
 

Boulder Junction Access District (BJAD) 
Joint Commission – Parking and TDM Meeting  

& 

Boulder Junction Access District (BJAD) – TDM Meeting 
& 

Boulder Junction Access District (BJAD) – Parking Meeting 
Wednesday, October 19, 2016  

4 – 5:30 p.m. 
1777 West Conference Room, 1777 Broadway 

 
 

BJAD Joint Commission Meeting 
1. Roll Call - BJAD TDM: Hyde-Wright, Bush, Pawlowski, Pedersen, Prant 
2. Roll Call BJAD Parking: Bush, Pedersen, Prant, Shanahan, Wells   
3. Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest 
4. Approval of the July 20, 2016 BJAD Meeting Minutes 
5. Public Participation 
6. Pollard / 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Options – Ameigh and Firnhaber 
7. Matters from Commissioners 

 BJAD Commissioners contacts with City Council  
8. Matters from Staff 

 Downtown Parking Utilization Reports – Yates 
 Bcycle Update – Station at Depot Square 
 Schedule Orientation 

9. Adjourn as BJAD Joint Commission 
 

BJAD Parking Commission Meeting 
10. Convene as BJAD Parking Commission  
11. Matters from Parking Commissioners     
12. Matters from Staff 
13. Adjourn as BJAD Parking Commission 
 

BJAD TDM Commission Meeting 
14. Convene as BJAD TDM Commission 
15. Matters from Commissioners 
16. Matters from Staff 
17. Adjourn as TDM Commission 

 
 Attachments: 

 July 20, 2016 BJAD Meeting Minutes 
  Quiet Zones Update 
 Updated City of Boulder Profile 
 Update – 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Scenarios 

 

 
Upcoming Meetings/Topics of Interest 
Wed. Oct. 19  Complete Streets Practitioners Open House - 6 p.m.  

CU East Campus, Butcher Auditorium, 3415 Colorado Avenue 
Thur. Oct. 20   Planning Board meeting – 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Options - 6 p.m.   

Council Chambers 
Thur. Oct. 20 Kings Ridge Neighborhood Meeting w/ Kathleen Bracke re: Quiet Zones – 6 p.m.  
  Hyatt   
Wed. Nov. 16  Next BJAD Meeting – 4 – 6 p.m.  1777 West Conference Room, Municipal Building 
 



 

Commissioner Terms:      
TDM Commission  Term Expires 
John Pawlowski 3/2018 Property 

Owner/Rep 
Andy Bush 3/2021 Property 

Owner/Rep 
Alex Hyde-
Wright-Chair 

3/2020 Citizen at 
Large 

Susan Prant-
Vice Chair 

3/2019 Citizen at 
Large 

Scott Pedersen        3/2017 Property 
Owner/Rep 

 
Parking 
Commission 

 
Term Expire

 

Susan Prant         3/2019 Citizen at 
Large 

Andy Bush-Vice 
Chair 

3/2021 Property 
Owner/Rep 

Scott Pedersen 3/2017 Property 
Owner/Rep 

Jeff Shanahan 3/2018 Property 
Owner/Rep 

Thomas Wells-
Chair 

3/2020 Citizen at 
Large 

 
 
BJAD 2016 Priorities: 
 Participate in the planning for the decisions for the Pollard site in order to enhance the 

TDM and parking options for the Access Districts 
 Pursue “quiet zone” improvements at Pearl and Valmont.  
 Short-term improvements to the Flatiron Flyer 
 Improve transit service to Boulder Junction – Create Committee 
 Explore and implement “last mile” transportation strategies including a high frequency 

shuttle service between Boulder Junction and downtown Boulder. 
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO 
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING MINUTES SUMMARY 

 
NAME OF BOARD/COMMISSION:           BOULDER JUNCTION ACCESS DISTRICTS  
                                                                               – Parking and TDM

 
MEETING DATE:         July 20, 2016   
 
NAME/TELEPHONE OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Ruth Weiss, 303-413-7318 

 
NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF, AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT: 
 
Board Members -  TDM: Pedersen, Pawlowski (absent), Bush, Hyde-Wright, Prant (absent) 

                 -  Parking: Pedersen, Shanahan (left at 5:40 pm), Bush, Wells, Prant (absent) 
Staff:           Winter, Ameigh, Weiss, Yates   
Guests:                     Jennifer Gulino, SP+

 
Meeting opened: 4:10 pm  

 
BJAD Joint Commission Meeting 

 
BJAD Joint Commission Meeting 
1. Roll Call - BJAD TDM: Hyde-Wright, Bush, Pawlowski (absent), Pedersen, Prant (absent) 
2. Roll Call - BJAD Parking: Bush, Pedersen, Prant (absent), Shanahan, Wells 
3. Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest - Submitted 
4. Approval of the May 18, 2016 BJAD Meeting Minutes (see action item below) 
5. Public Participation: None 
6. Introduction of Melissa Yates, new Access and Parking Manager: Yates will take on the 

coordination of the garage.  
7. Matters from Commissioners: 

 Role of Chairs and Agenda Setting: Wells gave a descriptive of roles of a commission chair, 
which basically include suggesting agenda items for future meetings and working with staff 
to create meeting agendas.  Commissioners said that the joint commission agenda followed 
by the individual commission meetings works well. Wells asked for email reminder for 
agenda items and meeting dates.  

 Selection of city council liaisons: Winter said that commissioners act as liaisons to council 
members and encouraged the commissioners to schedule coffee with Council members to 
keep them apprised regarding Boulder Junction. Assignments: Shanahan - Appelbaum, Wells 
- Brockett, Pedersen - Young. 

8. Matters from Staff: 
 Retreat: Bush suggested topics for a retreat agenda, including goals in a 5 to 10-year span, 

how parking will evolve over time, possible short- or long-term parking on the Pollard site, 
better connections between Boulder Junction and downtown, and car share throughout the 
district.  Commissioners agreed on the retreat for September 21, 2016.  
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 Winter noted the need to reach out to Phyllis Resnick to update her fund analysis. She 
reported that staff is working with Rocky Mountain Institute on a downtown mobility pilot 
program that will utilize Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) including Uber, Lyft 
and Z-trip (fka Yellow Cab), the results of which could be applied to the other districts.  

 Status of the Pollard Site Analysis – report from Eric Ameigh, Public Works planner/ special 
projects: The Pollard Motors lease of the site will end in October and the business is 
expected to relocate in the fall. Coburn Development has been retained in a consulting 
capacity. It is expected that the site will be heavily used for housing. The staff and consultant 
team is looking at the range of options and affordability and will be looking to have 
informed ideas from council in order to put out a request for proposals (RFP) for a developer 
partner. The Transit Village Area Plan (TVAP) calls for the site to be mixed use. Consensus 
is there will be a need for underground parking, but there have been no discussions yet on 
garage ownership. Winter noted that the team is looking at ownership and rentals, 
completing street systems for place making, and the impact of access for both parking and 
TDM. Bush queried the right mix for the site. Ameigh said the right mix is what completes 
the neighborhood and what is highest and best use, which at this time is residential. Winter 
noted that housing funds were used to purchase the property. Bush questioned working off a 
10-year-old urban design plan. Selling off a portion of the Pollard site was discussed. Wells 
asked if the commission will have a say on what happens to the site. Construction parking 
was discussed. Winter noted that parking in the area is underutilized.  

 Council’s Boards and Commissions Committee - Matt Appelbaum and/or Jan Burton will 
meet with BJAD on August 17.  

9. Adjourn as BJAD Joint Commission: Pedersen motioned and Shanahan seconded, at 5:01 pm 
 
BJAD Parking Commission Meeting 
10. Convene as BJAD Parking Commission: Wells convened the commission at 5:01 pm. 
11. Matters from Parking Commissioners:   None   
12. Matters from Staff: 

 Update on Depot Square Garage –Discussion centered on the continuing problems accessing 
and departing the garage, reporting and allocating revenue, completion of contractual 
obligations, and how the matters will be resolved.   

 Update on Unbundled Parking – Winter said nothing could be found in any codes for district 
involvement in setting public parking rates. Wells suggested that “unbundled” needs to be 
defined. Winter said there is no definition and will ask city planner and zoning code expert 
Carl Guiler to attend a meeting to bring examples and discuss.  

13. Adjourn as BJAD Parking Commission:  Wells adjourned at 5:40 pm. 
 

BJAD TDM Commission Meeting 
14. Convene as BJAD TDM Commission, Bush convened at 5:40 p.m. 
15. Matters from Commissioners: 

 Update on the HOP Refresh Stakeholders Group – Hyde-Wright reported on his 
attendance at the first meeting. He explained that the HOP in its first 20 years has 
operated as a loop, which is less efficient in serving ridership goals than straight lines, 
and that the “refresh” is exploring changing the loop circulation pattern. Hyde-Wright 
described the HOP current route and its effectiveness, and offered that the transfer to 
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Boulder Junction to HOP is poor. Discussion ensued regarding possible alternative 
routing and frequency scenarios that could better serve Boulder Junction. Pedersen 
suggested scrapping the whole system and that Boulder needs a system of shuttles or 
trolleys that have a system of stops similar to Denver’s 16th Street Mall shuttle that arrive 
every two to three minutes. It was mentioned that CU, CTN and HOP have been growing 
in isolation from one another and should be pooled so there is no duplication with stops.  
Bush moved that BJAD recommend support for the three-segment (vs. circular) 
HOP concept to better serve Boulder Junction, noting that BJAD is generally in 
support of: high frequency service between Boulder Junction and downtown 
Boulder; wider stop spacing if that can produce faster travel time; losing the one-
seat ride between Boulder Junction and CU if there is a high frequency connection 
(transfer) at Folsom and Pearl; losing the transit connection between Boulder 
Junction and 29th Street, recognizing that it is hard to riders to a transit trip to 
replace a short walk; and extending transit farther east as long as that does not 
impact service moving west. Hyde-Wright seconded the motion. The motion passed 
3-0 (Pawlowski and Prant absent).  
   

16. Matters from Staff: None 
17. Adjourn as TDM Commission 

 
Action Items: 

1. Construction parking for S’Park and Pollard – no room on Bluff Street 
2. Ways to reduce traffic from construction 
3. August meeting – Parking revenue – Jobert - update on garage reporting; Guiler reporting 

on unbundled issues, definition of unbundled; city examples – define, operate and 
enforce. 

 
MOTION:     Bush moved to approve the May 18, 2016 meeting minutes with one correction.  

Hyde-Wright seconded the motion.  The motion passed 5 – 0 (Pawlowski and 
Prant absent).   

 
MOTION:    Bush moved that BJAD recommend support for the three-segment (vs. 

circular) HOP concept to better serve Boulder Junction, noting that BJAD is 
generally in support of: high frequency service between Boulder Junction and 
downtown Boulder; wider stop spacing if that can produce faster travel time; 
losing the one-seat ride between Boulder Junction and CU if there is a high 
frequency connection (transfer) at Folsom and Pearl; losing the transit 
connection between Boulder Junction and 29th Street, recognizing that it is 
hard to riders to a transit trip to replace a short walk; and extending transit 
farther east as long as that does not impact service moving west. Hyde-Wright 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0 (Pawlowski and Prant absent).  
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                                                    FUTURE MEETINGS: 
August 17, 2016            1777 West Conference Room, 4 – 6 p.m.               Regular Meeting     

 
APPROVED BY:              BOULDER JUNCTION ACCESS 

DISTRICT JOINT COMMISSION 
      
Attest:                                                    
Ruth Weiss, Secretary               Thomas Wells – Chair, Parking 
 
 
 
             

       Alex Hyde-Wright – Chair, TDM 



City of Boulder - Railroad Quiet Zones Update

Timeline

More information

In response to community concerns regarding the impacts of train horn noise, the City of Boulder is 
pursuing “quiet zones” for railroad crossings that affect the city. A quiet zone is a street-level railroad 
crossing that includes additional safety measures in compliance with federal requirements that allow 
a train engineer to forgo sounding a horn at the crossing. This fall, the city is beginning a community 
engagement process to seek input on potential railroad quiet zones. 

The city has worked with agency partners, including the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), the 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC), and Boulder County, as well as the Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe Railway Company (BNSF) to explore potential quiet zone solutions that improve both safety at 
crossings and the quality of life for people who live near them.    

In 2014, the city completed a quiet zone study of the nine BNSF railroad crossings located within and 
adjacent to the city (see list of crossings and map on page 2). The report, which included cost estimates, 
evaluated potential infrastructure improvements and non-infrastructure programs that could reduce or 
eliminate train horn noise. Based on the study results, the total cost to create quiet zones at these locations 
was estimated to be approximately $5 million (in 2013 dollars).  

Recently, the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG)  awarded the city of Boulder 
$1,056,000 in funding to advance work on Boulder-area quiet zones. The city’s matching this DRCOG 
funding with $264,000 in local funding for a total program budget of $1,320,00.  Although less than the 
total amount needed to complete all proposed city quiet zones, the award allows the city to get started. 
This next phase of work includes updating the technical requirements and cost estimates, and begins the 
community engagement process.  

The community will be asked to consider how best to prioritize quiet zone crossing improvements based 
on factors like the number of people living and working within half a mile of the railroad crossings, type 
and proximity of adjacent land uses (existing and/or planned), as well as street characteristics, costs for 
installation, potential on-going maintenance responsibilities, opportunities for multi-agency and public/
private partnerships, and above all, safety. 

Learn more about railroad quiet zones and review the quiet zone study reports at https://bouldercolorado.
gov/Transportation.   Or contact Kathleen Bracke, GO Boulder Manager with the City of Boulder’s 
Transportation Division. E-mail: brackek@bouldercolorado.gov and phone: (303) 441-4155.  City staff 
is available to meet with neighborhood groups and individuals to discuss railroad quiet zones in more 
detail.

Fall/Winter 2016-17:  Update technical study and cost estimates, begin community engagement 
process to identify and prioritize potential quiet zone crossing improvements, develop phasing plan 
recommendations for implementation, and continue to pursue additional funding strategies.

2017-18: Selection of crossing location(s), crossing improvements, final design, engineering, and 
permitting process with BNSF, PUC, FRA and other agencies.

2018-19: Construction of selected quiet zone crossing improvements



City of Boulder - Railroad Quiet Zone Locations
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51,132 Service Area Housing Units

All numbers are through 12/31/15 unless otherwise noted. The re-

verse page of this document provides more background & sources. 
1. City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks
2. 2015 Estimate, City of Boulder Dept of Planning, Housing and 
Sustainability. See reverse page for more details. Job estimates for 
City includes Area I & Area III Annexations. Population and job 
estimates are rounded numbers.
3. Area I & II = Service Area
4. Based on number of Certificates of Occupancy issued for new 
housing units in the City of Boulder as of 12/31/15.
5. 2014 American Community Survey (ACS)
6. Apartment Association of Metro Denver Vacancy and Rent 
Report. Reflects average of city and university subareas. 
7. Information Real Estate Services, Boulder Area Realtors As-
sociation. Sale prices are for the city of Boulder. 
8. Housing Division, Area Median Income (AMI) data (3-person 
household). AMI data is for the Boulder County MSA. 
9. Source Boulder Economic Council  - Market Profile 2016.

BVCP Planning Areas
To manage growth and provide urban services efficiently, the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan designates three areas for long 
term planning:
1. Area I: Land within city limits, provided with urban services.
2. Area II: Unincorporated land in Boulder County, eligible for 
annexation and provision of urban services within the 15 year 
planning period of the BVCP.
3. Area III: Unincorporated land in Boulder County outside the 
Service Area, intended to remain rural in character. 

2005-2015 Non-Residential Square Footage Trends

104,263 Service Area Jobs



Updated 10-3-2016  

2016 Profile Background Information 
Changes from 2015 Community Profile  

1. Population Increased by 2034 – The city added an estimated 2,034 
residents in 2015, or a 1.9% increase from 2014.  The Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan – 2015 Housing Unit, Population, and Employment 
Estimates and Projections Methodology provides more detail on how the 
city estimates current and future population. Note that the city’s 
population estimates include both housing units and group quarters 
populations (e.g., dormitories, sororities and fraternities, jail, skilled 
nursing facilities, and group home shelters)  

2. Housing Units Increased by 1.56%    . The city gained 648 housing units in 
2015. Note that the housing unit estimates are net figures and account 
for demolished housing units. The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan – 
2015 Housing Unit, Population, and Employment Estimates and 
Projections Methodology  provides more detail on how the city estimates 
the number of housing units. 

3.

4. Employment Estimates Decreased Due to a Revised Methodology - 
As part of the 2015 BVCP Major Update, the city worked with the 
University of Colorado Leeds School of Business to revise its 
employment estimates methodology to more accurately account for 
jobs located in the city. The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan – 2015 
Housing Unit, Population, and Employment Estimates and Projections 
Methodology provides more detail on this new methodology, and how it 
compares to previous methodologies and employment estimates. The 
2016 Community Profile reflects the “backcasted” employment numbers 
going back to 2001.    

5. Nonresidential Vacancy Rates Went Down – The vacancy rates for all 
nonresidential categories the city reports in the Community Profile went 
down. 

6. Nonresidential Land Use Categories Changed – the categories for 
Non-Residential Square Footage Trends changed in 2016. The purpose 
of the changes were to 1) address a need for more nuanced data by 
land use type; and 2) better define each land use category using and 
already established framework.  The Nonresidential Square Footage 
Source and Methodology section below summarizes the categories in 
more detail.  

7. Nonresidential Square Footage - The city gained (net and gross) new 
nonresidential square footage at a lower rate than the average annual 
gain over the last ten years when new University of Colorado square 
footage is excluded (see discussion of CU square footage in section 
below).  The city has averaged about 775,000 gross new square feet of 
nonresidential and about 600,000 net new square feet of nonresidential 
each year from 2005-2015, while in 2015 the city gained about 400,000 
square feet of gross new and 250,000 square feet of net new when 
demolitions are accounted for when CU’s approximately 775,000 square 
feet are excluded from the overall nonresidential square footage count.  
 

Commuting Estimates  

The City of Boulder commuting estimates are a labor force driven estimate, 
using a mixture of federal and local data sources, and a set of local and state 
assumptions and factors.  

The analysis begins with the estimated number of households in the city and 
develops a resident labor force estimate (the population of workers in the 
city) using a factor of 1.3 workers per household (State Department of Labor 
estimate).  

The city then uses the resident labor force estimate coupled with the current 
Community Survey (Table: 71 Question 24) results for the percent of Boulder 
residents that also work in Boulder. The 2014 Community Survey showed 
that 81% of Boulder residents also work in Boulder, or the resident labor 
force.  

The number of Boulder residents that also work in Boulder is then subtracted 
from the total employment estimate to arrive at the estimated nonresident 
employees, or incommuters.  

The 2013 State of the System Report provides additional information on 
incommuter and outcommuter estimates (see Figures ES-9, 3-6). 

Residential Rental Vacancy Rate Source and Methodology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nonresidential Square Footage Source and Methodology 

Nonresidential Analysis Methodology  
The city’s uses the Planning and Development Services database of building 
permits to identify nonresidential square footage trends by:  

1. Compiling a database of all issued nonresidential building permits 
that resulted in new square footage;   

2. Compiling a database of all issued demolition permits that resulted 
in a loss of nonresidential square footage;   

3. Assigning a land use category to each permit that either resulted in 
a gain or loss of nonresidential square footage; and 

4. Summarizing gross new and demolished nonresidential square 
footage by land use category.  

Nonresidential Analysis Land Use Categories  
For the 2016 Community Profile, the city used nonresidential land use 
categories that are defined in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition. The city uses this manual to evaluate 
land uses based on how many automobile trips are generated. The table 
below summarizes each of the land uses as used in the 2016 Community 
Profile.  

 

Other Nonresidential Square Footage Notes:  
Only new nonresidential square footage and demolished square 
footage for enclosed buildings are included (e.g., canopies, 
awnings, underground storage tanks, telecommunications towers, 
etc. are excluded).  
University of Colorado new square footage (source: CU Planning, 
Design & Construction April 2016).  CU demolition square footage 
is currently unavailable. 2005-2015 CU gross new square footage is 
approximately 2.6 million sq ft, or 22% of the city’s gross new public 
and institutional square footage for this period. 
Boulder Valley School District new square footage combined from 
2005-2015 (source: BVSD August 2015). 
The city does not have data on federal facilities, so the “Public and 
Institutional” land use category does not include any federal 
facilities. 

Major projects that impacted the new nonresidential square footage 
numbers in 2015 (as reported in the 2016 Community Profile) include: 

A 200,000 square foot parking garage to serve the Embassy Suites, 
Hilton, and office building at 1725 28th Street  
A 62,000 square foot office building at 4740 Pearl Street 
A 50,000 square foot Boulder Jewish Community Center 
 

ITE 
Code(s) 

Community Profile 
Nonresidential 
Land Use Category  

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Definition  

800-899; 
900-999 

Commercial  
Includes multiple related categories with different definitions in the 
Retail, Restaurant, and Service Categories.  See ITE manual for 
definitions of each.  

700-799 Office 

710 General Office Building: A general office building houses 
multiple tenants; it is a location where affairs of businesses, 
commercial or industrial organizations, or professional persons or 
firms are conducted. An office building or buildings may contain a 
mixture of tenants including professional services, insurance 
companies, investment brokers, and tenants services, such as a bank 
or savings and loan institution, a restaurant or cafeteria and service 
retail facilities.  

110-149; 
151-199 

Industrial  

110 Light Industrial: Light industrial facilities are free-standing 
facilities devoted to a single use.  The facilities have an emphasis on 
activities other than manufacturing and typically have minimal office 
space.  Typical light industrial activities include printing, material 
testing and assembly of data processing equipment.   

140 Manufacturing: Manufacturing facilities are areas where the 
primary activity is the conversion of raw materials or parts into 
finished products.  Size and type of activity may vary substantially 
from one facility to another.  In addition to the production of goods, 
manufacturing facilities generally also have office, warehouse, 
research and associated functions.   

150 Warehousing 150 Warehouses are primarily devoted to the storage of materials, 
but they may also include office and maintenance areas.  

500-599 
Public and 
Institutional 

Includes multiple related categories with different definitions.  See 
ITE manual for definitions of each. (examples include schools, places 
of worship, and government uses, but does not include hospitals) 

600-699 Medical 
Includes multiple related categories with different definitions.  See 
ITE manual for definitions of each (examples include a Hospital, 
Nursing Home, Clinic, or Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic)  

300-399 Lodging  

310 Hotel: Hotels are places of lodging that provide sleeping 
accommodations and supporting facilities such as restaurants, 
cocktail lounges, meeting and banquet rooms or convention 
facilities, limited recreational facilities (pool, fitness room), and/or 
other retail and service shops.  

Housing Costs Increased - City of Boulder median detached and 
attached home sales prices increased from 2013-2015 at a rate of 19% 
for detached homes and 15% for attached homes.  Median household 
income for Boulder County increased by 4% from 2013-2015

The residential vacancy rate from the Apartment Association of Metro 
Denver’s Apartment Vacancy and Rent Report for the city and university 
subareas.  Pages I-7 and I-8 of that report set forth the sources and 
methodology for these numbers that are based on survey information.  
The 2016 Community Profile repors a 4.4% residential rental vacancy rate 
that is the average of Quarters 1-4 for the city and university subareas



C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

MEETING DATE: October 20, 2016 

AGENDA TITLE:  Update on 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Scenario Analysis 

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT: 
Planning, Housing & Sustainability  
David Driskell, Executive Director 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director for Planning 
Kurt Firnhaber, Deputy Director for Housing 
Molly Winter, Director of Community Vitality 
Eric M. Ameigh, Public Works Projects Coordinator 

OBJECTIVE: 
Update Planning Board and solicit feedback on analysis and recommendations related to the 30th 
and Pearl Redevelopment Scenario Analysis 

SUMMARY 
Staff has prepared materials for the October 25, 2016 study session related to the future redevelopment of 
the city-owned site at 30th and Pearl. Planning Board feedback on this item would be helpful in informing 
the council conversation. Staff will present this item at the October 20 Planning Board meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS:  
Attachment A: October 25, 2016 Study Session Memo: 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Scenario Analysis 
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STUDY SESSION MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and Members of City Council 

FROM: Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Planning, Housing and Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Planning 
Kurt Firnhaber, Deputy Director of Housing 
Molly Winter, Director of Community Vitality 
Eric M. Ameigh, Public Works Projects Coordinator 

DATE: Oct. 25, 2016 

SUBJECT: 30th and Pearl Redevelopment Scenario Analysis 

I. PURPOSE
The purpose of this study session is to solicit council feedback on a representative range of
potential redevelopment options of the city-owned site at 30th and Pearl. Council’s input and
guidance on the preferred development direction will shape the next steps. Staff, in collaboration
with consultants from Coburn Development, has prepared a collection of redevelopment
scenarios which meet the city’s goals for the site, but which also illustrate the extent to which a
focus on any one specific goal can alter the development outcome.

The purpose of the study session is not to make final decisions on site redevelopment, including 
mix of uses and site design, but rather to provide parameters for a future request for proposals 
(RFP). The feedback provided by council will assist staff in crafting an eventual RFP for site 
redevelopment. 

II. QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL
1. Does council have questions about the potential redevelopment scenarios?
2. Does council agree with the analysis of pros and cons related to the scenarios?
3. Does council agree with the application of the draft middle income housing strategy to

redevelopment of the site?
4. Does council agree with the recommended approach to a Preferred Alternative?

ATTACHMENT A
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III. BACKGROUND 
A comprehensive update on development activities in the Transit Village Area Plan 
(TVAP) was provided to council in October 2015. The memo, which can be found 
here, also includes an extensive background on the city-owned site and the area 
planning effort. 
 
Transit Village Area Plan  
The TVAP was adopted in September 2007 after a planning effort that began shortly after the 
acquisition of the Pollard Motor property in 2004. The plan outlines a set of goals and objectives 
for achieving a broad vision established for the 160-acre Transit Village Area, including the 
following main goals. 
 
Goal 1: Create a well-used and well-loved, pedestrian-oriented place that includes a special 
character, a mix of retail and commercial uses, a significant amount of housing and engaging, 
convenient and safe pedestrian and bike connections.  
 
Goal 2:  Support diversity through land use and travel options that expand opportunities for 
employees and residents of differing incomes, ethnicities, ages and abilities by including a 
variety of housing types at a range of prices from market rate to affordable; services that support 
residents, adjacent neighbors and businesses; support for locally owned and minority-owned 
businesses in the area; public spaces to celebrate diverse ethnicity; space for nonprofit 
organizations; and affordable spaces for retail, office and service industrial uses. 
 
Goal 3:  Enhance economic vitality: Increase economic activity for businesses, increase revenues 
for the city of Boulder, reduce transportation costs by including neighborhood-serving retail uses 
and regional retail uses that complement the large investment of the Twenty Ninth Street project, 
and provide convenient and safe connections to downtown and to Twenty Ninth Street. Provide 
additional office uses in locations close to the future transit facilities and new residential areas. 
To enhance economic vitality, the city should develop a realistic economic development plan 
that includes implementation techniques for public/private partnerships. 
 
Goal 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. Include innovative “green” 
energy-efficient site planning, architecture and urban design. Develop an overall storm water 
management plan for the area in lieu of property-by-property storm water detention. Provide 
connections to existing natural amenities such as the Goose Creek greenway, the Boulder Slough 
(ditch) and Boulder Creek, and take advantage of views and view sheds from key locations. 
 
Goal 5:  Maximize the community benefit of the transit investment: Locate homes and 
employment to maximize access to local and regional bus service, future commuter rail and bus 
rapid transit, and to allow for a pedestrian-oriented lifestyle. Develop lively and engaging 
commuter rail and regional bus locations. Improve the balance of jobs and housing in the 
community through new mixed-use neighborhoods in areas close to multiple transit facilities. 
Develop and adopt managed parking strategies; reduced parking requirements in the hub; and 
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transportation demand management strategies. Encourage multimodal access and mobility within 
the area and to the rest of Boulder. 
 
Goal 6:  Create a plan that will adapt to and be resilient for Boulder’s long-term future: the plan 
builds in flexibility, allowing for serendipity and changes in use over time and provides for 
increased density in targeted locations. 
 
City-owned Site at 30th and Pearl streets 
In 2004, the city purchased eight acres on the west portion of the Pollard Motor site for mixed-
use development, and RTD purchased 3.2 acres on the east portion for a transit facility. As part 
of the purchase agreement, Pollard Motor retained a lease to occupy the western 5.5 acres of the 
site through 2016. The site was acquired for $9.5 million and funded through the following 
sources: 

1. $2.5 million in funding from RTD; 
2. $2.1 million in Community Housing Assistance Program (CHAP) funds; 
3. $2.4 million borrowed through a Fannie Mae line of credit established with council 

approval and repaid with the city’s local affordable housing funds; and 
4. $2.5 million financed by Pollard (terms: 6.5 percent interest with monthly payments) 

 
The city’s goals when it purchased its portion of the site were to: 

• advance Boulder’s long-range vision for a TOD that maximizes public investment in 
multimodal transportation, infrastructure improvements and affordable housing;  

• create a mixed-use development with predominantly residential uses and some supporting 
commercial uses as determined by a future market study; 

• create a range of housing types; 
• create a substantial amount (up to 50 percent) of permanently affordable housing, with 

the remaining 50 percent of the housing sold or rented at market rates; and 
• create a mix of ownership and rental housing at a range of 220 to 300 units. 

 
Chapter 3 of the TVAP, titled “Urban Design,” envisions that the city-owned site will be used to 
create a new transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood that is predominantly residential, with 
some retail and office space. Located in the Pearl Street Center District of the planning area, it is 
envisioned as a high-intensity mix of housing and associated commercial uses, capitalizing on its 
central location and the regional bus facility. Up to half of the residential units on the city-owned 
site are envisioned as permanently affordable housing for low- to moderate-income, primarily 
workforce, households and/or targeted to hard-to-serve populations that would greatly benefit 
from proximity to transit, such as people with disabilities.  
 
The city has leased 4.3 acres of the 5.45-acre property to Pollard Friendly Motor Company 
through Oct. 30, 2016. The original lease ran through Oct. 30, 2014, but Pollard exercised an 
option in the lease to extend to 2016 and also to purchase a portion of the city’s Municipal 
Service Center as a site to relocate its business. Pollard is currently working to complete 
construction at its new location. 
 
IV.  ANALYSIS 
The approach to the future development of the site has been to plan for an issuance of a request 
for proposals (RFP) closer to the time when the lease with Pollard Motors expires. Similar to the 
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successful process for developing Depot Square, a RFP is envisioned to be used for development 
of the site, which could include identified criteria for success to guide proposals while allowing a 
high level of creativity and a range of design solutions. The city may, at that time, provide the 
land at little or no cost in return for the delivery of specified community benefits as part of a 
comprehensive development proposal. Those benefits would include specific unit types and mix 
as well as income levels, but could also include other priorities. 
 
Following a comprehensive update on TVAP implementation in October 2015 and workplan 
conversations in early 2016, council directed staff to study potential redevelopment options for 
the purposes of determining the parameters for an eventual RFP for site redevelopment. 
Consultant services for assistance with scenario planning were procured through a competitive 
qualifications-based process in the spring of 2016. Coburn Development of Boulder was selected 
to assist staff in developing representative scenarios that would help guide the discussion by 
illustrating opportunities, constraints, and the tradeoffs inherent in different choices. 
 
Coburn and staff worked collaboratively throughout 2016 to build scenarios that would do the 
following: 
 

1. Meet, to the greatest extent possible, the goals of TVAP as well as the site acquisition 
goals. 
 

2. Comply with the recently adopted Form Based Code (FBC) for the site. 
 

3. Take into account existing market conditions. 
 

4. Maximize the value of the site where possible to facilitate achievement of policy goals. 
 
The scenarios focused on development assumptions and rigorous testing. The foundation of the 
scenarios comes from a robust pro forma analysis which details the project’s financials under 
different circumstances. Urban design and architecture were studied only so far as to test the 
physical viability of various use mixes and to ensure conformity with zoning and the FBC. 
This is illustrated at a high level through the use of bulk and massing diagrams. More detailed 
design work will take place through the eventual development and review processes once a 
development partner(s) has been determined.  
 
Analysis Assumptions and Constraints 
In developing the scenarios, it is important to note that the city site is not a blank slate and not 
just anything can happen there. Its future is governed by a number of factors, including past 
policy decisions and market realities. The scenarios take these assumptions and constraints 
seriously. 
 
Policy and Planning History 
The city site, as detailed in the Background section, has an extensive planning history, including 
a longstanding focus on housing and affordable housing as an end use. The scenarios meet 
existing goals in different ways but all are more or less in alignment with TVAP goals and 
responsive to more recent developments such as the FBC pilot and the draft middle income 
housing strategy. 
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Regulatory 
The goals of TVAP as they relate to use, urban design, and architecture are brought to life on the 
site partially through zoning and the FBC. Per TVAP, the site is planned for Mixed Use 2 where 
the predominant uses in mixed-use areas could be business or residential, with homes mixed 
vertically (above businesses) or horizontally (residential buildings next to commercial buildings.) 
Page 17 of TVAP notes that Mixed Use 2 areas allow “three- to four-story mixed use buildings 
around a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 to 2.0. Predominant use may be business or 
residential…..parking would be “mostly structure or first floor parking; may have some surface 
parking.” More specifically, the site is within a sub district of TVAP entitled the “Pearl Street 
Center District.” The Pearl Street Center district is described as an area that will “become a high-
intensity mixture of housing and retail, capitalizing on its central location and the future 
regional bus facility.” 
 
The site is zoned MU-4. MU-4 areas are described as mixed use residential areas generally 
intended for residential uses with neighborhood-serving retail and office uses, and where 
complementary uses may be allowed. The site is also subject to the FBC, which supplements, 
and in some cases supersedes, the underlying zoning. The FBC establishes building form and 
design requirements for development within the area. The requirements implement the desired 
development, including functional characteristics, form, and design character and quality, as 
guided by previous plans. 
 
All scenarios have been designed to meet not only regulatory purposes and intent, but also the 
“letter of the law.” At the level of design detail that has been offered through the scenarios, no 
deviations from the existing regulatory framework have been suggested.  
 
Parking 
The provision of parking has been assumed at a gross level for the purpose of building realistic 
scenarios. All scenarios include a mix of tuck under, on street parallel, and underground 
structured parking. Each scenario assumes approximately one parking spot per dwelling unit and 
one spot per 500 square feet of non-residential space. The assumed amount of on-site parking 
was driven by a variety of factors, including required development standards, marketability of 
housing units and retail space, and the existing capacity of the Boulder Junction Access District’s 
(BJAD-P) parking facilities. The ownership and management of the parking, including the role 
of BJAD-P, would be determined later, during the redevelopment process. 
 
Highest and Best Use 
An analysis of real estate sales and lease rates in the area during the spring of 2016 revealed that 
residential uses are the most valuable, reflecting the high level of demand for housing units in 
Boulder. The ranges of property values, as measured in dollars per square foot, were as follows: 
 
Use Category $/Square Foot 
Residential $475-$529 
Retail $313-399 
Office $226-$288 
Land $46-$63 
 
Supply of housing in Boulder seemingly cannot keep up with demand and prices continue to rise. 
Any land that can be used for residential uses is rising in value accordingly. This is not to say 
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that office or retail uses are not viable, but to the extent the city hopes to harness the maximum 
value of the city-owned site for the purposes of achieving TVAP goals, it is best to plan for a 
heavily residential use. And, it follows, the more housing that can be built, the more valuable the 
site will be. 
 
The uncertainty of retail feasibility means that too much neighborhood-serving retail space can 
negatively impact overall project finances. As such, each of the four scenarios allows for 
neighborhood serving retail at the ground level along Pearl and 30th streets, as called for in the 
TVAP’s Pearl Street Center District Guidelines, but limits the total square footage to 
approximately 21,500 square feet. 
 
Middle Income Housing Strategy 
The Middle Income Working Group has completed its draft strategy for addressing the 
challenges of creating and maintaining middle income housing. This strategy defines a middle 
income goal to replace the 6 percent loss of middle income housing over the past fifteen years – 
a goal to create and preserve 3,500 middle income housing types that will include 1,000 deed 
restricted homes.  
 
To accomplish this goal in part, through new construction, an increased level of affordability 
would be required above the current 20 percent. New developments would maintain the current 
20 percent affordability for low and moderate income households; however, up to 60 percent of 
new units would be targeted at middle incomes, earning from 80 to 150 percent of the Area 
Median Income (AMI). A portion of these middle income homes would be deed restricted for 
permanent affordability. 
 
To achieve this goal, strong support will be required to implement four main tools:  
 

1) Land Use and Policies that will create more moderately sized homes on land currently 
zoned industrial and residential. 
 

2) Middle Income Community Benefit Zoning to establish incentive based re-zoning that 
encourages additional housing opportunities.  

 
3) Inclusionary Housing policies to include a middle income tier.  

 
4) Annexations that require a higher level of middle income community benefit.   

 
The draft strategy, which is being presented along with this item, is aspirational in nature. The 
percentage targets described above are subject to additional analysis and refinement. In point of 
fact, the 30th and Pearl redevelopment scenario analysis has revealed some challenges with 
achieving the targets. Additional information can be found in the memo for the Middle Income 
Housing Strategy item.  
 
That being said, the four scenarios have been designed, to the greatest extent possible within the 
assumptions and constraints, to attempt to conform with the draft strategy. Three of the four 
scenarios include a minimum of 20 percent permanently affordable units for low-moderate 
income households and 10 percent permanently affordable units for middle income households, 
which are the envisioned inclusionary requirements under the draft strategy. 
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Unmet Goals of TVAP 
TVAP sets a number of targets for new housing units, affordable housing units, and non-
residential space (tables below). Progress has been made toward the goals as Phase 1 
redevelopment has occurred, but the minimum targets have not yet been reached. Likewise, the 
city site has its own specific goals which also contribute to meeting TVAP goals.  
 
Housing Unit Counts and Affordable Housing 
TVAP projects 1,400-2,400 new housing units, of which 300-475 would be permanently 
affordable. To date, redevelopment has resulted in just over 1,000 total units and only 181 
affordable units. 
 
TVAP Total Metrics Units Perm. Affordable Market Afford. Other Market Ownership 
  Middle Low-Mod Prices/rents not specified  
Projected to add 1400-2400 300-475 total 1100-1925 total  Not specified 
Phase 1 to date 1028 0 181 741 106 133 
Minimum Difference 372 119 total N/A N/A 
City Site Metrics 
Projected to add 200-300 100-150 total 100-150 total  Not specified 
 
Range of Prices 
Housing goals in TVAP include a desire for a range of prices, from market to affordable, to meet 
diverse needs. The plan specifically references workforce housing, senior housing, family 
housing, and housing for special populations such as those with disabilities. The addition of more 
permanently affordable housing units, for both low to moderate (low-mod) and middle income 
households, would increase the range of prices available. 
 
Variety of Housing Types and Tenure 
TVAP envisions a variety of housing types and a mix of rental and ownership units to serve a 
diverse collection of households. To date, stacked flats have been the dominant housing type and 
87 percent of units in Boulder Junction are rentals. 
 
Non-Residential Space (Including Retail) 
TVAP includes a goal to “Incorporate neighborhood serving retail uses, as well as regional retail 
uses that will complement Twenty Ninth Street.” At the time the plan was completed, projections 
indicated potential demand for up to 10,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail. Small 
scale retail, while a critical component of vibrant neighborhood and street life, faces feasibility 
problems when there are too few people in close proximity to patronize the businesses.  
 
TVAP Total Metrics 
 Non-Res. (sq. feet) 
Projected to add 900K-1.4M 
Phase 1 to date 650,000 
Minimum Difference 250,000 
City Site Metrics 
Projected to add TVAP says TBD 
 
The plan also suggested that the feasibility of larger-scale retail near Pearl & 30th streets would 
be investigated at a later date. Larger scale retail is also facing conditions different from those of 
the mid-2000s. Shifting consumer preferences and the rise of online shopping mean that retail 
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development is not a sure bet. Coburn’s analysis of land values and lease rates in central Boulder 
indicate that retail is still a less valuable land use than residential in the neighborhood, reflecting 
different levels of demand for residential and retail space. 
 
Urban Design and Neighborhood Character 
The redevelopment of properties within the TVAP area is taking place according to the plan and 
the urban design improvements have been positive. The city-owned site will be expected to meet 
or exceed the standard set by recent redevelopment projects. To that end, the FBC pilot, born out 
of the Design Excellence initiative, will insure that the site reflects the high quality design and 
neighborhood character called for in TVAP. 
 
Weighing Pros and Cons of Scenarios 
Knowing which goals of TVAP remain unmet is helpful in determining the criteria for evaluation 
of the scenarios. The main purpose of developing and analyzing the various scenarios is to 
illustrate the different ways that the unmet goals can be met on the city-owned site. The weight 
given to different goals, however, can influence the development outcome, even though all 
scenarios might be minimally acceptable from a policy perspective. In fact, the scenarios all 
represent progress toward meeting outstanding TVAP goals, but they do so by each emphasizing 
the goals differently and thus revealing potential choices and tradeoffs. 
 
In weighing the pros and cons of the scenarios, it is first important to note that certain attributes 
are the same across all of them. All scenarios are the same in the following ways: 
 

1. Parking: All assume approximately one space per dwelling unit and one space per 500 
square feet of non-residential space. 
 

2. Use mix: All assume approximately 21,500 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail at 
ground level along 30th Street and Pearl Parkway, and adjacent to the Hyatt hotel, in line 
with TVAP and FBC. The vast majority of the site is dedicated to housing, including a 
large amount of affordable housing. 
 

3. Site plan: The site plans for all scenarios are very similar, reflecting rigid adherence to 
the FBC. 

 
What is more important for a meaningful analysis is the collection of ways in which the 
scenarios are different. They are different in the following ways: 
 

1. Unit count: Different scenarios contain different numbers of total housing units. 
 

2. Permanent affordability: The scenarios offer different numbers of permanently affordable 
housing units for low and moderate income households and middle income households. 
 

3. Unit type variety: Some scenarios include only stacked flat units, while others offer a 
variety of stacked flats and lower density options such as townhomes. 
 

4. Range of incomes served: All scenarios feature different combinations of low-mod 
affordable, middle income, and market rate units. 
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The differences between the scenarios are where the choices and potential tradeoffs can be 
found. Key questions upon which to judge the scenarios therefore include: 
 

1. Because TVAP Phase 1 has not yet met its goals for total number of housing units, which 
scenario provides the most housing units? 
 

2. Because TVAP Phase 1 has not yet met its goals for total number of permanently 
affordable housing units, which scenario offers the most permanent affordability? 
 

3. Because TVAP Phase 1 has not yet met its goals for variety of housing types, which 
scenario adds the most unit type variety to the neighborhood? 
 

4. Because TVAP is in need of more variety in rents and sales prices, which scenario offers 
the most price variety to the neighborhood?  

 
Criteria for Evaluation - Does it meet TVAP Goals? 

Design Characteristics 
(i.e. meets FBC) 

More units? More Low-Mod 
Perm. Afford. units? 

More unit type 
variety? 

Range of 
incomes? 

 
 
The Scenarios 
Because the TVAP area has developed with 87 percent rental housing up to this point, the 
scenarios are weighted more heavily toward ownership units to improve the balance between 
rental and ownership. Stacked flats are the dominant type in all scenarios because they remain 
the most efficient way to build a large number of units in a constrained area. To decrease the 
number of flats substantially would mean to drastically reduce the number of units that could be 
built on the site. 
 
The uncertainty of retail feasibility means that too much neighborhood-serving retail space can 
negatively impact overall project finances. As such, each of the four scenarios allows for 
neighborhood serving retail at the ground level along Pearl and 30th streets, as called for in the 
TVAP’s Pearl Street Center District Guidelines, but limits the total square footage to 
approximately 21,500 square feet. 
 
Scenario 1: Sell property, maximize density, achieve 20% onsite affordable 
The first scenario features an outright sale of the property to a private residential developer with 
only one condition – that the inclusionary housing requirement is met on site. The scenario 
assumes the highest density possible, which produces 246 units. Twenty percent, or 49 units, 
would be on site permanently affordable units for low and moderate income households. The 
remaining 80 percent would be market rate units of unspecified tenure and type, determined by 
whatever is the most profitable for the developer. The sale price would be in the range of $13-15 
million. This scenario illustrates how the city could achieve some measure of success in meeting 
TVAP goals while maximizing sale revenue, with the opportunity to invest that revenue 
elsewhere in support of the community’s housing goals. (The unit sizes and locations on the site 
are for illustration purposes only.) 
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Scenario 1 Summary – Compared to Evaluation Criteria 
Meets FBC Units Low-Mod Perm. Afford. Units Unit Type Variety Range of Incomes 

Yes 246 49 Unknown 20% Low-Mod Afford. 
80% Market Rate 

 
Pros: 

• The scenario provides the maximum number of total units. 
• It provides $13-15 million in revenue. 

Cons 
• The scenario would not provide a percentage of affordable units approaching 50 percent. 
• The scenario does not provide enough affordable units to help meet the TVAP area goals 

for affordable housing units. 
• The scenario does not attempt to meet the draft middle income housing strategy. 
• The focus on maximizing revenue will mean allowing the eventual developer to build 

whatever type of housing is most valuable within the existing regulatory framework. If 
the city is interested in imposing conditions beyond meeting inclusionary housing on site, 
then it is highly likely the sale price of the property would not maintain its expected 
value.  

• The scenario would fail to take advantage of a significant opportunity to create a 
substantial number of new affordable homes in the geographic center of the city. The 
original acquisition of the site and the adoption of the TVAP reflected a strong 
commitment to locating affordable housing on the site in order to meet longstanding 
social equity goals and to maximize the transit investment at Depot Square.  
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Scenario 2: Retain property, maximize density, achieve 32% onsite affordable plus 19% ‘market 
rate middle income’ units 
The second scenario also provides for 246 housing units, all in stacked flats. However, 22 
percent of the flats are larger units at 1,400 square feet, able to accommodate families or other 
larger households. In this scenario, 20 percent of units are permanently affordable to low to 
moderate income households, 12 percent are deed restricted middle income units, and 19 percent 
are middle income market affordable, or “middle market” units.  
 
Per the draft middle income housing strategy, middle market units are those that are affordable to 
households earning up to 150 percent of the area median income but are not deed restricted. 
Instead of deed restricting the units, they are allowed to appreciate but will likely always be 
affordable in relative terms due to smaller unit size, less desirable finishes, or other value 
limiting factors. In this scenario, and others, the middle market units are sized at 1,050 square 
feet.  
 
In Scenario 2, the land will be contributed by the city.  

 
Scenario 2 Summary – Compared to Evaluation Criteria 
Meets FBC Units Low-Mod Perm. Afford. Units Unit Type Variety Range of Incomes 

 
Yes 

 
246 

 
50 

22% Large Flats 
100% Ownership 

20% Low-Mod Affordable 
12% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
19% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
49% Market Rate 

 
Pros: 

• The scenario provides the maximum number of total units. 
• It provides housing affordable to a broad range of incomes. 
• Although only 32 percent of units are permanently affordable, an additional 19 percent 

are affordable to the middle market. 
• One hundred percent of the units are for sale. 
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• The scenario offers 12 percent of the units as middle income deed restricted units. 
• Twenty-two percent of the units are larger flats (1,400 square feet) that can accommodate 

families or larger households for whom very little housing has been provided in the 
TVAP area. 40% of the larger flats are permanently affordable to low-moderate or middle 
income households. 

Cons: 
• The scenario only creates permanent affordability for 32 percent of the units. 
• The housing units are all stacked flats, which is already the dominant housing type in the 

area. Goals for variety in housing types is not achieved. 
 
Scenario 3: Similar to Scenario 2, but with 24% of units being family-oriented townhomes 
(fewer units overall, with 30% onsite affordable and 15% ‘market rate middle income’) 
The third scenario has fewer units, at a total of 194. The scenario introduces a lower density 
housing type fronting on Goose Creek and the pocket park. For the purposes of this discussion, 
they are referred to as townhomes, but they could be rowhomes, courtyard housing, or another 
type. Twenty-four percent of units in this scenario are townhomes. 
 
In this scenario, 20 percent of units are permanently affordable to low to moderate income 
households, 10 percent are deed restricted middle income units, and 15 percent are middle 
income market affordable, or “middle market” units. 
 
In Scenario 3, the land will be contributed by the city. 

 
Scenario 3 Summary – Compared to Evaluation Criteria 
Meets FBC Units Low-Mod Perm. Afford. Units Unit Type Variety Range of Incomes 

 
Yes 

 
194 

 
39 

24% Townhomes 
100% Ownership 

20% Low-Mod Affordable 
10% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
15% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
55% Market Rate 
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Pros: 
• The scenario provides a type of housing that has not recently been built in the area and 

which may be more appropriate for families or larger households. Thirty-eight percent of 
those units are permanently affordable to low-moderate or middle income households. 

• It provides housing affordable to a broad range of incomes. 
• Although only 30 percent of units are permanently affordable, an additional 15 percent 

are affordable to the middle market. 
• 100 percent of the units are for sale. 

Cons: 
• The scenario only creates permanent affordability for 30 percent of the units. 
• It does not maximize the number of units on the site. 

 
Scenario 4: Similar to Scenario 3, but with greater affordability, including for-sale affordable 
units, but requiring additional city investment 
The fourth scenario also features 194 units and a unit mix that includes 23 percent townhomes. 
The most distinguishing attribute in the scenario is that it features the highest level of permanent 
affordability. Thirty-two percent of the units are low-mod affordable units and 13 percent are 
deed restricted middle income units. Another 20 percent are affordable to the middle market. 
 
This higher level of affordability is achieved in three ways: 
 
1. The scenario features 21 percent rental units. 
2. Low Income Housing Tax Credits are assumed to be part of the financing approach. 
3. The city would be required to contribute not only the land, but also an additional $5-6.5M in 
subsidy. 
 
This scenario is also the only one to offer a limited number of micro units, which in this case 
could be used as supportive housing in conjunction with services based nearby. 
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Scenario 4 Summary – Compared to Evaluation Criteria 
Meets FBC Units Low-Mod Perm. Afford. Units Unit Type Variety Range of Incomes 

 
Yes 

 
194 

 
63 

23% Townhomes 
79% Ownership 

32% Low-Mod Affordable 
13% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
20% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
35% Market Rate 

 
Pros: 

• The scenario provides a type of housing that has not recently been built in the area and 
which may be more appropriate for families or larger households. One third of those units 
are permanently affordable to low-moderate or middle income households. 

• It provides housing affordable to a broad range of incomes. 
• Forty-five percent of units are permanently affordable and an additional 20 percent are 

affordable to the middle market. 
• 79 percent of the units are for sale. 
• A limited number of micro units could be used for supportive housing, in alignment with 

the TVAP goal for serving special populations. 
Cons: 

• The scenario does not maximize the number of units on the site. 
• It will require an additional city subsidy of $5-6.5M. 

 
Comparative Scenario Evaluation  
The scenarios all have different strengths and weaknesses. The purpose of analyzing the 
scenarios and comparatively evaluating them is to potentially define a “hybrid” scenario that best 
balances city goals, investment and community outcomes. 
 
As illustrated in the table below (using a “good, better, best” system), all of the scenarios can all 
help achieve TVAP goals in different ways.  
 

Does it meet TVAP Goals? 
Scenario Meets 

FBC 
Units Low-Mod Perm. 

Afford. Units 
Unit Type Variety Range of Incomes* 

1 Best 
Yes 

Best 
246 units 

Better 
49 

Unknown Good 
20% Low-Mod Affordable 
80% Market Rate 

2 Best 
Yes 

Best 
246 units 

Better 
50 

Good 
22% Large Flats 
100% Ownership 

Better 
20% Low-Mod Affordable 
12% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
19% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
49% Market Rate 

3 Best 
Yes 

Good 
194 units 

Good 
39 

Best 
24% Townhomes 
100% Ownership 

Better 
20% Low-Mod Affordable 
10% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
15% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
55% Market Rate  

4 Best 
Yes 

Good 
194 units 

Best 
63 

Better 
23% Townhomes 
79% Ownership 

Best 
32% Low-Mod Affordable 
13% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted 
20% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable 
35% Market Rate 

*Range of Incomes is also a proxy for meeting the draft Middle Income Housing Strategy, which is: 
20% Low-Mod Affordable, 10% Mid. Inc. Deed Restricted, 50% Mid. Inc. Market Affordable, 20% Market Rate 
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The least successful option in terms of meeting the defined goals is Scenario 1, as it falls far 
short of goals related to housing affordability and unit type variety. The other scenarios, 
however, all provide a positive outcome for redevelopment of the city-owned site in relation to 
the defined goals. 
 
Defining a Preferred Scenario – Staff Recommendation 
Considering the goals in TVAP, the goals for the acquisition of the site, and the development that 
has taken place in the area to date, staff recommends defining a preferred scenario that best 
meets the following criteria: 
 

• Households with a broad range of incomes should be served. 
• Permanent affordability for a wider range of incomes should be maximized. 
• A true mixture of housing types should be provided. 
• The way in which the land is sold, leased, or transferred should ensure the desired 

outcomes are achieved. 
 
Under these criteria, the preferred scenario would be something closely resembling Scenario 4, 
which will be referred to as Preferred Alternative A. This alternative would: 
 
 Provide the highest amount (45 percent) of permanent affordability (32 percent low-

moderate and 13 percent middle income units). 
 Provide the highest amount of middle income market affordability (20 percent of units). 
 Offer a variety of housing unit types beyond stacked flats, with an emphasis on 

ownership. 
 Ensure achievement of desired outcomes but not maximize revenues from a sale. 

 
This alternative, however, would require additional subsidy. As envisioned through the current 
analysis, the subsidy could be in the range of $6.5 million. A decision to provide additional 
housing subsidy would require withholding subsidy from future projects. Tradeoffs would 
therefore need to be discussed over time. 
 
If council does not support the addition of subsidy for Preferred Alternative A, the next option 
would be something resembling Scenario 3, or Preferred Alternative B. Such an alternative 
would: 
 
 Provide 30 percent permanent affordability (20 percent low-moderate and 10 percent 

middle income units). This is less than Preferred Alternative A. 
 Provide a good amount of middle income market affordability (15 percent of units). This 

is less than Preferred Alternative A. 
 Offer a variety of housing unit types beyond stacked flats, with an emphasis on 

ownership. 
 Ensure achievement of desired outcomes but not maximize revenues from a sale. 

 
Both alternatives meet the criteria above, but can be adjusted to provide different levels of 
affordability–at the low-moderate, middle, and middle market income levels–and different 
amounts of subsidy. With council support for either of these preferred alternatives, staff can 
begin to draft a RFP for solicitation of a development partner(s). 
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V. NEXT STEPS 
Fourth Quarter 2016 – Based on council feedback, including priorities for the site 
redevelopment, staff will develop a RFP for a development partner(s). Staff will also propose a 
review and selection process. 
 
First Quarter 2017 – RFP and proposed selection process will be shared with council and 
approval sought to move forward. Following council consultation, the RFP will be issued. 
 
Second Quarter 2017 – Selection process will commence and partner(s) will be chosen. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A – Scenarios Side by Side 
Attachment B – Scenario Summary 
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SCENARIO 1 

SCENARIO 3 

SCENARIO 2 

SCENARIO 4 
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#1 #2 #3 #4

Affordable Units Total/Percentage 49 20% 50 20% 39 20% 63 32%
Affordable  For Rent 0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 40 21%

FLAT Variable 0 0 16
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT Variable 0 0 12

MICRO Variable 0 0 12
Affordable For Sale 50 20% 39 20% 23 12%

FLAT Variable 34 25 17
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT Variable 16 14 6

MICRO Variable 0 0 0
Market Rate Total/Percentage 197 80% 120 49% 106 55% 68 35%
Market Rate For Rent 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

FLAT Variable 0 0 0
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT Variable 0 0 0

MICRO Variable 0 0 0
Market Rate For Sale 120 49% 106 55% 68 35%

FLAT Variable 88 77 46
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT Variable 32 29 22

MICRO Variable 0 0 0
Middle Rate Total/Percentage 0 0% 76 31% 49 25% 63 32%
Middle Rate For Sale 30 12% 19 10% 25 13%

FLAT 24 15 20
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT 6 4 5

MICRO 0 0 0
Middle Rate - "Market" For Sale 0 0% 46 19% 30 15% 38 20%

FLAT (1,050 sq. ft.) 0 46 30 38
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT 0 0 0 0

MICRO 0 0 0 0
Total units 246 246 194 194
Commercial Sq. Ft. 21,435 21,435 21,435 21,435 
Land Sale Yield $13M-$15M $0.00 $0.00 0
Potential Cash in lieu $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0
Additional Subsidy $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5M-$6.5M
Parking

Underground 200 200 148 148
Tuck under 75 75 75 75

Parallel 25 25 25 25
Total Parking 300 300 248 248
Assumptions/Notes:
Low Income Housing Tax Credit 30%-60% AMI 
4% Bond Tax Credits w/ NO Competitive State Tax Credits
Unit Size Range 350 sq ft - 1,400 sq. ft.

Average Sales Prices and Rent Rates Sales Rent AMI Target
Unit Type Price(est.) Month Sale Rent
Flat/Affordable $182,770 $555-$1,172 60-80% 30%-60%

Flat/Market $530,000 $2,700-$3.300 MKT MKT
Flat/Middle $258,200 N/A 80-120% N/A
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT/Affordable $227,388 $629-$1,342 60-80% 30%-60%

TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT/Market $742,000 $3,800-$4,200 MKT MKT
TOWNHOUSE/FAMILY FLAT/Middle $329,798 N/A 80%-120% N/A
Middle Rate Market $393,750 N/A 150% N/A

The contents of this presentation are for information purposes. The data is from sources deemed reliable for conceptual level planning and therefore the results are not guaranteed.
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