���
�4
3()�
�2�
3(%.��1
��
�2�
���126�%2��0�
9

����1
����
(


&�)��0
6,�	0��1
�&
���
(���)�3(��0
��
)(,&�
(�/
��)%�(&�
��
�%(##�)
�%
3(%.��1
%�:,�%�4
���&�
!2�
(00�����(	
�##�&�%���
3(%.��1


(�(�	(6	�
�
��2
�2�
���


	��
�
�		
%�0,)�
�2�
(	%�(0/
4

���4
(	
0�4

(�0
��
���&�%���
3(%.��1�


W
ritten Statem

ent &
 Parking A

nalysis

Agenda Item 5B     Page 12 of 36



 

  

Blue Sky Bridge Parking Analysis 

2619 Iris Hollow Place 

LUR2014-00036 

8/4/2014 

 

 

Blue Sky Bridge currently has 7 staff positions ranging from 28 to 40 hours per week. In addition, there are generally one 

to three volunteer interns in the building at any time. Hours are generally 9am to 5pm. Occasionally a staff member or two 

will be onsite outside of these hours. The staffing plan is not anticipated to change with Blue Sky Bridge’s expansion to 

two buildings. 

 

Most staff members and clients travel to Blue Sky Bridge by car. Two staff members occasionally ride bicycles. One 

regularly rides a 50cc scooter that does not require a parking space. On average, there are 7 clients at Blue Sky Bridge 

each day. The most clients in the building at any particular time is generally 5, in 3 cars, and the maximum number of total 

clients at Blue Sky Bridge throughout any given day is 15. 

 

Each staff member is required to attend off-site meetings on a regular basis. Four staff members have one to two 

meetings offsite each week lasting 2-3 hours. One staff member is out of the office daily for meetings lasting 1-8 hours. 

One staff member is out of the office 3-4 days/week, with each off-site lasting 3-4 hours. 

 

Currently there is ample on-street parking near the building to accommodate the needs of Blue Sky Bridge. This additional 

lot adds 8 off-street parking spaces though it is not anticipated that additional parking is needed, so this will further free up 

on-street parking. 

 

There are several bicycle parking structures in the area, including on the existing Blue Sky Bridge property, and the 

neighborhood is accessible by bicycle and pedestrian paths. Public transportation is available in close proximity, with RTD 

route 208 stops located on Iris Ave and route 205, 208 and BOLT stops located on 28
th
 St. 

 

Blue Sky Bridge currently has sufficient parking that does not impact the parking in the neighborhood. Moving into a 

second building is not anticipated to cause any increase in traffic or parking requirements. The additional off-street parking 

available with the new lot will reduce the already minimal demand on on-street parking. 
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USE REVIEW CRITERIA 

Criteria for Review: No use review application will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the 
following: 

         (1) Consistency with Zoning and Non-Conformity: The use is consistent with the purpose of the zoning 
district as set forth in Section 9-5-2(c), "Zoning Districts Purposes," B.R.C. 1981, except in the case of a non-
conforming use; 

The project site is located just southeast of the intersection of Iris and Folsom within the RM-3 (Residential- Medium 3) zoning 
district (see Figure 2 for zoning map).  Per section 9-5-2(c), B.R.C. 1981, the RM-3 zone district is defined as “Medium 
density residential areas which have been or are to be primarily used for attached residential development, where each unit 
generally has direct access to ground level, and where complementary uses may be permitted under certain conditions.”  The 
proposed use is considered a “Professional Office” use per section 9-16, of the Boulder Revised Code. Per section 9-6-1, 
“Use Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, professional office uses are allowed in the RM-3 zone district if approved through a Use 
Review. 

  (2) Rationale: The use either: 

          (A) Provides direct service or convenience to or reduces adverse impacts to the surrounding uses or 
neighborhood; 

The proposed use is an expansion of the existing Blue Sky Bridge office facility located adjacent to the subject site at 
2617 Iris Hollow Pl.  Blue Sky Bridge offers consultation services to professionals in Boulder County in regards to 
concerns about children and families in relation to child abuse allegations. Blue Sky Bridge provides clinical 
interventions to families who may have experienced trauma, and provides educational opportunities through 
specialized programs, outreach, and formal training. In addition to providing clinical services to approximately 300 
families and 170 individuals per year, many of whom are Boulder residents, Blue Sky Bridge provides consultation 
services to nine different law enforcement jurisdictions within Boulder County, and several other organizations, 
departments, and individuals within the city and county. Overall, Blue Sky Bridge provides a variety of direct services 
to the community. In addition, the proposed use would represent a reduction in impact from the previously approved 
bed and breakfast use, as the new building is intended solely to increase the amount of space available for Blue Sky 
Bridge and does not include any expansion employees, customers or traffic generation. Therefore the impacts to the 
surrounding area will not change from the existing use, as opposed to a separate entity moving in with different 
operating characteristics and traffic and parking needs.  

  N/A   (B) Provides a compatible transition between higher intensity and lower intensity uses; 

  N/A   (C) Is necessary to foster a specific city policy, as expressed in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan, including, without limitation, historic preservation, moderate income housing, residential and 
non-residential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group living arrangements for special 
populations; or 

  N/A   (D) Is an existing legal non-conforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under subsection (e) 
of this section; 

Case #: LUR2014-00036  
 

Project Name: Blue Sky Bridge Office Expansion 

 

Date: Sept. 4, 2014 
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          (3) Compatibility: The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development or 
change to an existing development are such that the use will be reasonably compatible with and have minimal 
negative impact on the use of nearby properties or for residential uses in industrial zoning districts, the proposed 
development reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts from nearby properties; 

The proposal is to develop a vacant infill site within the Iris Hollow PUD with a new office building to serve the existing 
organization that currently occupies the building on the adjacent lot to the west. The location, size and design of the proposed 
building are in keeping with the original approved site plan for the Iris Hollow PUD, which included lot regulations calling for a 
35’ tall, 3,400 sq. ft. building facing south with minimal setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The current 
proposal is slightly lower in height at 30’-3” tall and slightly smaller at 3,131 sq. ft., but honors the original intent by maintaining 
the desired orientation and keeping pedestrian-level interest with extensive fenestration, a covered entryway and minimal 
setbacks along the south and east sides of the property.  
 
Further, the applicant has indicated that the proposed expansion is to provide additional space but will not entail any changes 
to the existing operating characteristics. The existing Blue Sky Bridge office has been located at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl. since 
2001, and during that time has had minimal impacts on the surrounding uses. There are currently 7 staff positions ranging 
from 28 to 40 hours per week, as well as one to three volunteer interns in the building at any time. Hours are generally 9am to 
5pm, seven days per week. Per the applicant’s written statement (see Attachment A), there are an average of 7 clients at 
Blue Sky Bridge each day. The most clients in the building at any particular time is generally 5 and the maximum number of 
total clients at Blue Sky Bridge throughout any given day is 15. There is ample on-street parking available on both Iris Hollow 
Pl. and Iris Walk Ct., and the daytime hours of operation coincide with the time of day that many of the residents are at work, 
so parking has not historically been an issue. Given that the new building will include rights to 8 reserved spaces in the nearby 
covered condominium garage to the north, the applicant anticipates being able to further free up on-street parking, so the new 
use may actually reduce the impacts associated with an already low-impact use. 

          (4) Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under Section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted Uses 
of Land," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a non-conforming use, the 
proposed development will not significantly adversely affect the infrastructure of the surrounding area, including, 
without limitation, water, wastewater, and storm drainage utilities and streets; 

All of the existing infrastructure required to serve the proposed use is existing, as the subject lot is a vacant infill site within an 
otherwise fully developed mixed-use neighborhood, and has been anticipated for commercial development since the time of 
the original Iris Hollow PUD approval. 

         (5) Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area or the 
character established by adopted design guidelines or plans for the area; and 

The project site is within the Iris Hollow PUD, which was originally approved in 1996 as a mixed-use development containing 
86 mixed-density residential units and a daycare facility, laundromat, office use and post office. In addition, the subject lot was 
intended to hold a two-story, 3,400 sq. ft. bed and breakfast use; however, since that time there has not been a market 
demand for a bed and breakfast use, so the site has remained vacant. At 30’-3” tall, the current proposal is slightly lower in 
height than the previously approved use and slightly smaller at 3,131 sq. ft., but honors the original intent by maintaining 
pedestrian-level interest with a covered entryway and ample fenestration as well as minimal setbacks along the south and 
east sides of the property. The exterior material palette of shingle siding, cement-board lap and board & batten siding is 
consistent with the architectural intent of the approved Iris Hollow PUD as well as the existing aesthetic in the area, and the 
projects includes various elements encouraged in the Iris Hollow PUD approval including a gabled roof, wood-clad windows, 
and a covered entryway feature. Overall, staff has found that the proposal is in keeping with the intent of the oIris Hollow PUD, 
and will maintain the existing small-scale neo-traditional mixed use character of the surrounding neighborhood.  
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  N/A   (6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non-Residential Uses: There shall be a presumption against approving the 
conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts set forth in Subsection 9-5-2(c)(1)(a), B.R.C. 1981, to 
non-residential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through the change of one non-conforming use to 
another non-conforming use. The presumption against such a conversion may be overcome by a finding that the use 
to be approved serves another compelling social, human services, governmental, or recreational need in the 
community including, without limitation, a use for a day care center, park, religious assembly, social service use, 
benevolent organization use, art or craft studio space, museum, or an educational use. 

Not applicable, as the proposal does not include the conversion of any dwelling units to non-residential use. 
 
 

SITE REVIEW CRITERIA 
 
Criteria for Review: No site review application shall be approved unless the approving agency finds that: 
 
(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan: 
 
  (A) The proposed site plan is consistent with the land use map and the service area map and, on balance, the 
policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposed plan is consistent with the purposes and policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the 
proposal to construct a high-quality building within an existing mixed-use neighborhood to expand an existing local agency 
providing critical social services meets the following BVCP goals: 
 

 2.01 Unique Community Identity  

 2.03 Compact Development Pattern 

 2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 

 2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 

 2.32 Physical Design for People 

 8.10 Support for Community Facilities 
 
 
_N/A (B) The proposed development shall not exceed the maximum density associated with the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan residential land use designation. Additionally, if the density of existing residential development 
within a three-hundred-foot area surrounding the site is at or exceeds the density permitted in the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, then the maximum density permitted on the site shall not exceed the lesser of: 
 
Not applicable, as the proposed use is not residential but an office use. 
 

___(i) The density permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, or, 
 
___(ii) The maximum number of units that could be placed on the site without waiving or varying any of the 
requirements of chapter 9-8, "Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 1981. 
 

  (C) The proposed development’s success in meeting the broad range of BVCP 
policies considers the economic feasibility of implementation techniques required to meet other site review criteria. 
 
The proposed project sensitively utilizes an infill site in providing an appropriate use for the existing mixed-use neighborhood 
context. This is achieved by maintaining consistency with the existing Iris Hollow PUD standards in terms of the scale and 
massing of the building design, and by maintaining the existing operating characteristics of the adjacent use that the new 
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building will serve so as to ensure that no additional impacts will be generated. The use utilizes an infill site where utilities, 
roads, and other infrastructure exist. 
 
(2) Site Design: Projects should preserve and enhance the community's unique sense of place through creative 
design that respects historic character, relationship to the natural environment, multi-modal transportation 
connectivity and its physical setting. Projects should utilize site design techniques which are consistent with the 
purpose of site review in subsection (a) of this section and enhance the quality of the project. In determining whether 
this subsection is met, the approving agency will consider the following factors: 
 
  (A) Open Space: Open space, including, without limitation, parks, recreation areas, and playgrounds: 
 
While the small lot doesn't allow large amounts of open space, the property is located directly adjacent to park space and in 
close proximity to Boulder's multi-use path network. 
 

   (i) Useable open space is arranged to be accessible and functional and incorporates quality landscaping, 
a mixture of sun and shade and places to gather; 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of accessible and functional open space areas 
that provide a mixture of sun and shade and places to gather. 
 
   (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of accessible and functional open space areas 
that provide a mixture of sun and shade and places to gather. Each of the existing single family detached units has 
access to private open space in some capacity. 
 
N/A(iii) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to natural features, 
including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant plant communities, ground and surface 
water, wetlands, riparian areas, drainage areas and species on the federal Endangered Species List, 
"Species of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by Boulder County, or prairie dogs (Cynomys 
ludiovicianus), which is a species of local concern, and their habitat; 
 
Not applicable, as the subject site is already graded and the surrounding area is also fully developed. 
 
   (iv) The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from surrounding 
development; 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of accessible and functional open space areas 
that provide a relief to the density of the development and places for both active and passive recreation. Each of the 
existing single family detached units has access to private open space in some capacity. 
 
   (v) Open space designed for active recreational purposes is of a size that it will be functionally useable 
and located in a safe and convenient proximity to the uses to which it is meant to serve; 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of accessible and functional open space areas 
that provide a mixture of sun and shade and places for both active and passive recreation. 
 
   (vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural areas; and 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of accessible and functional open space areas 
that provide a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural areas. 
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   (vii) If possible, open space is linked to an area- or city-wide system. 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which includes several linkages to bike paths along Iris and Folsom. 
 

___(B) Open Space in Mixed Use Developments (Developments that contain a mix of residential and non-residential 
uses) 
 

   (i) The open space provides for a balance of private and shared areas for the residential uses and 
common open space that is available for use by both the residential and non-residential uses that will meet 
the needs of the anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property; and 
 
The subject lot is a part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which has a variety of private and shared open space areas, including 
a shared park space immediately to the north of the subject site, that provide a mixture of sun and shade and places 
for both residents and visitors to gather.  
 
   (ii) The open space provides active areas and passive areas that will meet the needs of the anticipated 
residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of the property and are compatible with the surrounding area or 
an adopted plan for the area. 
 
Please see response above. 
 

___(C) Landscaping 
 

   (i) The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard surface materials, and 
the selection of materials provides for a variety of colors and contrasts and the preservation or use of local 
native vegetation where appropriate; 
 
The proposed landscaping will be compatible with the plant materials existing throughout the Iris Hollow 
neighborhood. To provide an attractive streetscape, the building setbacks along the public rights of way will be 
landscaped with perennial beds and spreading groundcover. The native grass in the back yard will blend in with the 
surrounding areas. 

 
  N/A (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to important native species, 
plant communities of special concern, threatened and endangered species and habitat by integrating the 
existing natural environment into the project; 
 
Not applicable, as the subject site is already graded and the surrounding area is also fully developed. There are no 
species of special concern known in the area. 
 
   (iii) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the landscaping 
requirements of sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards" and 9-9-13, "Streetscape Design 
Standards," B.R.C. 1981; and 
 
A detailed landscape and irrigation plan meeting the requirements of section 9-9-12(d)(1) B.R.C. 1981 will be 
required at the time of building permit.  
 
   (iv) The setbacks, yards, and useable open space along public rights-of-way are landscaped to provide 
attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features, and to contribute to the development of an 
attractive site plan. 
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The proposed landscaping will be compatible with the plant materials existing throughout the Iris Hollow 
neighborhood. To provide an attractive streetscape, the building setbacks along the public rights of way will be 
landscaped with perennial beds and spreading groundcover. The native grass in the back yard will blend in with the 
surrounding areas. 
 
 

   (D) Circulation: Circulation, including, without limitation, the transportation system that serves the property, 
whether public or private and whether constructed by the developer or not: 
 
As this is an urban infill project, the streets have already been built and this project supports its design with pedestrian scale 
and architectural interest. As a part of the Iris Hollow neighborhood, pedestrians are supported with existing sidewalks and 
nearby access to public transportation. The multi-use path network is in close proximity, supporting pedestrians and bikes. 
 

   (i) High speeds are discouraged or a physical separation between streets and the project is provided; 
 
Streets and sidewalks are existing. 
 
   (ii) Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized; 
 
The proposed building is in keeping with the existing street system in the Iris Hollow PUD. 8 new bike racks will be 
provided off the existing sidewalk in excess of the code requirement. 
 
   (iii) Safe and convenient connections are provided that support multi-modal mobility through and 
between properties, accessible to the public within the project and between the project and the existing and 
proposed transportation systems, including, without limitation, streets, bikeways, pedestrianways and trails; 
 
There are existing sidewalks across the south and east sides of the subject lot, which will remain in place following 
construction of the proposed office building. 
 
   (iv) Alternatives to the automobile are promoted by incorporating site design techniques, land use 
patterns, and supporting infrastructure that supports and encourages walking, biking, and other alternatives 
to the single-occupant vehicle; 
 
The applicant has requested a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 spaces where 10 are required. 8 reserved spaces 
are provided for the site in the covered condominium garage to the north. The applicant is proposing to provide 8 
bicycle parking spaces on-site where no bike spaces are required by the parking standards for the RM-3 zone. As a 
part of the Iris Hollow neighborhood, pedestrians are supported with existing sidewalks and nearby access to public 
transportation along Iris. The multi-use path network is in close proximity, supporting pedestrians and bikes. 

 
   (v) Where practical and beneficial, a significant shift away from single-occupant vehicle use to alternate 
modes is promoted through the use of travel demand management techniques; 
 
Please see Attachment A, “Applicant’s Proposed Plans and Written Statement,” for additional information. Because 
the proposal is to maintain the current operating characteristics of the existing office use at 2617 Iris and no 
additional traffic or parking demand will be generated, staff has determined that requiring additional TDM strategies 
would not be practical or beneficial. 
 
   (vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are provided with other modes of transportation, where 
applicable; 
 

Agenda Item 5B     Page 19 of 36



As a part of the Iris Hollow neighborhood, pedestrians are supported with existing sidewalks and nearby access to 
public transportation. The multi-use path network is in close proximity, supporting pedestrians and bikes. 

 
N/A (vii) The amount of land devoted to the street system is minimized; and 
 
Not applicable, as the streets are already existing. 
 
   (viii) The project is designed for the types of traffic expected, including, without limitation, automobiles, 
bicycles, and pedestrians, and provides safety, separation from living areas, and control of noise and 
exhaust. 
 
All of the transportation infrastructure is existing, and this project will be designed to fit into the existing context. 
Ample on-street parking is available for visitors, and the new building will also include 8 bike parking spaces in front 
of the building in excess of the parking requirements for the zone. 
 

___(E) Parking 
 
Eight parking spaces located in the covered condominium parking garage are allocated to this project. The project proposes to 
eliminate the two on-site spaces called for per the original Iris Hollow Site Review and requests a parking reduction from 10 
required spaces to 8. There is ample street parking existing along Iris Hollow PI and Iris Walk Ct, and the new building will not 
result in expansion of operations or increases in staff and traffic demand. 
 

N/A (i) The project incorporates into the design of parking areas measures to provide safety, convenience, 
and separation of pedestrian movements from vehicular movements; 
 
Not applicable, as the applicant is not proposing to add any additional parking to the subject lot. There are currently 
off-street 8 parking spaces allocated for use of this lot.  
 
N/A (ii) The design of parking areas makes efficient use of the land and uses the minimum amount of land 
necessary to meet the parking needs of the project; 
 
Not applicable, as the applicant is not proposing to add any additional parking to the subject lot. There are currently 
off-street 8 parking spaces allocated for use of this lot.  
 
N/A (iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project, adjacent 
properties, and adjacent streets; and 
 
Not applicable, as the applicant is not proposing to add any additional parking to the subject lot. There are currently 
off-street 8 parking spaces allocated for use of this lot.  
 
N/A (iv) Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the requirements in 
Subsection 9-9-6 (d), "Parking Area Design Standards," and Section 9-9-14, “Parking Lot Landscaping 
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. 
 
Not applicable, as the applicant is not proposing to add any additional parking to the subject lot. There are currently 
off-street 8 parking spaces allocated for use of this lot.  
 

___(F) Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to the Existing or Proposed 
Surrounding Area 
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   (i) The building height, mass, scale, orientation, and configuration are compatible with the existing 
character of the area or the character established by an adopted plan for the area; 
 
The height, mass, scale and orientation of the building are in keeping with the original approved site plan for the Iris 
Hollow PUD, which included lot regulations calling for a 35’ tall, 3,400 sq. ft. building facing south with minimal 
setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The current proposal is slightly lower in height at 30’-3” tall 
and slightly smaller at 3,131 sq. ft., but honors the original intent by maintaining the desired orientation and keeping 
pedestrian-level interest with extensive fenestration, a covered entryway and minimal setbacks along the south and 
east sides of the property. 
 
   (ii) The height of buildings is in general proportion to the height of existing buildings and the proposed 
or projected heights of approved buildings or approved plans for the immediate area; 
 
The height of the proposed building is 30’-3”, which is within the 35’ height initially approved for the site in the Iris 
Hollow PUD documents and is also consistent with the existing buildings in the area, which range from 25’ to 32’ in 
height. 
 
   (iii) The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views from adjacent properties; 
 
The building orientation is in keeping with the building orientation approved as part of the original Iris Hollow PUD. 
Further, the site immediately to the north of the subject lot is a park, and as such will not be affected by shading from 
the proposed building. 
 
   (iv) If the character of the area is identifiable, the project is made compatible by the appropriate use of 
color, materials, landscaping, signs, and lighting; 
 
The exterior material palette of shingle, cement-board lap and board & batten siding is consistent with the 
architectural intent of the approved Iris Hollow PUD as well as the existing aesthetic in the area. The roof pitch, 
window style and configuration, and covered entryway feature are also specifically encouraged in the Iris Hollow PUD 
documents. 
 
   (v) Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant pedestrian experience 
through the location of building frontages along public streets, plazas, sidewalks and paths, and through the 
use of building elements, design details and landscape materials that include, without limitation, the location 
of entrances and windows, and the creation of transparency and activity at the pedestrian level; 
 
The proposed building successfully creates activity and transparency at the pedestrian level by incorporating a 
variety of siding materials including vertical and horizontal cementboard and shingles, as well as several first-story 
windows and a covered entryway facing the sidewalk. The proposed building is in keeping with the pedestrian-scaled 
design of the existing buildings in the area. 
 
N/A (vi) To the extent practical, the project provides public amenities and planned public facilities; 
 
Not applicable, as the subject lot is part of the Iris Hollow PUD, which included numerous public amenities and public 
facilities that have already been developed. 
 
N/A (vii) For residential projects, the project assists the community in producing a variety of housing types, 
such as multifamily, townhouses and detached single family units, as well as mixed lot sizes, number of 
bedrooms and sizes of units; 
 
Not applicable, as this is a non-residential project.  
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N/A (viii) For residential projects, noise is minimized between units, between buildings, and from either on-
site or off-site external sources through spacing, landscaping, and building materials; 
 
Not applicable, as this is a non-residential project.  
 
   (ix) A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety, and aesthetics; 
 
A lighting plan will be required at time of building permit. 
 
N/A (x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or mitigates 
impacts to natural systems; 
 
Not applicable, as the site is currently graded and the surrounding area is fully developed.  
 
   (xi) Buildings minimize or mitigate energy use; support on-site renewable energy generation and/or 
energy management systems; construction wastes are minimized; the project mitigates urban heat island 
effects; and the project reasonably mitigates or minimizes water use and impacts on water quality. 
 
The building will be designed to comply with the 2012 IECC as adopted by the City of Boulder and its location and 
roof plan are ideal for future installation of solar panels. The majority of construction waste will be recycled during 
construction. The open space features of the Holiday neighborhood, including a large park adjacent to the subject 
property, help mitigate urban heat island effects. 
 
   (xii)  Exteriors or buildings present a sense of permanence through the use of authentic materials such 
as stone, brick, wood, metal or similar products and building material detailing; 
 
The exterior material palette of cement-board lap and board & batten siding and asphalt shingles is consistent with 
the architectural intent of the approved Iris Hollow PUD as well as the existing aesthetic in the area. The roof pitch, 
window style and configuration, and covered entryway feature are also specifically encouraged in the Iris Hollow PUD 
documents. Additional high-quality materials included in the project are wood shingle siding in the entry way and 
wood-clad windows. 

 
   (xiii)  Cut and fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the natural contours of 
the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope instability, landslide, mudflow or subsidence, and 
minimizes the potential threat to property caused by geological hazards; 
 
There will be no cut and fill on site, as the existing site is already graded. 
 
N/A (xiv)  In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between Area II 
and Area III, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge; and 
 
Not applicable, as this is not located in an urbanizing area along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundary 
between Area II and Area III. 
 
N/A (xv)  In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in Appendix A of this title 
near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between Area II and Area III, the buildings and site 
design establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a defined urban edge and a transition 
between rural and urban areas. 
 
Not applicable, as this site is not a gateway site as anticipated by the BVCP 
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N/A (G) Solar Siting and Construction: For the purpose of ensuring the maximum potential for utilization of solar 
energy in the City, all applicants for residential site reviews shall place streets, lots, open spaces, and buildings so 
as to maximize the potential for the use of solar energy in accordance with the following solar siting criteria: 
 
Not applicable, as this project is non-residential. 
 
N/A (H) Additional Criteria for Poles Above the Permitted Height: No site review application for a pole above the 
permitted height will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the following: 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include a request for a height modification. 
 
N/A (I) Land Use Intensity Modifications: 
 
Not applicable, as this project does not include a request for a land use intensity modification. 

 
N/A (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 
District: 
 
Not applicable. 

 
     (K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6,, "Parking 
Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be modified as follows: 
 

__(i) Process: The city manager may grant a parking reduction not to exceed fifty percent of the required 
parking. The planning board or city council may grant a reduction exceeding fifty percent. 
 
The applicant is requesting a parking reduction of 20% to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 spaces are 
required per the RM-3 zone district parking standards for non-residential uses. 
 
___(ii) Criteria: Upon submission of documentation by the applicant of how the project meets the following 
criteria, the approving agency may approve proposed modifications to the parking requirements of section 
9-9-6, "Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981 (see tables 9-1, 9-2, 9-3 and 9-4), if it finds that: 
 

(a) For residential uses, the probable number of motor vehicles to be owned by occupants of and 
visitors to dwellings in the project will be adequately accommodated; 
 
Not applicable, as the proposed use is a professional office. 

 
(b) The parking needs of any non-residential uses will be adequately accommodated through on-

street parking or off-street parking; 
 
Per the original Iris Hollow PUD approval, the subject lot is allocated eight reserved parking spaces 
located in the covered condominium parking garage immediately to the north of the subject site. The 
original approval also included two on-site parking spaces for the proposed bed and breakfast use; 
however, because the applicant is not proposing to expand their existing parking demand, they are 
proposing to eliminate the two approved on-site spaces called for per the original approval.  Given that 
the parking demand will not increase, the reserved garage spaces in conjunction with ample on-street 
parking on Iris Hollow Pl. and Iris Walk Ct. will adequately meet the parking needs of the proposed use. 
Refer to Attachment A for the applicant’s proposed plans and Parking Analysis. 
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(c) A mix of residential with either office or retail uses is proposed, and the parking needs of all 

uses will be accommodated through shared parking; 
 
The proposal is to construct an office building within an existing mixed-use neighborhood. While no 
formal shared parking agreement is required, the applicant has indicated that the on-street parking is 
more than adequate for their existing and proposed parking demand due in part to the fact that many of 
the residents leave the development during the day to go to work, which corresponds with the office’s 
business hours. In addition, all of the existing residential units have designated off-street parking. 

 
(d) If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will accommodate 

proposed parking needs; and 
 
As mentioned above, the applicant has indicated that the majority of the available on-street parking 
along Iris Hollow Pl. and Iris Walk Ct. is free during daytime hours due to the fact that many residents 
are at work during that timeframe. In addition, there are 8 designated parking spaces reserved for the 
proposed use in the covered condominium garage adjacent to the site on the north. 

 
(e) If the number of off-street parking spaces is reduced because of the nature of the occupancy, 

the applicant provides assurances that the nature of the occupancy will not change. 
 
If approved, the Use Review for the proposed use will include conditions indicating that the existing 
operating characteristics are not to be expanded.  

 
___(L) Additional Criteria for Off-Site Parking: The parking required under section 9-9-6, "Parking Standards," B.R.C. 
1981, may be located on a separate lot if the following conditions are met: 
 

     (i) The lots are held in common ownership; 
 
The reserved parking spaces are located within the condominium parking garage adjacent to the site on the north. All 
of the lots within Iris Hollow are subject to the HOA, which manages parking. 
 
    (ii) The separate lot is in the same zoning district and located within three hundred feet of the lot that it 
serves; and 
 
The lot on which the off-site reserved parking is located is subject to the Iris Hollow PUD regulations, is within 300 
feet of the subject property and is within the RM-3 zone district. 
 
     (iii) The property used for off-site parking under this Subsection continues under common ownership or 
control. 

 
The reserved parking spaces are located within the condominium parking garage adjacent to the site on the north. All 
of the lots within Iris Hollow are subject to the HOA, which manages parking. 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
LAND USE REVIEW RESULTS AND COMMENTS 

 
  DATE OF COMMENTS:  June 6, 2014 
 CASE MANAGER:  Chandler Van Schaack 
 PROJECT NAME:   Blue Sky Bridge Office Expansion 
 LOCATION:    2619 IRIS HOLLOW PL 
 COORDINATES:  N05W04 
 REVIEW TYPE:   Site and Use Review 
 REVIEW NUMBER:  LUR2014-00036 
 APPLICANT:    CATRINA WEIGEL 
 DESCRIPTION:  Simple site review and use review to create a new two-story professional office 

building within the Iris Hollow PUD to allow for the expansion of the existing Blue 
Sky Bridge office use. 

 
 REQUESTED VARIATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS: None 
 
I. REVIEW FINDINGS 
Overall, staff is in support of the proposal and finds that it appears to be generally consistent with the intent of the Site and 
Use Review criteria; however, staff has identified several issues that will require additional information as well as changes 
to the site and building plans. Please see staff’s comments below for additional detail. The comments below will require a 
revision-level resubmittal; therefore, please revise the plan set as noted in the comments below and submit five (5) 
copies of the revised plans as well as a digital copy of the revised plans in pdf form to the front counter of the P&DS 
Service Center prior to the start of a three-week review track. Review tracks begin on the first and third Mondays of each 
month. 
 
Please contact the Case Manager, Chandler Van Schaack, at vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov or 303-441-3137 with 
any questions or to set up a meeting. 
 
II.  CITY REQUIREMENTS 
  
Access/Circulation    David Thompson, 303-441-4417 
1. The proposed building design encroaches into the public access easement for the six-foot sidewalk along Iris Hollow 

Place, which is not permitted pursuant to Section 9-9-10(b) of the BRC.  Please revise the design to remove the 
proposed encroachments.   
  

2. Per Section 9-9-18 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981, (BRC) please revise the site plan to show the location of the 
trash storage and recycling area.   

 
3. Per Section 9-9-7 of the BRC, all driveways must have an unobstructed sight triangle measured as 15 feet along the 

edge of the driveway and 15 feet along the alley right of way line, with a line connecting these two lines. Exceptions 
are made for trunks of trees whose branches are higher than 8 feet above the roadway, objects less than 30” tall, or 
objects that are no less than 75% visually permeable. The site plans shows the building encroaching within the sight 
triangle area.  If 100 percent visibility is not provided, a diagram clearly showing how the 75 percent visibility 
requirement is being met must be shown or the plans must be revised to comply with this regulation. 

 
4. Consistent with technical drawing 2.21 of the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards (DCS) a skewed 

driveway ramp is not permitted. Please revise plans to meet technical drawing 2.21. 
 

5. Pursuant to Table 2-2 of the DCS for driveways serving commercial uses, please revise the site plan to show a 
minimum driveway width of fifteen-feet wide.   

CITY OF BOULDER 
Community Planning & Sustainability 
1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791 
phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-3241  •  web  www.bouldercolorado.gov 
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Address: 2619 IRIS HOLLOW PL   Page 2 

Building Design    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager    
1. Overall, staff finds the proposed building design to be consistent with the Site Review criteria found in section 9-2-14 

of the Boulder Revised Code as well as the established design guidelines for the Iris Hollow PUD; however, additional 
information should be provided to more clearly demonstrate how the project will comply with the Site Review criteria. 
Specifically, please revise the written statement included with the application to specifically address the following 
criteria: 

 
9-2-14(h)(2)(C)(iv):  The setbacks, yards and useable open space along public rights of way are landscaped to 
provide attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features and to contribute to the development of an 
attractive site plan. 

 
9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(xi):  Buildings minimize or mitigate energy use; support on-site renewable energy generation 
and/or energy management systems; construction wastes are minimized; the project mitigates urban heat island 
effects; and the project reasonably mitigates or minimizes water use and impacts on water quality. 

 
2. As noted in the review comments under “Engineering” and “Access/Circulation,” it will be necessary to remove the 

proposed covered entry from the public access easement along the south side of the property. In terms of building 
design, the proposed entryway is a significant architectural feature that helps to create visual interest at the pedestrian 
level, and as such should be re-incorporated into the revised building design in a way that meets all applicable 
engineering requirements.    

Drainage    Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 
The applicant will be required to comply with Sections 7.12 - Detention and 7.13 - Storm Water Quality of the City of 
Boulder Design and Construction Standards.  Please revise the Utilities & Drainage Plan, Sheet SR-3 to demonstrate how 
the proposal will address these requirements.     
      
Engineering    Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 
As indicated in Access/Circulation comments, Section 9-9-10 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 prohibits the 
construction of any portion of a structure, including footings and eaves within a public easement.  The design also 
proposes an eave encroachment within the utility easement in the northeastern corner of the property.  Please revise the 
design accordingly to remove these encroachments. 
 
Fees   
Please note that 2014 development review fees include a $131 hourly rate for reviewer services following the initial city 
response (these written comments).  Please see the P&DS Questions and Answers brochure for more information about 
the hourly billing system. 
     
Landscaping     Elizabeth Lokocz, 303-441-3138 
Please update the site plan to show all of the existing elements in the landscape areas adjacent to the proposed driveway 
such as the street tree and manhole cover. Per the access comment above, the ramp and driveway alignment will require 
curb and gutter replacement and parallel parking changes. If adequate parking is provided in the garage, consider 
eliminating the onsite parking to reduce the overall impact and allow for a bit more flexibility in building location and 
setbacks. Please note that if any landscaping has been removed or damaged immediately adjacent to the project, it will 
need to be replaced at the time of final building permit inspections. 
 
Legal Documents     Julia Chase, City Attorney’s Office, 303-441-3020 
1. Prior to signing the Development Agreement, if approved, the Applicant shall provide the following: 

a) an updated title commitment current within 30 days; and 
b) Proof of authorization to bind on behalf of the owners. 

 
Neighborhood Comments    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager 
Staff has received several questions and comments from nearby property owners, all of whom expressed overall support 
for the proposal assuming that the impacts to the surrounding uses will not change. 
      
Parking    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager     
The proposed 3,131 square foot building generates a parking requirement of 10 parking spaces per the parking standards 
for nonresidential uses in the RM-3 zoning district. The original approved “Iris Hollow Lot Regulations” indicate that there 
would be 2 on-site parking spaces as well as 8 parking spaces in the covered condominium parking garage reserved for 
use by the previously approved “guest house” use on Lot 39. Please provide confirmation that these parking spaces will 
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still be available for use by the proposed office use. If the 8 parking spaces are no longer available, it will be necessary to 
document all parking that will be available to the proposed use, and any reduction from the 10 required parking spaces 
will require approval of a parking reduction through this review process. A request for a parking reduction will be reviewed 
for consistency with the parking reduction standards found in sections 9-2-14(h)(2)(K) and 9-9-6(f), B.R.C 1981. 
  
Review Process    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager          
Pursuant to section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” B.R.C. 1981, the city manager shall review and submit a recommendation to 
the Planning Board for any application for a Use Review of a nonresidential use in a residential zone. A hearing date for 
this application has not yet been scheduled. Once the issues in these comments have been addressed, please contact 
the case manager to discuss planning board scheduling options.  
 
Utilities    Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 

During a site inspection City staff observed what appears to be a water valve box in the southeastern corner of the 
property covered by an orange cone.  The applicant must identify the improvement on the plans and determine if any 
conflicts exists with the proposed design.   
 
III. INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS  
 
Access/Circulation  
Pursuant of Section 8-2-17(b) of the BRC, at time of building permit application the building plans must show the 
replacement of two sections of sidewalk along Iris Hollow Place between the angled parking and the street intersection.   
   
Building and Housing Codes     Matt English, 303-441-3206 
Building Codes require the west wall to be constructed in accordance with section 602 and table 602. The west wall and 
eave to be constructed in compliance with section 705 and tables 705.2 and 705.8.  Submittal materials do not have 
sufficient detail to determine compliance with IBC Chapter 11 “Accessibility.” It is unclear how the proposal provides 
accommodation for an accessible route (1104) (one that also connects 1st & 2nd floors)(1104.4 #1 item 1.2), accessible 
entrance (1105) and accessible parking (1106) as required.  Per Boulder Revised Code 10-8, a fire sprinkler is required. 
“(28) A new subsection is added to Section 903.2.1 to read: 903.2.1.6 Group B occupancies. An automatic sprinkler 
system shall be provided throughout all new Group B occupancies greater than 2,000 gross square feet (185.8 m2).” 
   
Utilities, Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 

1. The proposed project includes work within the public right-of-way or public easements.  A right-of-way permit must be 
obtained by a right-of-way licensed contractor prior to initiating this construction. 
 

2. The applicant is notified that any groundwater discharge to the storm sewer system will require both a state permit 
and a city agreement.  The steps for obtaining the proper approvals are as follows: 

 
Step 1 -- Identify applicable Colorado Discharge Permit System requirements for the site. 
Step 2 -- Determine the history of site contamination (underground storage tanks, groundwater contamination, 
industrial activities, landfills, etc.)  If there is contamination on the site or in the groundwater, water quality monitoring 
is required. 
Step 3 -- Submit a written request to the city to use the municipal storm sewer system (MS4).  This submittal should 
include a copy of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) permit application.  The 
written request should include the location, description of the discharge, and brief discussion of all discharge options 
(e.g., discharge to MS4, groundwater infiltration, off-site disposal, etc.)  The request should be addressed to: City of 
Boulder, Stormwater Quality, 4049 75th St, Boulder, CO  80301 Fax: 303-413-7364 
Step 4 -- The city's Stormwater Quality Office will respond with a DRAFT agreement, which will need to be submitted 
with the CDPHE permit application.  CDPHE will not finalize the discharge permit without permission from the city to 
use the MS4. 
Step 5

 

 -- Submit a copy of the final discharge permit issued by CDPHE back to the City's Stormwater Quality Office so 
that the MS4 agreement can be finalized. 

For further information regarding stormwater quality within the City of Boulder contact the City's Stormwater Quality 
Office at 303-413-7350.  All applicable permits must be in place prior to building permit application. 

 
IV.  NEXT STEPS 
Please revise the plan set as noted herein and submit five (5) copies of the revised plans as well as a digital copy of the 
revised plans in pdf form to the front counter of the P&DS Service Center prior to the start of a three-week review track. 
Review tracks begin on the first and third Mondays of each month. 
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Please contact the Case Manager, Chandler Van Schaack, at vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov or 303-441-3137 with 
any questions or to set up a meeting. 
 
V. CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST 
A completed checklist will be provided following review of the revised plan set. 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
LAND USE REVIEW RESULTS AND COMMENTS 

 
  DATE OF COMMENTS:  July 25, 2014 
 CASE MANAGER:  Chandler Van Schaack 
 PROJECT NAME:   BLUE SKY BRIDGE OFFICE EXPANSION 
 LOCATION:    2619 IRIS HOLLOW PL 
 COORDINATES:  N05W04 
 REVIEW TYPE:   Site and Use Review 
 REVIEW NUMBER:  LUR2014-00036 
 APPLICANT:    CATRINA WEIGEL 
 DESCRIPTION:   Simple site review and use review to create a new two-story professional office 

building in the Iris Hollow P.U.D. 

 
 REQUESTED VARIATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS:  
 

 Section 9-9-6, “Parking Standards,” – Request for a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces 
where 10 spaces are required. 

 
I. REVIEW FINDINGS 

Staff finds the revised proposal to be in keeping with the intent of the Site Review Amendment criteria found in section 9-
2-14, B.R.C. 1981 as well as the Use Review criteria found in section 9-2-15, B.R.C. 1981. A few minor corrections to the 
plan set and some additional information required, as outlined in the review comments below.  Once the final corrections 
have been received, staff will move forward with a recommendation of approval to the Planning Board. The hearing is 
currently tentatively scheduled for September 4, 2014. Please contact the case manager, Chandler Van Schaack, at 303-

441-3137 or vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov with any questions.  
 
Once the issues below have been addressed, please email pdf copies of the corrected plan set directly to the case 
manager, Chandler Van Schaack, at vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov, by no later than August 20, 2014.  Please 

contact the case manager with any questions or concerns. Staff is happy to meet to discuss the comments found herein at 
your convenience.  
 
II.  CITY REQUIREMENTS 
 
Access/Circulation    David Thompson, 303-441-4417 

In support of the parking reduction and pursuant to section 9-9-6(f)(3)(D) B.R.C. 1981, please revise the site plan to 
include four (4) inverted “u” racks in order to accommodate short-term bicycle parking for eight bicycles.  The location of 
the short-term bicycle parking must be pursuant to section 9-9-6(g)(3) B.R.C. 1981.     
 
Drainage, Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 

Portions of the proposed water quality swale have been called out as rock mulch on the Landscape Concept Plan on 
Sheet SR-2.  A rock mulch swale is not considered to provide water quality treatment; alternate materials should be 
selected for this location.  Please review the Urban Storm Drainage Criteria Manual – Volume 3 for water quality treatment 
design alternatives.    
     
Fees   

Please note that 2014 development review fees include a $131 hourly rate for reviewer services following the initial city 
response (these written comments).  Please see the P&DS Questions and Answers brochure for more information about 
the hourly billing system. 
 
Landscaping     Elizabeth Lokocz, 303-441-3138 

Staff appreciates the site redesign. Please note a detailed landscape and irrigation plan is required at the time of 
Technical Document Review if required, or at building permit if not. See section 9-9-12(d)(1) B.R.C. 1981 (9-9-12 link ) for 
a list of what is typically included. For this small site, the two plans may be combined if legible. 
 

CITY OF BOULDER 

Community Planning & Sustainability 

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791 

phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-3241  •  web  www.bouldercolorado.gov 
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Legal Documents     Julia Chase, City Attorney’s Office, 303-441-3020 

1. Prior to signing the Development Agreement, if approved, the Applicant shall provide the following: 
a) an updated title commitment current within 30 days; and 
b) Proof of authorization to bind on behalf of the owners. 

 
Plan Documents    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager 

1. Please provide additional information on the existing operating characteristics in support of the requested parking 
reduction. Specifically, please provide a written statement that addresses each of the applicable criteria found in 
sections 9-2-14(h)(2)(K)(ii)(b) through (e), and 9-9-6(f)(3), B.R.C. 1981. Please title the document: “Blue Sky Bridge 
Parking Analysis,” and include the project address, case number and date. The following information should be 
included in the analysis: 

 Existing hours of operation and employee shift schedules; 

 Current typical employee and client travel modes to and from the site and average number of clients per day; 

 Relevant use-specific travel/ visitation requirements (i.e., number of off-site visits per day, typical length of visits 
on and off-site, etc.) 

 A description of the existing on-street parking usage and the extent to which varying time periods of use will 
accommodate proposed parking needs; 

 A description of existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities serving the site as well as existing transit stop locations in 
relation to the site (please see comments under “Access/Circulation” above); and 

 Any other relevant information that supports the Applicant’s request for a parking reduction. 
 

2. Please revise Sheet AR-2 to include scaled elevations of the proposed trash and recycling enclosure, including height 
and materials for the proposed fence. 
 

3. If possible, please provide additional information on the history of the subject site. Specifically, any information on why 
the previously approved bed and breakfast use was determined not to be feasible would help to provide some context 
in the discussion of the proposal with planning board. 
   

Site Design    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager 

Currently, the proposed location for the trash and recycling enclosure is surrounded by native grass and rock mulch, with 
no clear path for transporting bins to a curb for pick-up. The applicant should provide a hard surface connection between 
the trash area and the sidewalk to improve the route for taking trash and recyclables to curb pick-up.  
 
III. INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS  

 
Drainage, Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 

The applicant will be required to provide design details for the water quality swale at the time of building permit.  
    
Engineering, Jessica Stevens, 303-441-3121 

1. Section 9-9-10 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 prohibits the construction of any portion of a structure, including 
footings and eaves within a public easement.  The applicant will be required to demonstrate that no portion of the 
structure encroaches within an easement at the time of building permit.  

 
2. The proposed project includes work within the public right-of-way or public easements.  A right-of-way permit must be 

obtained by a right-of-way licensed contractor prior to initiating this construction. 
 

3. The applicant is notified that any groundwater discharge to the storm sewer system will require both a state permit 
and a city agreement.  The steps for obtaining the proper approvals are as follows:  

 
Step 1 -- Identify applicable Colorado Discharge Permit System requirements for the site. 
Step 2 -- Determine the history of site contamination (underground storage tanks, groundwater contamination, 
industrial activities, landfills, etc.)  If there is contamination on the site or in the groundwater, water quality monitoring 
is required. 
Step 3 -- Submit a written request to the city to use the municipal storm sewer system (MS4).  This submittal should 
include a copy of the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) permit application.  The 
written request should include the location, description of the discharge, and brief discussion of all discharge options 
(e.g., discharge to MS4, groundwater infiltration, off-site disposal, etc.)  The request should be addressed to: City of 
Boulder, Stormwater Quality, 4049 75th St, Boulder, CO  80301 Fax: 303-413-7364 
Step 4 -- The city's Stormwater Quality Office will respond with a DRAFT agreement, which will need to be submitted 
with the CDPHE permit application.  CDPHE will not finalize the discharge permit without permission from the city to 
use the MS4. 
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Step 5 -- Submit a copy of the final discharge permit issued by CDPHE back to the City's Stormwater Quality Office so 
that the MS4 agreement can be finalized. 

 
Review Process    Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager      

Please note that pursuant to section 9-2-7(b)(2), B.R.C. 1981, following the date of the final decision by the Planning 
Board there will be a 30-day call-up period during which time city council may call up the board’s decision for a public 
hearing. A planning board decision not called up by the city council is final thirty days after the date of the decision. 
 
IV.  NEXT STEPS 
Once the final corrections have been received, staff will move forward with a recommendation of approval to the Planning 
Board. The hearing is currently tentatively scheduled for September 4, 2014. Please contact the case manager, Chandler 

Van Schaack, at 303-441-3137 or vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov with any questions or to reschedule the hearing 
date.  
 
Once the issues above have been addressed, please email pdf copies of the corrected plan set directly to the case 
manager, Chandler Van Schaack, at vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov, by no later than August 20, 2014.  Please 

contact the case manager with any questions or concerns.  
 
V. CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST 

A completed criteria checklist will be provided once the additional information requested above has been received. The 
final criteria analysis will also be included with the staff memorandum to the Planning Board. 
 
VI.   CONDITIONS ON CASE 

Draft conditions of approval will be included in the staff memorandum to the Planning Board. Please contact the case 
manager to discuss these conditions prior to August 20, 2014. 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 

AGENDA ITEM PLANNING BOARD  
MEETING DATE: September 4, 2014 

 

AGENDA TITLE: 
CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Request for citizen, staff and Planning Board comment on a 
proposal to redevelop the existing properties located at 3085, 3155 and 3195 Bluff Street totallying 
approximately 4.25 acres into 77 dwelling units consisting of:  24 three-bedroom, for-sale townhomes;  
45 two and three-bedroom permanently affordable rental townhomes; and eight two-bedroom townhomes, which 
may be market rate or affordable.  Total of 84,534 square feet of habitable area on three lots: 3085, 3155 and 
3195 Bluff Street. Review case number LUR2014-00050. 
 
Applicant: Adrian Sopher 
Property Owner: 1240 Cedar, LLC 

 

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 
Community Planning and Sustainability:  
David Driskell, Executive Director 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager  
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
 

 

OBJECTIVE: 
1. Planning Board hears applicant and staff presentations 
2. Hold Public Hearing 
3. Planning Board discussion and comment on Concept Plan.  No action is required by Planning Board 

 
PROPOSAL AND SITE SUMMARY: 
Proposal: Redevelop an existing 4.25 acre site into a 77 residential units including 45 permanently 

affordable rental units. The proposal includes 24 three-bedroom, for-sale townhomes; 45 two and 
three-bedroom rental townhomes; and and eight two-bedroom townhomes, (rental or for-sale and 
market or affordable to be determined). Also includes a proposal to amend the TVAP 
Connections Plan. 

Project Name:  S’PARK_west 
Location:  3085, 3155 and 3195 Bluff Street 
Zoning: Residential High - 6 (RH-6) 
Comprehensive Plan: High Density Residential 
 
Key Issues for Discussion:   
 
In addition to an analysis of the criteria for Concept Plan review, staff has identified two keys issues for the board’s 
consideration. Staff’s analysis of the criteria and the key issues can be found in Section III of this memo. 
 
1)  Is the proposed project consistent with the intent of the TVAP – HDR1 (high density residential – 1) land use and the 

TVAP Design Guidelines? 
 

2) Is the proposed amendment to the TVAP Transportation Connections Plan consistent with plan objectives?  
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A Concept Plan for a portion of the subject site was previously reviewed as a Concept Plan at a January 2012, Planning 
Board hearing, a web link to the memo and minutes provided here.  At the time, only the property at 3085 Bluff St. was 
under consideration. Since that time, the property at 3155 Bluff Street was incorporated into the Concept Plan that is now 
under consideration.  On Mar. 6, 2014, the Planning Board also reviewed the former Sutherlands property as a Concept 
Plan, a weblink to the memo and minutes provided here, referred to as S’PARK that interfaces with the Concept Plan area 
on the east. Figure 1 illustrates the relationship of the Concept Plan for S’PARK with the Concept Plan for S’PARK_west 
currently under consideration.  It is anticipated that redevelopment of the two properties will create a new northern 
neighborhood for Boulder Junction.  At the time of Site Review, the two project sites will be combined into one overall Site 
Review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2 is the conceptual site plan followed by a birds-eye perspective of the plan in Figure 3.  The Concept Plan is 
proposed to include the following: 
 

 On the west side of the site are 24 for-sale, three-bedroom, 2½ bath townhome units of two and three stories and a single car 
garage; with 13 units at approximately 1,600 square feet and 11 units at approximately 1,900 square feet to provide for pricing 
variety to the market. 
 

 Proposed within the center of the site are 45 deed-restricted permanently affordable rental townhomes: with 36 offered to 
residents with incomes up to 50 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) and nine for residents with incomes up to 60 

I. BACKGROUND 
 

II. PROPOSED CONCEPT PLAN SUMMARY 
 

Figure 1:  Proposed Concept Plan (currently under consideration) with relationship to S’PARK Concept Plan 
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Figure 2:  Conceptual Site Plan 
 
 
 

percent of AMI. Proposed are 24, two-bedroom units with an average size of 909 square feet; and 21 three-bedroom units 
each with an average size of 1,096 square feet. Each unit is proposed with one off-street parking space. The affordable 
housing would be provided through a combination of Inclusionary Housing and city affordable housing funding.  
 

 On the east side of the property are eight townhomes, planned to be developed as a part of S’PARK. At this time, the 
applicant did not identify the planned market for the units as either for-sale or rental, market-rate or permanently affordable. 
These townhomes are proposed to be developed as a part of the S’PARK property to the east, and details on the units are 
forthcoming at a later date. 
 

 At the center of the site is a community center planned to serve the residents. 

 
 
 
  

Figure 3:  Birds Eye Perspective looking Northwest 
 

  Bluff 
   Street 

 Junction 
 Place 
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Concept Plan Review Criteria for Planning Section 9-2-13(e)  
The following guidelines will be used to guide the Planning Board’s discussion regarding the proposal. It is 
anticipated that issues other than those listed in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review 
and comment process. The Planning Board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on a 
concept plan. 
 
 (1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, surrounding 

neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the site including, without 
limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes and prominent views to and from 
the site; 

 
 The 4.25 acre site is located on north side of Bluff Street, just east of 30th Street and south of Valmont Road within 

Boulder Junction and the Transit Village Area Plan and guidelines.  The site as shown in Figure 4, is comprised of 
three lots and has served as an industrial manufacturing and service use for several decades.  It is essentially flat, 
with a two percent cross slope from northwest to southeast.  There are a number of manmade berms and dirt trails 
on the site, used in recent years as a motocross course on the westernmost lot.  The site backs up to service 
commercial uses that front on Valmont Road, to the east and west are other service commercial uses.  Directly east 
is the S’PARK redevelopment site, reviewed as a Concept Plan in February 2014.  South across Bluff Street is the 
Steelyards development consisting of vertical mixed use buildings along 30th Street, townhomes directly across the 
street, and live-work units on the south side of the development.  The rear of the townhomes at Steelyards face 
Bluff Street as shown on the following page. There are several existing trees on the site, and as noted in the 
Landscape comments above, a tree survey will be required with any healthy mature trees incorporated into plan 
refinements. 

III. ANALYSIS 
 

 
Figure 4: Aerial of Site and Surroundings 
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Figures 5a and 5b: Views of 3085 Bluff from the streetscape along Bluff Street. 

a)  Above:  Looking East 
b)  Below:  Looking West 

 
Bluff Street 

 
3085 Bluff Street  

32nd Street 

 
3085 Bluff Street 

 
 
 
 

Bluff Street 

 
32nd Street 

 
Steelyards 

Steelyards Development 
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Bluff Street looking east 

 
Figures 6a and 6b Views of  3155 Bluff (above) and 3195 Bluff (below) from street 

Bluff Street looking east 
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 (2) Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely conformity of 
the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and other ordinances, goals, 
policies, and plans, including, without limitation, subcommunity and subarea plans;  
 
TVAP Land Use Designation.  The site is within the Transit Village Area Plan, shown in Figure 7, that is intended 
to be a more focused plan that provides guidance to implement the goals and policies within the BVCP.  As such, 
consistency with the goals, objectives, and guidelines of TVAP is recommended with some opportunities for 
modifications delineated herein prior to application for Site Review.   As noted on page 9 of TVAP, “at the outset of 
the Transit Village Area planning process, the City Council and Planning Board adopted the following vision to 
provide direction for the development of the plan.”  Among the vision statements applicable to the Concept Plan 
are those that follow: 
 

 A place that is not overly planned, with a “charming chaos” that exhibits a variety of building sizes, styles, and 
densities where not everything looks the same. 

 A place that emphasizes and provide for alternative energy, sustainability, walking, biking and possible car-free 
areas, e.g. “eco-village.” As shown below, the site is designated as HDR1 (High Density Residential 1) under TVAP. 

 
On page 16 of TVAP, High Density Residential – 1 is defined as follows:  “Urban townhomes and garden apartments 
with individual garages, surface parking lots, or underground parking.  Mainly two to three stories.”  Within the HDR-1, 
the intended density is 15-24 dwelling units per acre. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7:  Site Context within Transit Village Area Plan Land Use 
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Within TVAP, prototypes for the H-DR-1 Land Use were also illustrated as shown in Figure 8 below.  As can be seen by 
the massing diagrams provided by the applicant (Figures 9a through 9e), the proposed residential units address the 
prototypes illustrated for the H-DR-1 Land Use with the plan for market rate townhomes as well as the permanently 
affordable units configured as townhomes. The planned heights range from two to three stories.  The combination of 
these different types of units is important for the overall S’PARK redevelopment as it would help to address some of the 
concerns articulated by the Planning Board and staff during the S’PARK Concept Plan discussion about the need for a 
diversity of housing types and ensuring that the massing is not consistently 55 feet throughout the area.

 
Figures 8:  HDR1 Land Use Prototypes from TVAP 

 
Figures 9a through 9d of massing models from proposed Concept Plan 

 
9a  

 
9b 

 
9c 

 
9d 
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The TVAP area was divided into eight character districts, primarily based on future land use, and to provide more 
specific guidelines to promote plan goals related to urban design, public spaces and livability.  As noted in TVAP, “the 
guidelines will be considered in the Site Review process to ensure that new development will be compatible with the 
character established by this plan.”  The Concept Plan site is predominantly located within the district identified in TVAP 
as the “Steelyards District” as shown below in Figure 10, the Character Districts plan from page 19 of TVAP.   

Figure 10: Site Context within Transit Village Area Plan Character Districts 
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 The Steelyards District is described in TVAP as follows,  
 

“most of the Steelyards District was recently developed by the Steelyards project, a mixture of housing, shops 
and small-scale service businesses. The industrial uses on the north side of Bluff Street will transition to high-
density residential, such as urban townhouses. The southern part of the district is mixed-use industrial, one- to 
two-story live/work units.”   

 
Plan Goals and Objectives.  The following objective within TVAP is related directly to the desire to provide affordable 
housing in the plan area: 

“Support Diversity:  A variety of housing types at a range of market rate to affordable (including housing for very 
low, low, moderate and middle income households) to meet diverse needs (workforce housing, senior housing, 
family housing and housing for special populations such as those with disabilities.) 

TVAP Connections Plan.  The site must also provide connections consistent with the intent of the TVAP connections 
plan, shown in Figure 11 below for the area surrounding the site.  In keeping with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan (BVCP) and Transportation Master Plan (TMP), the Transportation Connections Plan was developed in 
conjunction with the proposed area land uses and to support the city’s sustainability goals. The Connections Plan is 
also designed to: support the area’s new regional rail and bus facilities; facilitate the Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program; and support the plan’s urban design goals. The objectives are to: 
 
•  Establish a fine-grained, multimodal network of transportation connections that will: 

-  establish a pedestrian-friendly environment; 
-  create safe and convenient access to transit; 
-  establish a rich variety of safe and convenient connections to all modes within the area and to major 

activity centers and the rest of the community, including Twenty Ninth Street, CU,  Downtown, nearby 
neighborhoods, and the employment and industrial area to the east; and 

-  support the changes in land use, increases in density, and urban character proposed by the area 
plan. 
 

•  Provide new roads on an approximate 400-foot grid.  
 

•  Provide pedestrian connections approximately every 200 feet to provide mid-block access for bicycle and 
pedestrian access while providing flexibility for property owners. 
 

•  Provide key alley connections that are shown on the Connections Plan, where they are required for 
access or to separate different land uses. Encourage additional alleys, particularly in locations with higher 
intensity land uses that anticipate buildings located up to the street. 
 

•  Locate connections to straddle property lines when possible to reduce the burden on individual property 
owners.  
 

•  While providing significant flexibility through the amendment process, show some connections on the 
map as flexible in order to emphasize that the intent is a complete and appropriately spaced connection, 
rather than a precise alignment. 
 

•  Provide new traffic signals on Pearl Parkway, 30th Street, and Valmont Road at 34th Street to facilitate 
transit and traffic movement and provide safe pedestrian crossings and connections to the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
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Figure 11: Site Context within Transit Village Area Plan Connections Plan 

As shown below in the connections plan there are several planned connections through the site that are numbered to 
reference descriptions of each connections, presented on page 55 of TVAP, and described below.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7) Local Connection: “this road will extend the existing 31st Street in Steelyards and is located on existing property boundaries.  
This connection is located about 250 feet east of 30th Street and will create the fine-grained street network that is friendly to 
pedestrians.   While this is a desirable long-term connection, existing uses and the Service Commercial land use designation 
retained on the parcels along Valmont will make this connection dependent on property consolidation and redevelopment. 
Retaining the Service Commercial land use designation limits the incentive for redevelopment and will make it more difficult to 
achieve this connection. Without significant redevelopment opportunities, it is likely that the city would need to pay for right-of-way 
(ROW), if it can be acquired at all. Given the likely long-term nature of this connection through the properties along Valmont Road, 
a near-term pedestrian connection (#8) is shown on the east side of the eastern property to provide pedestrian access through the 
currently impermeable block face along Valmont Road.” 
 
8) Pedestrian Connection:”this pedestrian connection will penetrate the current barrier of development along Valmont Road and 
allow pedestrian access from Valmont Road into the redevelopment of the area. While it is mapped on the property boundary, its 
location is flexible and would be more desirable closer to 30th Street. 
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9) Local Connection:  “This connection is shown as a local road, providing a break and buffer between the service commercial land 
uses on Valmont Road and the high-Density Residential-1 land to the south. The road is located on the property boundaries and 
had previously been identified as an alley, but was requested as a road by the major property owner to the south. 
 
10) Local Connection and Pedestrian Connection.  “Local road and pedestrian connection: This connection will provide access by 
penetrating the current barrier of development along Valmont Road and allow movement from Valmont Road into the redeveloped 
portion of the area. The connection also provides a break and buffer between the land uses of Service Commercial and High-
Density Residential-2. Both types of connections are shown, as the Service Commercial designation of properties along Valmont 
Road limits their redevelopment potential. So it is hoped that a pedestrian connection could be achieved in the near term without 
significant impact on the properties, and the road connection achieved if redevelopment does occur. The connection is about 450 
feet from the first pedestrian connection east of 30th Street and therefore is slightly past the upper limit of the desired length 
between pedestrian connections. While it is mapped on the property boundary, its location is flexible and would be more desirable 
closer to 30th Street.” 
 
12 )Local Connection:  “This connection is shown as an alley, providing parking and service access to the adjacent parcels. It is 
located on the property boundaries of two parcels and divides three parcels, but will provide the needed access to the very deep 
and oddly shaped properties along Bluff Street.” 
 
13 )Local Connection: “This local road breaks up the long block along Bluff Street and provides access to both the east-west alley 
and local road to the north.  It is located on property boundaries to minimize impacts on each property.” 
 

Refer to Key Issue 2 on page 17 for an analysis of the proposed connections.  

Zoning.  As shown in Figure 12 below, consistent with the HDR-1 land use designation under TVAP the site is zoned 
Residential High – 6 (RH-6).  The RH-6 zone district was developed to implement the HDR-1 land use designation in 
TVAP. The intent of the RH-6 is defined in the land use code section 9-5-2 (c)(1)(H) B.R.C. 1981 as follow, 

“(H) Residential - High 6: High density residential urban areas that are predominately townhouses in close proximity 
to either a primary destination or a transit center and where complementary uses may be allowed.” 
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 (3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review;  
 
Following Concept Plan review, the applicant will be required to submit for a Site Review given the request for a 
modification to setback standards. For a project to be found consistent with the Site Review criteria, 
consistency with the TVAP guidelines is required.  A preliminary analysis of this consistency is provided below. 

(4)  Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior to, 
concurrent with, or subsequent to site review approval;  
 
The applicant will be required to submit for a Preliminary Plat concurrent with Site Review, to dedicate the 
roadways as shown on the Concept Plan as well as lot line eliminations between properties. Similarly, all 
required Inclusionary Housing documents including the Determination of Inclusionary Housing Compliance 
form, covenants to secure permanent affordability of the units, and an Off-site Agreement must be signed and 
recorded prior to application for any residential building permit. Any applicable cash-in-lieu contribution must be 
made prior to receipt of a residential building permit.  On or off-site permanently affordable units must be 
marketed and constructed concurrently with the market-rate units. 

(5)  Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without limitation, 
access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation system capacity 
problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible trail links, and the 
possible need for a traffic or transportation study;  
 
The applicant illustrates roadway connections that are not yet consistent with the intent of the TVAP 
connections plan. Refer to Access and Circulation comments above.  

(6)  Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of 
wetlands, important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors, 
endangered and protected species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of the site 
and at what point in the process the information will be necessary;  
 
There are no known special status plant or animal species located on the site.  The site has been developed 
with the office building and parking lot for approximately 30 years and is denuded of most vegetation except for 
some landscaping in the front of the building, and several mature trees in the front and side yard setbacks.  
Otherwise, the site primarily contains weedy plant species.  

(7)  Appropriate ranges of land uses;  

While the site is designated within TVAP for High Density Residential – 1 (HDR-1) and predominately 
townhome units, the proposed project meets other objectives for TVAP by the provision of affordable housing.   

 
(8)  The appropriateness of or necessity for housing.  

As noted, TVAP anticipated this site for residential, predominately townhome configuration. The proposed 45 
units of permanent affordable townhomes supports the overall Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies for 
provision of affordable housing within the city. Those policies include:   

 
7.01 Local Solutions to Affordable Housing 
The city and county will employ local regulations, policies, and programs to meet the housing 
needs of their low and moderate income households and workforce. Appropriate federal, state and 
local programs and resources will be used locally and in collaboration with other jurisdictions. 
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Key Issue 1:  Does the Concept Plan preliminarily meet the Vision of TVAP along with the General Design 
Guidelines? 

 
 
 

The city recognizes that affordable housing provides a significant community benefit and will continually 
monitor and evaluate its policies, programs and regulations to further the city’s affordable housing 
goals. 
 
7.02 Permanently Affordable Housing 
The city will increase the proportion of permanently affordable housing units to an overall goal of 
at least ten percent of the total existing housing stock through regulations, financial subsidies and 
other means. City resources will also be directed toward maintaining existing permanently 
affordable housing units and securing replacements for lost low and very low income units. 

 
The TVAP- HDR1 (high density residential – 1) land use, as defined on page 16 of TVAP is as follows, 
 

 “Urban townhomes and garden apartments with individual garages, surface parking lots, or underground 
parking. Mainly two to three stories.”   

 
Similarly, the intent of the RH-6 zoning designation is stated in the Land Use Code section 9-5-2, B.R.C. 1981 as,  
 

 “High density residential urban areas that are predominately townhouses in close proximity to either a primary 
destination or a transit center and where complementary uses may be allowed.” 

 
Townhouse is further defined in section 9-16-1, B.R.C. 1981 as follows: 

 
 “Townhouse means an attached single family dwelling unit located or capable of being located on its own lot, and 
is separated from adjoining dwelling units by a wall extending from the foundation through the roof which is 
structurally independent of the corresponding wall of the adjoining unit.” 

 
The applicant’s written statement indicates that all of the 77 planned units will be either for-sale, rental, or permanently 
affordable rental townhomes. 

In an initial consistency review of the plan with TVAP, the project appears consistent with the TVAP vision and 
guidelines.   As noted on page 9 of TVAP, “at the outset of the Transit Village Area planning process, the City Council 
and Planning Board adopted the following vision to provide direction for the development of the plan. Among the vision 
statements applicable to the Concept Plan are those that follow:  

A place that is not overly planned, with a “charming chaos” that exhibits a variety of building sizes, styles, and 
densities where not everything looks the same.”  A place that emphasizes and provide for alternative energy, 
sustainability, walking, biking and possible car-free areas, e.g. “eco-village.” 
 

Below is an assembly of images 
from the surroundings and the 
approved projects is presented 
below, in Figure 13, to illustrate the 
variation throughout Boulder 
Junction. The Concept Plan 
sketches illustrate buildings that 
appear to be in keeping with the 
variety expected. Figure 13:  Variation in character anticipated in TVAP 
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General Guidelines.  The TVAP also contains General Guidelines for all character districts.  Following is a brief 
consistency analysis of the Concept Plan to the guidelines. 
 
Building Placement and Design 
 
•  Orient the main facade to the street and provide an entrance on the street side of the building. 

 
The Concept Plan (Figure14 below) illustrates street-facing entrances on all of the public streets: Bluff Street, the 
future 32nd Street, and the extension of Junction Place. The applicant also provided massing diagrams and 
precedent images that indicate the intent for “walkable design” with street facing entrances.   

 

 Design buildings with pedestrian-scale materials and architectural articulation, particularly on the first 
floor.  Avoid large blank walls.  Along streets and sidewalks provide pedestrian interest, including 
transparent windows and well-defined building entrances. 
 
While the exhibits provided don’t illustrate this level of detail,, precedent images illustrate an intent to meet this 
guideline. There are well-defined building entrances and there are no large blank walls that are evident in the 
exhibits, albeit massing diagrams at this stage of review.  The success of how well this guideline is ultimately met in 
Site Review will depend upon the final design of the entrances as well as the types of finish materials. As noted 
above, the Site Review criteria  requires that projects utilize “authentic materials and detailing” that will augment the 
pedestrian experience of the buildings.   

 

Figure 14: Concept Plan layout with street facing entrances 
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Figure 15:  “Keyhole” View through Steelyards Development from 3085 Bluff St. Site 

 

 Consider opportunities to frame or preserve views of the Flatirons to the southwest.  
 

The Concept Plan utilizes an interior open space corridor from east to west. The configuration of open area to building 
may provide an opportunity for units toward the back of the site to access views. Also, as is shown in Figure 15, below, 
there are existing “keyhole” views from the subject site along Bluff Street of the Flatirons because of the roadway to 
building and parking configurations on the Steelyards development. Inherent in any developed environment in Boulder 
is the loss of views as well as the framing of view of the Flatirons, as can be seen with even two story development. 
However, with the planned open spaces in the development, opportunities for view are possible.   As project plans 
progress, potential viewshed capture should be explored further using modeling and placement of windows.  
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Useable Open Space 
•  Incorporate well-designed, functional open spaces with tree, quality landscaping and art, access to 

sunlight and places to sit comfortably. Where public parks or open spaces are not within close proximity, 
provide shared open spaces for a variety of activities. Where close to parks, open spaces provided by 
development may be smaller. 

 
The RH-6 zoning requires 600 square feet of open space per dwelling unit.  There is approximately 51,892 square feet 
of open space illustrated preliminarily with approximately 77 units illustrated for a total of 674 square feet of open space 
per unit. While the open space appears to tally greater than the requirement, as project plans progress, the plans will 
need to detail elements described in this guideline as well as within the requirements of 9-9-11, B.R.C. 1981, “Useable 
Open Space.”     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 16:  Open Space Diagram 
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Permeability 
•  While the improved street network will provide more frequent pedestrian connections, also provide multiple 

opportunities to walk from the street into projects, thus presenting a street face that is permeable. Also 
provide opportunities to walk within the interior between abutting properties. This is especially important 
where street blocks are large, for example in the Wilderness Place District. 

 
With the need to establish the connections consistent with the intent of the connections plan, there appears to be 
notable permeability throughout the concept plan layout. 
 
Energy Efficiency Goals within TVAP.  The intent statement in TVAP is the following:  A place that emphasizes and 
provides for alternative energy, sustainability, walking, biking and possible car-free areas, e.g. “eco-village.”   Among 
the plan goals and objectives are those that emphasize use of energy efficiency in architecture, site planning and urban 
design: 

 
4. Connect to the natural and built environment: 
Create a place that reflects Boulder’s commitment to environmental sustainability and “green” development is 
integrated with the natural features in the area and connects to the larger city fabric, including: 

 
a. Innovative “green” energy efficient site planning, architecture and urban design. 
 

The applicant submitted a preliminary “Sustainability Report” on page 20 of the submittal that describes conceptually, 
the proposed sustainable design techniques.  As project plans progress, the expectation will be that greater information 
on specific techniques to meet this TVAP goal as well as the Site Review criteria for energy efficiency will be provided.  
The overall goal, as expressed in the Sustainability report is, “the incorporation of green building with smart growth 
principals mixed land uses, walkability and access to transit.”  Because specific details on how to achieve green building 
techniques are often associated with a more detailed design stage, conceptually, the application would meet the intent 
of the TVAP energy efficiency goals.  
 

 
The TVAP connections plan was established with rationale for each connection to create connectivity, and there is an 
assumed level of interpretation within the connections plan. As noted on page 59 of TVAP, Appendix 3, Connections 
Explanation and Rationale, 
 

“The purpose of this appendix is to provide a detailed explanation and rationale for each connection on the 
Transportation Connections Plan. It will be used to help interpret the Connections Plan for capital improvement 
planning and review of individual development review applications.” 

 
Staff finds the proposed modifications to meet the intent of TVAP. Given the goals of connectivity and specific intent for 
each connection, Staff reviewed an earlier iteration of the proposed connections with the applicant and recommended 
revisions to be more in keeping with the original intent of each connection.  The applicant revised their plan accordingly 
and staff finds the proposed requests to change the connections plan to meet the intent of the connections plan.   
 
The proposed modifications to the TVAP connections plan are illustrated in a comparison in Figures 17a and 17b with 
the connections plan and the proposed connections respectively. For the proposed project, and the streets intended to 
be dedicated per the Connections Plan (numbers 7, 9, 10, 12, and 13), the applicant is proposing the following: 
 

 

Key Issue 2:  Do the proposed modifications to the TVAP Connections Plan meet the intent of TVAP? 
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Proposed Changes to the Connections Plan: 
 

 Consolidate 7 and 13 local connections 

 Relocate 9 slightly south with a new addition of an alley to serve Valmont Properties  

 Junction Place and 10 are partially consolidated  

 Keep 12 as a connection through the site 
.   
Staff notes that the elimination of 7 appears acceptable given the goal to have two points of vehicular access to 
Valmont Road.  Connection 13 and 10 will achieve the two points of access as proposed. On page 59 of TVAP, with 
regard to connection 7 it states,  
 

“While this (#7 connection) is a desirable long-term connection, existing uses and the Service Commercial land 
use designation retained on the parcels along Valmont will make this connection dependent on property 
consolidation and redevelopment. Retaining the Service Commercial land use designation limits the incentive 
for redevelopment and will make it more difficult to achieve this connection. Without significant redevelopment 
opportunities, it is likely that the city would need to pay for right-of-way (ROW), if it can be acquired at all. Given 
the likely long-term nature of this connection through the properties along Valmont Road, a near-term 
pedestrian connection (#8) is shown on the east side of the eastern property to provide pedestrian access 
through the currently impermeable block face along Valmont Road.” 

 
As shown in the comparison of existing Connections Plan to proposed in Figures 17a and 17b, the applicant is intending 
to combine the roadway access (yellow dashed line), bike route (blue dashed line) and the pedestrian connection 
(purple dashed line) to achieve the intent of connections 7, 8 and 13 and understanding that there are adjacent 
properties to the north not yet likely to redevelop in the near future. The partial consolidation of 10 and Junction Place is 
really just the alignment of Junction Place orthogonally through the site, until the intersection with local connection 9.  At 
that point, Junction Place is intended to move through the S’PARK development to the east and ultimately turn north to 
connect to Valmont Avenue at 34th Street. Figures 18a and 18b illustrate a broader context of the proposed changes.                               
 
 Modifications to TVAP require Planning Board approval and, if connections are consolidated or eliminated, City Council 
approval as well.  As project plans progress, a traffic study will be required to help confirm that the modifications plan 
need to also meet the land use code standards, the Site Review criteria and Design and Construction Standard

Figure 17a: Connections Plan through Site Figure 17b: Proposed Connections through Site 
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Figure 18a: Existing TVAP Connections Plan: Northern Half 

Figure 18b: Proposed TVAP Connections Plan: Northern Half 
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Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 feet of the 
subject site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of Section 9-4-10(g), B.R.C. 
1981 have been met.   Staff received two phone calls from individuals inquiring about the project, but who didn’t express 
particular concerns but asked to be notified for the public hearing.  

 
 
 

No action is required by Planning Board.  Planning Board, Public and staff comments will be documented for 
use by the applicant.  Concept Plan review and comment is intended to give the applicant preliminary feedback on the 
development concepts, and direction for site review applications. 
 

 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A:  Applicant’s Submittal Materials 

VI.  PLANNING BOARD ACTION: 

V.  PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND COMMENT 
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!!!!
MEMORANDUM!!
To:! Charles Ferro – CITY OF BOULDER!                           
! Sam Assefa – CITY OF BOULDER!                                
! Elaine McLaughlin – CITY OF BOULDER!                                
! Edward Stafford – CITY OF BOULDER!                                
! David Thompson – CITY OF BOULDER!                                
! Elizabeth Lokocz – CITY OF BOULDER!                                
From:! Adrian Sopher - SOPHER ARCHITECTS!                      
Project:! SPARK_west – 3085 & 3195 Bluff Street!                    
Date:! 7 July 2014!                       !
Re:  SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW SUBMITTAL – Description of Planning 
and Design Considerations in development of submittal.!

!
As background for review of the Concept Plan submittal package and as follow-up from the meeting we had in our 
office in early May, I thought it might generally be useful for staff to have a description of the process we went 
through in the development of the package submitted.  Below is an outlined attempt to do so…!!!
GENERAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
General Design Intent 
To design an integrated, village-like set of neighborhoods that linked together the varying communities that might 
share the overall SPARK landscape, all oriented towards the shared streets and commonly linked open spaces, 
while maintaining a high-level design quality and character for each neighborhood.!!
Planning Criteria And Organization Of Overall Site 
Generally, we had three sites to work with in the RH-6 zone; from west to east, 3085, 3155, & 3195 Bluff Streets.  
Our goal was to organize a circulation and land use pattern for these parcels, based on the following 
considerations:!
• STREET LAYOUT!

- Develop an alignment of streets and private drives that incorporates the intent of TVAP for a fine-grained and 
walkable network, while adjusting it to configure more appropriately to the changes arising out of the SPARK 
Concept Review.!

- Accept the alignment of Junction Place in the already established north/south location as discussed and 
supported by Planning Board at the SPARK Concept Review hearing. !

- Extend Meredith and the East/West alley westward along the north property line, accepting the the alignments 
established thru SPARK at CPR.!

- Develop an alignment for 32nd Street to work reasonably well to connect with Steelyards – especially for 
pedestrians and bikes, but without implying a thru connection for autos.!
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- Develop a method of traffic calming along Meredith and 32nd Streets that does not encourage auto thru-traffic 
in the townhouse zone, except via Junction Place and Bluff Streets.!

• OPEN SPACE !
- Establish a set of open spaces that serve each of the three sites appropriately in terms of the populations that 

are being served.!
- Link them to one another so that the various housing community sites become connected as a single 

integrated neighborhood by way of green spaces, as well as streets.!
• BUILDING CONFIGURATION & PARKING – !

- Orient all buildings either directly to the public street layout or towards a shared open space.!
- Orient as many front porches as possible along the public street faces and where not possible, along the 

shared common open space.!
- Bring the porches close to the street themselves, but provide a grade separated landscape buffer that still 

allows for human interaction while maintaining a degree of privacy and ownership for the residents.!
- Have no cars parked on-site visible from the public streets (other than on-street short-term parking).!
- Maximize the amount of family oriented 2 & 3-bedroom affordable housing units as a stand-alone project west 

of Junction Place, with a minimum of 45 units (3155 Bluff Street). !
- Leave as much space as possible for a market rate townhouse project to the west, with the intent of 

developing 24 units at ±1500 gsf each (3085 Bluff Street).!
- Incorporate whatever number of remaining units allowable – per the Net Site Area method of calculation – 

into the SPARK market rate rental residential project that sits east of the MU-4 boundary. These units would 
be designed as rental townhouses and flats, and would be located east of Junction Place and west of the zone 
boundary line (3195 Bluff Street).!!

A WORD ON THE NET VS. GROSS ORDINANCE 
…And Its Effect On This Project 
The ordinance reviewed by Planning Board and about to go to Council, significantly affects the overall unit count 
in the RH-6 zone.  We have worked closely with staff to determine ways to minimize the impact of the adopted 
Connections Plan on this and the larger SPARK property, however the net vs gross site area method has the 
biggest impact on this portion of the project, while it takes no consideration for the amounts of open space 
provided in the larger SPARK context.!!
According to the method for determining allowable numbers of units, there are two calculations that limit the 
amount of units buildable on site.  Both are affected by the net vs gross issue: !
• Site Area: total site area in the RH-6 zone (185,000 sf), dedicated rights-of-way per the connections shown, 

remove over 41,200 sf from the three combined sites overall (22%).  At 1800 sf required per unit…!
- Net area yield:  79 units!
- Gross area yield:  102 units!

• Open Space: currently shown as ±51,000 sf across the zone, incorporating all the areas needed for water 
quality.  We may be able to increase this by adding all of the private open space (±8000 sf), but have not 
included this, as we may still lose some open space to miscellaneous hardscape areas. At 600 sf required per 
unit…!
- Net area yield:  we are limiting our unit count to 77 units on this basis, until we have a more defined project.!
- Gross area yield (including 70% of row towards OS calculation):  additional 49 units allowed.!!

…And How It Affected Our Approach To Planning The Site 
We have approached the planning of SPARK_west by establishing our priorities as follows…!
• First, do a viable Affordable Housing Project – This is not the first time that this team has put forward an 

affordable housing project on this site…  !
- Over a year ago, Planning Board reviewed and favorably responded to a Concept Plan submittal for 3085 

Bluff.  The project at that time was a planned as 41 permanently affordable units, of which over 90% were 
flats, with a few townhouses.  Colorado Housing and Finance Authority (our then hoped-for funding source) 
reviewed the project favorably, however they expressed extreme displeasure over the amount of infrastructure 
required by the city, for which all of the costs were to be born by the project itself.  !

- Subsequent to that, the city found funds to support the project infrastructure cost, and we redesigned the 
project with a smaller building footprint to allow for a future phase, whereby additional density may later be 
added should the governing planning ordinance change.  Before we could re-submit the Concept Plan, we 
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began working on SPARK and our approach to the larger site made us reconsider how we might configure the 
affordable component in that context.!

- In the process, we have learned that without sufficient density to defray the costs associated with building in 
Boulder, whether due to land cost, infrastructure requirements, or direct land use code limitations on density, 
the viability of affordable housing projects – from the perspective of potential funding sources – is in jeopardy.  !

- Consequently, we have taken the approach that if we want to do an affordable housing component for SPARK, 
given the density limitations we have in the RH-6 zone, we first have to allocate an appropriately viable 
number of units to the affordable component, even before the market rate unit numbers are met.!

- To that end, we targeted a minimum number of units for the affordable component, and then tried to fit – from 
an allowable unit perspective – everything else around it.  With the approval of the net vs gross ordinance in 
the future, it would then support the viability of the market rate RH-6 sites.  !

• Second, leave room for a viable Market Rate Townhouse project to the west of it, separated by 32nd Street – 
This meant that the location of the street separating the two projects had to be located in such a manner that 
allowed for a viable site plan for both building types.  !

• Third, apply whatever units remaining (per the Land Use Code Net Area calculation method) to 3195 Bluff – This 
meant that the area east of Junction Place west of the MU-4 zone line, would take the remainder number of 
units.  However if we look at it as a stand-alone site…  !
- 50,400 gsf – area prior to ROW dedications.!
- 23,302 gsf – 46% of the individual site area goes to ROW dedication (does not include the alley private drive 

at north side of site).!
- 27,008 gsf – net site area for 3195 Bluff.!
- 15 units net or 28 units gross – number of units allowable as a stand-alone site.!
- However on the basis of the Net Area method of calculation across the entire RH-6 zone, this left us a total of 

8 units, to be spread across the north and south sides of Meredith Street and facing southward on Bluff Street.  !
- This leaves us with a high density zone at a density of 7 units per acre on a 1.1 acre site in the Transit 

Village, clearly not in keeping with the intent of the zone.!
- However even under the residual calculation for the RH-6 as a whole, a total of 102 units would be allowed in 

the zone, where 77 units are currently shown.!!
Please note that if the net vs gross ordinance is approved by council, it would be our intent to pursue a total of 
approximately 24 units which meet the requirements of the RH-6 zone, on the 3195 site at the time of Site Plan 
Review, bringing our total to ±93 units in the RH-6 zone.!!
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE INDIVIDUAL SITES 
3195 Bluff – Market Rate Rental Townhouses & Flats (At Corners)  

- Revise the RH-6 portion of SPARK to meet the requirements of the RH-6 zone, without requesting rezoning to 
allow for flats alone (as was requested of the board previously).  in so doing, no rezoning of that site would be 
required.  !

- Note:  Units on this portion of the RH-6 zone will be incorporated into the SPARK Site Plan Review submittal 
subsequent to the SPARK_west Concept Plan Review.!

- Establish a Common Green which fronts onto the private indoor and outdoor recreation area for SPARK, but 
orients westward towards and links directly to the open space for adjacent affordable housing project.!

- Establish a footprint for the units in this zone, which would nominally remain the same whether or not the net 
vs gross ordinance is approved by Council.!!

• 3155 Bluff – Permanently Affordable Rental Townhouses & Flats (At Corners) 
• Develop a method for calming the street traffic thru the site… !

- Maintaining the street pattern generally established by Meredith and the northern alley.!
- Establish a location for 32nd Street north of Bluff that can work as an offset alignment from the sector south of 

Bluff in Steelyards.!
- Note:  One-way orientation and narrow ROW of these streets help to accomplish this.  And because of one-

way alignment with a right-out from 32nd, the minimum offset from the southern leg of 32nd Street is 
supportable.!

-  In the central block, develop an internal loop road for vehicular access to the rear of the units, and leave 
sufficient space in the middle of the site for a shared Common Open Space that links to the Green east of 
Junction Place on 3195 Bluff.!

pages �  of �3 43085/3155 BLUFF CPR mem 140707
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- As much possible, group the locations where autos are parked on the internal loop road.  This would create 
zones that do not require the full 24’ backup for cars, and can therefore allow for intensified planting areas in 
key spots along the roadway.!

• Along the main block fronts…!
- Orient street front townhouse units towards the streets, raise 1.5’ above the sidewalks to maintain separation.!
- Associate wherever possible, a single tuck-under parking space to the rear of the structure.!
- Orient all main Living Room areas towards the front porch and street, and all Kitchens towards the internal 

drive, thereby keeping as many eyes as possible on the back-side of the block.!
• In the Central Greenspace area…!

- Provide a 900-1000 gsf Common House fronting onto that Green, with facilities for laundry and small child 
play area.!

- Orient porch front townhouse units towards the green.!
- Orient all main Living Room areas towards the front porch and green, and all Kitchens towards the internal 

drive, thereby keeping as many eyes as possible on the back-side of the block, as well as on the front.!
- Provide other common facilities, including guest and overflow bike parking, additional long-term storage, and 

handicap van parking space.!
- Associate wherever possible, a single tuck-under parking space to the rear of the structure, and shared 

parking at the internal corner.!
- Locate all bedrooms on the 2nd floor.!

• Site Corners…Use the corners of the block for flats (as allowed by the LUC), to turn the corner and maintain a 
sense of neighborhood for the block as whole.!
- Corner buildings would have their stair towers placed at the inside corner of structure, thereby allocating the 

dead corner mass for a use that has no impact on habitable space.!
- Place handicap accessible Type A & B units at the ground level flats, and associate the handicap parking 

spaces with the entry aisle for access into the structure.!
- Provide tuck-under parking at either side of the corner towers, effectively using the internal drive side of the 

ground level.!
- Wrap the street side of the corner structure with a single unit in each direction.  Smaller units on the ground 

level, and larger units above, where the autos are no longer limiting the footprint available.!
- Orient all main Living Room areas and all Kitchens towards the street, thereby keeping as many eyes as 

possible on the public realm.!!
• 3085 Bluff – Market Rate Townhouses 
• Develop an internal site drive pattern which would…!

- Align auto entry to the site to correspond with the extension of Meredith in the east/west direction, and 31st 
Street in the north/south direction.!

- Connect the pedestrian east/west link to 3155 and 3195, terminating the greenspace at a shared open space 
for this site.!

- Minimize the amount of dead-end length of drives to what would would be acceptable for fire protection 
service.  Provide the ability for truck turnaround at the location of the east/west greenspace link to 3155 & 
3195.!

- Provide attached parking garages wherever possible (limited to the larger footprint units), and shared 
detached parking garages in locations where attached parking would undermine the viability for private open 
space (for the smaller units).!

- In the central zone, provide rooftop gardens above the shared garage structures.!
• For the units…!

- Orient all main Living Room areas towards the front porch and street and publicly accessible greenspace, 
thereby keeping as many eyes as possible on the public areas.!

- Orient all Dining areas towards the rear semi-private garden areas and back patios, thereby connecting these 
areas with outdoor dining and more private ground floor outdoor space.!

- Locate all bedrooms on the 2nd floor.!
- Provide a flexible use 3rd Floor space (possible family space, home office, studio), in lieu of basements.!
- Orient all 3rd Floor outdoor deck areas towards the southern or western mountain views, as orientation allows.!!

cc! Karl Guiler – CITY OF BOULDER!
! Scott Holton – ELEMENT PROPERTIES
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SPARK: a modern urban village with active greenspaces and cutting-edge
sustainability for people to live, work, eat, and play — a true mixed use and
transit-oriented place for Boulder Junction.  A place for the crafters, the
makers, and the innovators.  

SPARK_west: SPARK's residential neighborhood designed to connect people
with a sense of place as much as each other.  

•
 Innovative Mixed Income
•
 Inclusive Open Spaces
•
 Inspiring Walkable Design
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6
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Transit Village Area Plan

September 2007
Revised August 2010

Transit Village Area Plan

September 2007
Revised August 2010

Boulder Junction - SPARK_west Townhomes and A!ordable Housing

3085 Blu! Street
This Site will be developed to include (24) 3-Bedroom Condominium units with (1) garage per unit

3155 Blu! Street
This site will be developed to include (45) a!ordable housing units comprised of 2 and 3-bedroom condominium
units and "ats with (1) covered parking space per unit

Boulder Junction

The Boulder Junction Plan (formerly known as the Transit Village Area Plan, or TVAP) was the
result of a robust community process that was adopted by the City Council in September 2007
and subsequently updated in August 2010. The plan sought to encourage the creation of a new,
transit-oriented place in Boulder to support diverse uses and a new regional transit center to
better serve the greater community.

1. 
 Create a well-used and well loved pedestrian oriented place.
2. 
 Support diversity
3. 
 Enhance economic vitality
4. 
 Connect to the natural and built environment
5. 
 Maximize the community bene#t of the transit investment
6.
 Create a plan that will adapt to be resilient for Boulder's long term future

5
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3155 BLUFF STREET
PARCEL #0015793

COUNTY APN: 146329101010
FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  LOT 10 WALKERS & S 1/2 VACATED STREET

AREA:  51,000 SF
ZONING:  RH-6

BUILT: 1978

3085 BLUFF STREET
PARCEL #0510153

COUNTY APN: 146329119004
FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  LOT 1 KBOL MINOR SUBDIVISION PER REC 2727584 BCR

AREA:  83,600 SF
ZONING:  RH-6

BUILT: 1981

3195 BLUFF STREET
PARCEL #0015821

COUNTY APN: 146329101009
FULL LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  LOT 9 & VAC ORTION OF MEREDITH STREET ABUTTING LOT VAC

IS RECORDED BOOK 87 1 PAGE 390 WALKERS
AREA:  50,400 SF

ZONING:  RH-6
BUILT: 1964

3085 BLUFF 3155 BLUFF 3195 BLUFF

6

N
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Existing Conditions
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Context: Proposed Height Context: Proposed Use
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Adopted Proposed Local Street to be deleted
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Proposed Meredith Street relocated from adopted Connections Plan

Proposed 32nd Street relocated from adopted Connections Plan
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Adopted Zoning & Connections
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MEREDITH STREET
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3195 BLUFF3085 BLUFF 3155 BLUFF

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

OPEN SPACE

PERVIOUS PAVED PRIVATE DRIVE

0 1/2'' 1'' 2''

PROVIDED OPEN SPACE AREAS
AREA BREAKDOWN
SITE 3085:
 28,128 SF
SITE 3155:
 10,990 SF
SITE 3195:
 13,874 SF

 TOTAL:
 52,992 SF

REQUIRED OPEN SPACE AREA

SITE 3085:
 24 UNITS x 600 SF = 
 14,400 SF
SITE 3155:
 45 UNITS x 600 SF = 
27,000 SF
SITE 3195:
   4 UNITS x 600 SF = 
   2,400 SF

 TOTAL REQUIRED = 
43,800 SF

30' 60'

11

N

Open Space Distribution
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3085 BLUFF 3155 BLUFF 3195 BLUFF PUBLIC STREET RIGHT OF WAY

PRIVATE DRIVE RIGHT OF WAY

3195 BLUFF STREET

3155 BLUFF STREET

3085 BLUFF STREET

3085 PROPERTY TO BE RE-ALLOCATED TO 3155
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EXISTING
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Proposed Re-Plat
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GREEN ROOF OVER GARAGES
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•
 (24) 3-STORY TOWNHOMES
•
 (1) CAR GARAGE PER UNIT
•
 PERVIOUS PAVED PRIVATE DRIVES
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•
 (16) 2-BEDROOM TOWNHOMES
•
 (5) 3-BEDROOM TOWNHOMES
•
 (8) 2-BEDROOM FLATS
•
 (16) 3-BEDROOM FLATS
•
 (45) OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES

•
 (8) TOWNHOMES

 (TO BE DEVELOPED AS PART OF S*PARK PROPER)
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Site Plan

N

Permeable Pavers & Rain Gardens

Lush Streetside Plantings with Elevated Porches

Native, Sustainable Plantings & Lawns

Community Center Gathering Space

Urban Park for Play
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 PARCEL 
GROSS AREA 

(S.F.) 
 GROSS AREA 

IN ACRES 
 PUBLIC ROW 

AREA (S.F.) 
 NET AREA 

(S.F.) 

 ALLOWABLE 
UNIT DENSITY 

(@1800 
S.F./UNIT) 

 PROPOSED 
UNITS 

 PROPOSED 
AREA/ 

DWELLING 
UNIT 

81,196               1.864                17,701                63,495             35 24 1,758                 
49,681              1.141                  8,575                41,106               23 45 999                   
49,671              1.140                 23,412              26,259             15 tbd

180,548            4.145                49,688             130,860            73 69+ * 1,378                 
*TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS TO BE PROPOSED FOR 3195 WILL BE DEPENDENT ON RULING FOR NET-TO-GROSS ISSUE

3085 BLUFF STREET
3155 BLUFF STREET

SITE PARCELS

3195 BLUFF STREET

TOTALS

S*PARK west – PROPERTY BUILDING AREAS

14

Building Areas
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Innovative Mixed Income Inclusive Open Spaces Inspiring Walkable Design
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Conceptual Views

View of 3155 site, looking west along Meredith

View of 3155 site, southwest along Junction PlaceBirdseye view of site

View of 3155 site at northeast corner of Blu! and 32nd
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Conceptual Views

View of 3085 Site along 32ndView of 3085 site along Blu! St
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SPARK_west will ensure that SPARK is a more complete and inclusive place and
ful!lls our community’s vision for Boulder Junction and the Transit Village Area
Plan (TVAP).  SPARK_west resides within SPARK but in a smaller neighborhood
area along Blu" Street that is within an area reserved for townhome style units
which will serve to promote economic diversity, establish neighborhood
stakeholders, and leverage the virtues of a compact development pattern.

SPARK_west will play an important role in building an inclusive and enduring
community in SPARK and Boulder Junction, enhancing and contributing to the
overall SPARK goals of:

Vibrant & Fun
A curated eclectic mix of uses, tenants, and residents; featuring local artisan
providers and partners; intense-enough for serendipity, collaborations, and new
connections; a focus on local culinary and craft.

Modern & Sustainable
Inspiring design and a mix of public and private spaces and places; repurposing
and recycling of legacy materials from the former lumberyard and past industry;
LEED-ND Platinum and world-class holistic sustainability.

Urban & Connected
Immediate access to the RTD Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) station for regional and
local connectivity, the Goose Creek Multi-Use path, and local bike and
pedestrian destinations; possible future location of RTD commuter rail; access
to shopping, services, employment, and education; a venue for exchange of
interests and ideas.

PROJECT COMPONENTS

45 A"ordable ‘For-Rent’ Residences
An integral part of SPARK_west, located in the heart of SPARK, will be a new, 100%
permanently a"ordable residential community comprised of 45 for-rent townhomes
and #ats in partnership and with the support of funding from the City of Boulder
Housing Division and tentatively from the Colorado Division of Housing (CDOH) under
a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding allocation from HUD — a
laudable example of successful public private partnership.

Notably, the property is located in a Severely Distressed Census Tract – an indication
of this neighborhood’s 23.5% poverty rate.  SPARK_west will be an incredible
opportunity for Boulder to provide a"ordable — and market rate — residents with
access to our community’s existing and planned infrastructure investments. Residents
of the income-restricted housing will also bene!t from a partnership with the SPARK
development for employment opportunities in the planned commercial uses. This
opportunity to provide mixed-income housing with resident services is a fundamental
portion of the triple bottom line performance metrics that will determine the project’s
success.

19

SPARK: a modern urban village with active greenspaces and cutting-edge sustainability for people to live, work, eat,
and play — a true mixed use and transit-oriented place for Boulder Junction.  A place for the crafters, the makers, and
the innovators.  

SPARK_west: SPARK's residential neighborhood designed to connect people with a sense of place and each other.  


 
 Innovative Mixed Income

 
 Inclusive Open Spaces

 
 Inspiring Walkable Design

TRANSIT VILLAGE AREA PLAN (TVAP)

TVAP Vision for Housing
“A lively and engaging place with…housing that serves a diversity of ages,
incomes, and ethnicities…To meet diverse needs and incomes the plan
provides for a variety of housing types from urban townhomes to stacked
#ats to live/work units. Prices will range from a"ordable to high-end market
rate…improve the balance of jobs and housing.”

Response:  SPARK_west is comprised of the city’s only three
properties that are a designated land use of HDR1 (High Density
Residential) and zoned RH-6 which is reserved for primarily
townhome style units and corner #ats. While workforce housing is
important (and will play an important role in SPARK), an often-
overlooked component of the in-commuting population are
employees representing families (approximately 40% of all the in-
commuters). SPARK_west’s mixed income o"ering serves to help
Boulder Junction address these important community goals with 45
a"ordable ‘for rent’ residences and 24 market-rate ‘for sale’
residences.

TVAP Vision for a Pedestrian-Oriented Place
“Engaging, convenient and safe pedestrian and bike connections to
surrounding
neighborhoods…active, walkable streets in a !ne-grain grid pattern in the
hub area…and connections from the larger area to adjacent areas…”

Response:  The project components, particularly the interpretations
of the Transportation Master Plan (TMP), respond to the vision
statement of TVAP to create a safe place for inhabitants with tra%c
calming interventions such as raised pavement at crossings, color
di"erentiation, a one-way patterned access drive, and strategic road
narrowing — many aspects borrowed from the adjacent Steelyards
project and all at this time viewed favorably by the City of Boulder
Fire Marshall. Boulder Junction is a logical location for families with
alt modes of transit connectivity for safe active transit — walking,
biking, and public transportation.

TVAP Vision for Sustainability
“Create a place that re#ects Boulder’s commitment to environmental
sustainability and “green” development that is integrated with natural
features…innovative energy e%cient site planning…overall stormwater
management…connections to existing to natural amenities such as Goose
Creek.”

Response: SPARK_west responds to these important criteria using
the US Green Building Council LEED for Neighborhood Development
(ND) program as a template and expects to achieve a Platinum
status, which would make SPARK the !rst to achieve such in
Colorado and the second in the U.S. Indeed, SPARK’s approach to
sustainability is not limited to building energy envelope performance,
but community-wide accessibility, diversity, and healthy living.
Further, the SPARK development team has been working closely with
City of Boulder planning sta" to explore SPARK as a pilot program
for an “Eco-District” – a model for neighborhood-scale sustainability
e"orts that requires a collaborative private-public-civic partnership.

TVAP Vision for Urban Character
“Buildings will range in height from two to four stories…variety in building
styles and sizes is preferred…much of the new parking will be in structures,
underground or tucked-under…”

Response:  The project responds to all of these aspects —
townhomes and #ats in buildings ranging from two to just three
stories and not a single exposed surface parking space visible from a
public street for SPARK_west or SPARK, at all. The result will be an
appropriately non-automobile emphasis, promoting walkability and
biking, as well as a lower intensity land use gradually increasing in
height and intensity towards the train tracks, activity, and heart of
SPARK.

Of these 45 residences, 36 will be o"ered to residents with incomes up to 50% of the
Area Median Income (AMI) with the remaining 9 residences being limited to 60% of
AMI. This includes 24 two-bedroom residences with an average size of 909 square
feet. The remaining 21 residences will have three bedrooms each with an average size
of 1,096 square feet. Each residence will have a corresponding reserved o"-street
parking space.  These residences will be situated around Junction Place, Meredith
Street, 32nd Street, and Blu" Street. With all car parking accessed o" of alleys and
private drives, the design of the residences is tailored to the pedestrian experience
along the street connections encouraging community interaction and alt modes of
transportation.

The center of this portion of SPARK_west will be anchored by a community center,
which will provide for resident meeting space as well as programming and services.
Adjacent to the community center and in the center of the site will be a large
landscaped common area as a central amenity for the residents, including children’s
play equipment and outdoor seating. This ‘central green’ will provide a walkable
pedestrian connectivity from the west side of SPARK_west all the way to the
proposed commercial and retail amenities proposed at SPARK.

This a"ordable housing project is not a receiving site for the inclusionary housing
obligations from a market-rate project located elsewhere in Boulder. It is entirely at
the voluntary election of the development team to ful!ll the vision of the TVAP and
provide a complete project that has social returns that are as great as the
environmental and economic objectives at SPARK.

24 Market-Rate ‘For-Sale’ Residences
Bookending the entire SPARK project and SPARK_west on the west end of Blu"
Street, are the 24 market rate ‘for sale’ townhome residences. At the bedrock of any
established community are the long-term residents who normally own their homes
– the stakeholders. The developers are experienced in designing and selling
compact development homes that will conform to national lending standards and
broaden the appeal and ability of future buyers to obtain !nancing. While the
project will be designed and marketed to a broad audience, it will be particularly
attractive to families or retirees looking to downsize or just live a less auto-
dependent lifestyle. The future owners of these residences will join dozens of other
families, professionals, and denizens at the Steelyards project next door as the
pioneering permanent residents of a new and exciting place, who the development
team has a"ectionately nicknamed as the YIMBYs — that is, Yes-In-My-Back-Yard.

These townhomes will be two and three stories, with a combination of private and
shared outdoor spaces, a single garage with extra storage for each, and all with
three bedroom and two-and-a-half baths. As currently con!gured, there will be 13
units at a size of around 1600sf and 11 units at a size of around 1900sf to provide for
pricing variety to the market.

The townhomes will provide the front-stoop-style know-your-neighbor kind of
living that Boulderites crave and only a walkable, pedestrian focused place can
provide. Strong communities are built on connections, whether each morning out
the door on the way to work, through a neighborhood childcare cooperative,
sharing a ride, or at the community barbecue on the weekends. All of these virtues
will help make SPARK a more complete place for residents, o%ce workers, visitors,
commuters, and the Boulder community.

Mixed income placemaking is as much about connecting people with a place as
just connecting people. SPARK responds to our community’s call to create a new
neighborhood center in Boulder and SPARK_west seizes the opportunity to
preserve family and a"ordable housing options.

Written Statement
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Sustainability Report

Complete, Deep Green

The SPARK redevelopment project has the potential to be not only a 
world-class model of complete sustainability, but also a project that ties 
together an emerging neighborhood and provides a destination for a 
new type of thinking in Boulder. The complete sustainability approach 
entails looking at not just the buildings, but also the community context, 
the public space, and the overall energy and emissions generated over 
the life-cycle of the project. The !rst layer in this process has been 
laid down by the city’s area planning process, envisioning a vibrant 
neighborhood center enlivened with transit and serving the needs 
of adjacent residents and businesses. Building on a process utilized 
in the planning e"ort, the project team is committed to layering on 
another set of sustainability metrics and analysis in the form of LEED 
for Neighborhood Development. Furthermore, based on the design 
concepts, the excellent location, and the development program/
commitment, the project is aiming to achieve the highest level of 
certi!cation possible, LEED Platinum. Once complete, this will mark the 
!rst such completed project in the State of Colorado and place it among 
a small cadre of such elite neighborhoods in the world.

The total resource consumption of a project of this magnitude is bound 
to be signi!cant. In order to minimize the negative impacts, not only the 
buildings but the infrastructure will be built with low embodied energy 
materials and designed to the highest standards of e#ciency. As the 
project ages in place, its future $exibility and resiliency planning will 
become more evident as the decisions made in its conception continue 
to demonstrate their appropriateness as the area evolves. Water $ows 
will be carefully examined to try and ensure the water falling on the 
site percolates and is cleansed on its way back to the water table. 
Energy $ows will be distributed and minimized so that future site 
users will be able to rest secure in knowing that their energy is as low 
emission as possible. Net Zero will be targeted as much as possible, 
and regeneration will be the goal. From a solid resource standpoint, 
composting, recycling, and zero waste will be built in as operational 
imperatives. Further, the building process will serve as a model of waste 
diversion and considerate construction. The process and community 
buy-in will be equally important, and creative diversity will be an 
ongoing theme as the project evolves.

LEED Strategy

In order to reach LEED ND Platinum, the project will build on it’s status 
as a transit connected redevelopment and in!ll opportunity to construct 
a built form that welcomes public interaction and permeability, 
encourages multimodal transportation, and brings active street level 
uses to the fore. By creating new streets and access where there has 
been none historically, the site will be opened up to the community and 
create new opportunities for businesses and other users. The scale of 
the project will be the human level, as opposed to the automobile, and 
the resultant experience will give pedestrians a sense of movement and 
freedom. As a future rail stop and instant bus rapid transit locus, there 
will be complementary neighborhood serving uses that will provide 
needed services and showcase innovation. Mixed-income housing and 
unit types will be incorporated and a de!ned process will be put in 
place to maximize and respond to community input. In order to capture 
the spirit of sustainability, all possible synergies will be examined and 
whenever possible implemented. From shared parking to rainwater 
features that serve as amenities, any opportunity to have a feature serve 
at least double duty will be explored.

SPARK has completed the analysis to demonstrate that LEED Platinum 
is within reach; as the development program evolves the team will seek 
to !ll any gaps and use the system to identify additional opportunities 
to push the envelope of sustainability. LEED ND is not meant to be the 
end of a discussion on sustainability, but rather a topic of conversation 
that allows for common ground and something to benchmark to. With 
Boulder’s unique commitment to sustainability, SPARK will leverage 
whatever opportunities present themselves to capture additional 
innovation points and help realize the City’s vision. Ultimately, SPARK is 
striving to set a new standard for neighborhood redevelopment, create 
a special and unique place, and demonstrate that sustainability makes 
sense across bottom lines.

Certi!ed
40 – 49

Silver
50– 59

Gold
60 – 79

Platinum
80 – 100

SPARK
81

LEED Strategy

Anticipated out of a possible 100 points.

LEED Platinum 81

Taking an in!ll site to its maximum potential will 
allow users to take advantage of existing amenities 
and transit.

Smart Location & Linkage 21/27

Designing world-class connectivity with an intense 
focus on the public realm will di"erentiate the 
project and make it a sought-after destination.

Neighborhood Pattern & Design 36/44

Focusing on the entire carbon footprint of the 
project, from curbs to windows, will help Boulder 
meet sustainability goals and showcase best 
practices in green building.

Green Infastructure & Buildings 14/29

Innovation & Design Process 6/6

As currently positioned, the project will capture the 
full set of credits deemed to be most regionally 
important.

Regional Priority Credits 4/4

This project will seize the opportunity to innovate 
beyond what is anticipated by LEED ND and obtain 
credit for doing so.

SPARK will be Colorado’s !rst completed LEED-ND Platinum project; a 
model of cutting edge sustainability that will provide its users the ability 
to drastically reduce their vvenvironmental impact in a setting that invites 
the types of interactions that ultimately lead to a love of place.

SPARK

LEED for Neighborhood Development
Project Facts

SPARK West will be included in the anticipated LEED ND certi!cation for the
SPARK development. This designation represents the incorporation of green
building with smart growth principles such as mixed land uses, walkability and
access to transit that all contribute to well designed and well-loved places.

Complete, Deep Green

3085 Blu" and 3155 Blu" look to achieve similar sustainability goals
with their respected design and construction. In an e"ort to help
achieve LEED ND Platinum status for the overall SPARK
development, these two adjacent parcels will capitalize on a variety
of sustainable design techniques and social and economical e"orts.

Both projects are designed to be multi-generational, diverse, and
complex, and by doing so each becomes interesting, active, and
ultimately sustainable. Each will take advantage of their prime
location in the heart of the new Boulder Junction neighborhood
where future transit options will be o"ered in the form of a new
RTD regional bus terminal, easy access to the existing Goose Creek
greenway and bike path, and minutes away from the platform stop
for the future RTD Northwest Rail Line.  Both transit-connected
in!ll redevelopments will create a pedestrian-friendly environment
that welcomes public interaction and permeability, encourages
multimodal transportation, and creates active street level uses.
Each will also have composting, recycling and zero waste systems
built in as operational imperatives.  In order to minimize the
negative impacts of each development, the buildings and
infrastructure will be built with low embodied energy materials and
designed to the highest standards of e#ciency.  Finally, e"orts will
be made to ensure water falling on both sites percolates and is
cleansed on its way back to the water table.

For most developments, the townhome product proposed for both
project sites may not be considered viable in such a transit rich and
connected environment. A standalone project would likely need
more density to work, allowing residents to truly reduce their
carbon footprints on an individual basis. However, a townhome
product option allows people and families who out-grow their
smaller apartments a place they can expand into without having to
move out of the neighborhood. The a"ordable portion o"ered on
3155 Blu" allows income-restricted housing for families and anyone
needing extra space as well to fully participate in this community
for years to come.

LEED and Enterprise Green Community Strategy for 3155 Blu"

3155 Blu" plays a vital role in the overall goal of reaching LEED ND
Platinum for the SPARK development. Most importantly, mixed-income
housing is signi!cantly weighted in the rating system. The rating system
looks not only at total quantity of a"ordable housing but also at the mix of
incomes targeted and the mix of for-sale and rental units. In this case, of
the 45 permanently a"ordable rental units provided in the project, 36 units
are set at an income limit of 50% AMI and the remaining nine units are set
at 60% AMI.  An additional factor that LEED ND considers is the
contribution to the overall diversity of housing types from a design
perspective. Townhomes under 1250 SF area is a distinct category that will
help drive up the overall housing diversity of the project. Within that
designation, the design team is providing even more diversity with 7
di"erent sizes and designs of units within the development. This will
ensure visual interest and allow for the creation of a more dynamic street
front.

In keeping with the diversity and accessibility built into the overall
neighborhood, the project will also include a community center. This
space is intended to be shared free of rent with non-pro!t partner for
community programming for all ages. The community center will also
provide a common laundry facility and a computer lab for resident use.

Another area of impact that LEED ND recognizes is the creation of public
spaces for residents to use. The central green space will count towards the
overall required civic space as well as provide a gathering space for
residents to enjoy the community’s overall primary tenant, the public
realm.  The green space will also serve as a primary means of creating a
connection to the townhomes at 3085 Blu" to the west as well as the rest
of the SPARK development to the east.  This type of internal pedestrian
corridor is vital to the overall connectivity of the project as well achieving
safe walkability throughout the entire neighborhood.

Using Enterprise Green Communities (EGC) in addition to LEED ND for
this block will help ensure that the unit speci!c details such as healthy
materials and ventilation design are incorporated. Aside from the
measures that will help reach LEED ND certi!cation such as installing
Energy Star appliances, reducing the urban heat island e"ect and using
innovative stormwater techniques, the project will include a number of
EGC speci!c measures as well. Those measures consist of ongoing
measurement of resource consumption, an integrated pest management
plan, and a resident orientation on how to e"ectively use the high
performance features of the buildings.

20
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LEGEND
PROPOSED STORM SEWER

THE EXISTING PROPERTY IS DEVELOPED AND GRADED TO DRAIN THROUGH SPARK TOWARDS TWO DISTINCT
DRAINAGE OUTFALL POINTS ON THE SPARK DEVELOPMENT: A 24” CMP CULVERT UNDER THE BNSF RAILROAD
TRACKS AND TO AN OPEN DITCH THAT OUTFALLS ONTO THE STEEL YARDS DEVELOPMENT AT THE SOUTH PROPERTY
LINE.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL MAINTAIN THE HISTORIC DRAINAGE OUTFALL LOCATIONS AND CONTINUE TO
ACCEPT HISTORIC OFF-SITE FLOWS.   STORM WATER QUALITY TREATMENT SUCH AS POROUS PAVERS AND RAIN
GARDENS WILL BE INTEGRATED THROUGHOUT THE DEVELOPMENT.

THE MAJORITY OF THE EXISTING SITE IS PRIMARILY IMPERVIOUS (REFER TO IMPROVEMENT SURVEYS).  WITH
DEVELOPMENT, DIRECTLY CONNECTED IMPERVIOUS AREAS WILL BE REDUCED TO FURTHER ENHANCE STORM
WATER QUALITY AND ATTENUATE DEVELOPED STORM FLOWS.   A SMALL DETENTION AREA IS ANTICIPATED AT THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE PROJECT AND WILL BE INTEGRATED INTO THE COURT YARD DESIGNS.

GRADING, DRAINAGE AND STORM WATER QUALITY CONCEPTS
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UTILITY CONCEPTS
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EX. SANITARY SEWER SS SS

EX. WATER LINE W W

EX. NATURAL GAS LINE G G

EX. UNDERGROUND TELECOMM LINE T T

PROPOSED STORM SEWER
PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER

PROPOSED WATER LINE

THE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AREA IS SERVED BY EXISTING CITY OF BOULDER WATER AND SANITARY
SEWER SYSTEMS THAT ARE LOCATED IN THE VALMONT ROAD, BLUFF STREET AND 33RD STREET
RIGHTS-OF-WAY.   THE SANITARY SEWER MAIN LOCATED IN BLUFF STREET EXTENDS EAST THROUGH
THE SPARK DEVELOPMENT AREA AND UNDER THE BNSF RAILROAD TRACK.

WITH DEVELOPMENT, WATER MAINS WILL BE EXTENDED WITHIN THE PROPOSED PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY TO
PROVIDE WATER SERVICE AND FIRE PROTECTION FOR THE NEW BUILDINGS.  THE WATERLINE IN 33RD STREET
WILL BE STUBBED-OUT TO THE NORTH FOR FUTURE EXTENSION AS THE PROPERTIES TO THE NORTH
REDEVELOP.

SANITARY SEWER MAINS WILL BE EXTENDED WITHIN THE PROPOSED PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY TO PROVIDE
SEWER SERVICE FOR THE NEW BUILDINGS.
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Appendix: Site Survey
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