
 
 

 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The December 4, 2014 minutes are scheduled for approval. 
 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

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

A. Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00093) Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds Flood 

Repairs. Expires: December 22, 2014 

B. Call Up Item: Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2014-00094) Evert Pierson Memorial 

Fishing Ponds Flood Repairs. Expires: December 22, 2014 

C. Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00096) Multi-Use Path Pedestrian Bridge Over South 

Boulder Creek. Expires: December 22, 2014 

D. Call Up Item: Approval of a Minor Amendment to Approved Site Review for a 1,950 square 

foot addition to an existing single-family residence. The project site is zoned Residential - Low 1 

(RL-1). Case No. LUR2014-00088. Expires: December 26, 2014 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. Public Hearing and Feedback to Staff on the results of the first two phases of the University Hill 

Commercial District Moratorium Project, including Preliminary Findings and Potential 

Strategies to Address the Findings. 

 

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

ATTORNEY 

A. BVCP Update Discussion 

B. Annual Letter to City Council Discussion 

 
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: December 18, 2014  

TIME: 6 p.m. 

PLACE: 1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 
 
 

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 

December 4, 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, Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

Crystal Gray 

John Putnam 

John Gerstle 

Leonard May 

Liz Payton 

 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 John Putnam was recused from item 5B. 

 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director, CP&S 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant III 

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer 

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 

Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner  

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II 

David Thompson, Civil Engineer II- Transportation 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 5:03 p.m. and the following business was 

conducted.  

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

On a motion by C. Gray and seconded by J. Gerstle the Planning Board approved 7-0  the 

October 16, 2014 Planning Board minutes. 

  

 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

1. Stephen Haydel, 1935 Grove Street, spoke about the trend toward height variances in 

Boulder, especially near the transit village area. He expressed concern about added 

density and traffic. 
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4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/ 

CONTINUATIONS 

 

A. Call Up: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00091) Dry Creek Flume Repair. Expires 

December 9, 2014 

B. Call Up: Use Review (LUR2014-00073) 2353 13th Street. Expires: December 12, 

2014 

C. Call Up: Site and Use Review (LUR2014-00057) 1955 28th Street. Expires: 

December 12, 2014 

D. Call Up: Site and Use Review (LUR2014-00055 and LUR2014-00080) 2880 

Wilderness Place. Expires: December 12, 2014 

 

L. Payton called up item 4C. No other items were called up. 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 

A. Public hearing regarding Site and Use Review application no. LUR2008-00034, 

Flatirons Storage Facility located at 5675 Arapahoe Ave., a request to extend the 

original Site and Use Review approvals  for the property beyond the expiration period 

as permitted by the development code.  

 

Applicant:     WW Reynolds 

Owner:         LJD Enterprises 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

E. McLaughlin presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board. 

E. Stafford answered questions from the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Jeff Wingert, the applicant, presented to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

Jeff Wingert, the applicant, answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

No one from the public spoke. 

 

Board Comments: 
There were no comments from the board. 
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Motion: 

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

extension for the development approval of case no LUR2008-00034 based on the condition that 

the applicant begin and substantially complete the construction process within three years of the 

date of the Planning Board hearing, December 4, 2014. 

 

 

 

B. SITE REVIEW for the proposed removal of existing structures and a two-phased 

redevelopment with three, four-story buildings of Class A office in a campus format 

with below grade parking for the property located at 2095, 2111 and 2121 30
th

 

Street along with 2920 and 2930 Pearl Street.  Design includes enhanced building 

architecture, high quality landscaped open spaces, and provision of the east-west 

running multi-use path as consistent with the City’s adopted connections plan. In 

addition, the existing ditch bisecting site will be modified and improved. A total of 

330,000 gross square feet in two phases (200,000 square feet in initial phase) with 

maximum 55' building height and four-stories is requested. Site Review case no. 

LUR2014-00035. The applicant intends to pursue Vested Rights per section 9-2-19, 

B.R.C. 1981 

 

Applicant: Collin Kimberlin 

Property Owners:    Pearl Place Associates, LLC 

 

 

Board Disclosures: 

• J. Putnam recused himself from the item. 

• A. Brockett, B. Bowen and J. Gerstle disclosed that they read the Daily Camera article 

that discussed the potential tenant for space; they did not feel that it would affect their 

ability to make an impartial decision. 

• L. Payton disclosed that she owns some Google stock but that it would not affect her 

ability to make an impartial decision. 

 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item. 

E. McLaughlin presented the item to the board. 

 

Board Questions: 

E. McLaughlin answered questions from the board. 

C. Ferro answered questions from the board. 

D. Thompson answered questions from the board. 

 

Applicant Presentation: 

Kevin Foltz, from Forum Investment Group, presented to the board. 

Collin Kimberlin the applicant, presented the item to the board. 

Scott Green, a representative from Google, spoke to the board. 
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Board Questions: 

Collin Kimberlin, the applicant, answered questions from the board. 

Leslie Ewe, from the Sanitas Group, answered questions from the board. 

Emily Glutner, the transportation consultant, answered questions from the board. 

John Pawlowski, the chairman for the TDM board for Boulder Junction, answered questions 

from the board. 

David Tryba, the architect, answered questions from the board. 

 

Public Hearing: 

1.   Mike Marsh, 265 31
st
 Street, pooled with Catherine Dawson-Latamboise, 215 31

st
 

Street, expressed concerns about the impact that this project could have on rents and 

affordable housing. There needs to be a balance of work and living spaces in town. 

2. Clif Harald, 2440 Pearl Street, spoke in support of the project and felt that it complied 

with all city policies. The Boulder Economic Council supports the project. 

3. Patrick Dillard, P.O. Box 7978, Boulder, expressed concerns about housing ratios and 

recommended that the developer pay impact fees for affordable housing. He also 

supported the Community Cycles recommendation to add a muti-use path through the 

site. 

4. Stephen Haydel, 1935 Grove Street, noted that site access will be restricted to Google 

employees for security purposes. The only access point is along 30
th

 Street and could be 

problematic. The development on the other side of the street will also be 55 feet. 

5. Ruth Blackmore, 705 S. 41
st
 Street, wanted to know how many of the 1,500 employees 

will be incommuting. She would like to see job linkage fees for commercial spaces to add 

affordable housing. She cautioned about the traffic and groundwater. 

6. Paul Walmsley, 1630 30
th

 Street, is a computer programmer and thought it was exciting 

that Google wants to relocate in Boulder. He opposed the existing proposal because it 

will not have any public uses and this area is becoming a new heart for Boulder. 

Redesign to host public uses on the ground floor or relocate the project to a light 

industrial site. 

 

Board Comments: 

 

General Impressions and Consistency with BVCP Policies: 

L. Payton discussed the environmental, social, economic sustainability impacts of the project. 

She thought the proposal would have a negative impact on the community’s environmental 

sustainability due to increased car trips and use of materials for construction. Economically, she 

noted that it would increase jobs in Boulder but also cited negative impacts on the small, local 

businesses displaced by this development. Social sustainability would be adversely impacted by 

increasing housing demand and costs. With regard to the BVCP, she cited several 

incompatibilities including its stress on the jobs/housing balance, lack of transit and pedestrian-

oriented features, overabundance of parking, and lack of attention to the neighborhood context 

due to the insular, commercial office park feel. She thought that the density was excessive, the 

height would block views, and the streetscape was insufficient and lacked a human scale; add 
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pedestrian interest and more of a tree lawn buffer along 30
th

 Street.  She liked the reference to 

Boulder High School, multi-use path and open space.  

 

J. Gerstle generally agreed with L. Payton’s comments on BVCP policies. He disapproved of 

the setback reduction along 30
th

 Street because it would be inadequate for pedestrian life. He 

thought the multiuse pathway along the western boundary should be completed to the northern 

edge of the site. He expressed concern about the development’s impact on traffic, incommuting 

and housing in the community.  

 

B. Bowen disagreed with L. Payton and J. Gerstle. He thought the proposal generally complied 

with the BVCP policies. He expressed some concern that it does not contain retail, that it lacks 

permeability and that it may impact local housing costs; he wished that there were a mechanism 

for balancing the housing issue. He noted that this parcel has been designated for high density 

development and therefore thought the proposed intensity was appropriate. He sympathized that 

it is difficult to watch the city and businesses change. 

 

A. Brockett agreed with B. Bowen and thought that the proposal was fundamentally in line with 

BVCP policies. He noted that this is one of three areas in the city slated for intense development 

and saw this as a positive urban infill project that would move away from more suburban land 

use in the transit rich area. He thought the proposal had improved enormously since the first 

concept review. He liked the circulation; cars move underground quickly, the central open space 

is positive, and the multi-use path will be a great public amenity. He thought the development 

would be good for the economic sustainability of the city; companies bring in money from out of 

town and reinvest in our city. It is important to have users that need larger floor plates in transit-

rich areas of town so people can commute by bus, walking or bike. This will have lower 

transportation impacts than large office campuses like NCAR and IBM. He shared concerns 

about possible impacts on housing costs and recommended that the city implement a linkage fee 

to support affordable housing for future projects. He would prefer to see retail on the ground 

floor but understood the constraints and noted that there is other retail in the area. He thought the 

two story portion of the building on Pearl Street would add to pedestrian interest. 

 

C. Gray thought the project was consistent with the BVCP policies but not was consistent with 

the neighborhood policies. She liked the architecture and that it was distinct from downtown. 

The buildings have a sense of permanence in an area where the nearby buildings feel more 

temporary. She was concerned that the area could start to feel suburban if all buildings create a 

55 foot datum. She would prefer to reduce the Pearl and 30th Street facades to two stories and to 

add retail to enhance the pedestrian experience. Connect the path to Pearl Street. Though she 

noted that the board does not have jurisdiction over the use, she was happy for Google to occupy 

the space and did not feel concern that the tech sector would overwhelm the area; there is already 

a diverse and solid base of employment. She thought a linkage fee would have been beneficial 

but are not feasible for this project. Look at the cumulative impacts of the project to assure that 

proposed projects are meeting the vision for the area. 

 

L. May thought this proposal was much improved but was not convinced that the project 

generally complied with the BVCP policies. He agreed with Community Cycles letter, liked the 

architecture, thought that the path was acceptable as shown, and felt the open space would 
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provide a good amenity. He found discrepancies with the BVCP concerning mass and scale, 

pedestrian elements and lack of mixed use elements. He also noted that it would create increased 

demand for services and affordable housing; though not the fault of the applicant, it would work 

against the city’s larger housing goal and displace local businesses without providing 

opportunities for their relocation on site. It also fell short on core values such as providing views 

of mountains, and finer grained architecture as opposed to monolithic structures. The Regional 

Center Guidelines call for mixed use tightly woven into project; instead, this has 800 feet of dead 

sidewalk. He did not find it consistent with stated goals for the area. 

 

 

Given the dissenting opinions, A. Brockett polled the board to determine how or if the board 

could reach a consensus to approve the project. The remaining discussion aimed to identify and 

craft conditions to address the following elements that some members identified as non-

compliant with the review criteria: 

• Monolithic 55 foot height, specifically the building height along Pearl and 30th Streets 

• Setbacks along Pearl and 30th Streets 

• Lack of pedestrian interest and/or mixed use elements 

• Connection between western multi-use path and Pearl Street 

• Impacts on traffic and TDM requirements 

• Impacts on housing 
 

 

Site Review Criteria: 

 

 Building Height 

o L. Payton, L. May, J. Gerstle and C. Gray expressed concern that the consistent 55 

foot height was excessive and felt too monolithic. They felt that the cumulative effect 

of this and other buildings in the area were incompatible with Boulder’s small town 

character and blocked views to the mountains. Most felt that this would be approvable 

if the heights were reduced and/or more varied on the buildings fronting Pearl and 

30
th

 Streets. Break up the monoliths and step upper stories back along the street to 

preserve views and create a better pedestrian experience. Consider both the pedestrian 

experience and the building as viewed from a block away. These members thought it 

would be acceptable for the southern-most building to be taller. Do not significantly 

alter the character of the open space with floor area replaced from the removed fourth 

floors. 

 

o Bowen and A. Brocket felt that the 55 foot height was appropriate for the Transit 

Village area. They noted that it is one of three areas in town zoned and intended for 

high intensity development. They generally liked the design of the buildings and the 

tradeoff between FAR and open space; the proposed buildings have a 2.0 FAR where 

4.0 FAR is allowed. 

 

o Reduced building heights would likely require the applicant to make up for the lost 

floor area in other locations, namely the open space. 
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o The applicant explained their agreement with the tenant is contingent upon a specific 

amount floor area. They could reduce the floor area up to, but no more than 10%. 

 

 Setbacks and Pedestrian Interest 

o J. Gerstle and L. Payton felt that the proposed setbacks, especially along 30
th

 Street, 

were insufficient. The setbacks did not need to be pushed back to the zoning 

requirement, but could be increased to allow for more of a pedestrian buffer from the 

street; add a larger tree lawn with trees on either side. 

 

o B. Bowen noted that the proposed setbacks are in response to BDAB’s comments; the 

applicant complied with BDAB’s recommendations about the building program and 

design. There is a large discrepancy between the direction that BDAB and Planning 

Board are giving to applicants. He was hesitant to ask the applicant to rework a good 

piece of architecture that had already responded to multiple iterations of board 

comments. Leave the first floor as designed. 

 

o Several members expressed concern that there was not more pedestrian interest and 

would have liked to see more public retail or restaurant uses on the ground floor. The 

board recognized that it could not dictate use but asked the applicant to consider 

means for activating the ground floor spaces through art, a community space or other 

public uses. Avoid the creation of a dead zone, especially along 30
th

 Street. 

 

o The applicant clarified that a gym would be located on the first floor with views to 

30
th

 Street. Board members felt that this would enhance the pedestrian experience. 

 

o A. Brockett noted that a portion of the Pearl Street façade is already two stories and 

could support a retail use in the future if conditions became appropriate and feasible. 

 

 

 Multi-use Path Connections 

o J. Gerstle, C. Gray and L. Payton would like to see the multi-use path connect with 

Pearl Street. 

 

 TDM Plan and Traffic Impacts 

o J. Gerstle, L. May and L. Payton felt that the applicant had not done enough 

analysis on the traffic impacts of the development. Expand the analysis to better 

understand the impacts beyond Arapahoe and to calculate the number of 

incommuters. Given the proximity to the new Transit Center, they thought that the 

development should strive to have a near zero impact on traffic. L. Payton thought 

600 parking spaces was excessive.  

 

o Brockett and B. Bowen did not think that it was reasonable to request a near zero 

impact on traffic from this development. This area of Boulder is still in transition 

from a car-oriented area to one with more access to alternate means of transportation. 

They saw traffic as a sign of a healthy and vibrant urban environment; demand will 

incentivize and ensure the success of a more bike, pedestrian and bus-oriented design. 
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They did not think that 600 spaces for 1,500 employees was excessive; the supply 

will naturally limit car traffic. 

 

o The majority of members would support a more aggressive TDM Plan. Provide a 

more integrated plan that would allow Pearl Place to provide more aggressive 

financial incentives/deterrents for on-site parking without adversely affecting 

neighbors. Extend mandatory Eco Passes for employees beyond the required three 

year period. Most members did not want to reduce the number of parking spaces. 

 

o L. May requested that the board get a better understanding of the methodologies used 

in traffic studies for future projects. He would support a more robust TDM plan as 

opposed to reducing the number of parking spaces. 

 

o J. Gerstle recommended diminishing the magnitude of the project. Fewer employees 

would reduce impacts on traffic and housing. 

 

o The parking consultant explained that all strategies for reducing parking demand are 

being employed shy of charging for parking. Any additional strategies would not be 

effective. The tenant does not believe in charging for parking and would prefer to 

provide positive incentives for using alternate means of transit. 

 

Housing: 

The board expressed concern that this project would contribute to the housing imbalance and 

cost increases in Boulder. Members recognized that the board did not have the jurisdiction to 

request a housing linkage fee but would like to have the ability to consider this for future 

projects. 

 

Process Moving Forward: 

The applicant will not need to return to BDAB. 

 

 

 

Motion: 

On a motion by A. Brockett, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board voted 5-1 (L. Payton 

opposed, J. Putnam recused) to approve Site Review case no. LUR2014-00035, as described in 

the staff memorandum incorporating the staff memorandum and the attached Site Review criteria 

checklist as findings of fact, and subject to the recommended Conditions of Approval found in 

the memo with the following modifications to the Conditions of Approval: 

 

Condition 2a. shall be revised to read:  2a. Final architectural plans, including material samples 

and colors, to ensure compliance with the intent of this approval and compatibility with the 

surrounding area. The architectural intent shown on the approved plans prepared by the 

Applicant on Nov. 14, 2014 is generally acceptable.  The final plans shall be revised to show an 

increased building stepback at the fourth floor of wings A and C intended to decrease the 

perception of building height from the public right of way. Specifically, the Applicant shall 

integrate into the design a 65' stepback from the Pearl Street frontage and a 30' setback from the 
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30th Street frontage starting at the northeast corner and extending south to encompass and wrap 

the southeast corner for a distance of 80 feet. The Applicant may recover floor area within other 

areas of the campus that do not materially change the size, configuration or design of the central 

common space. The final architectural plans shall also be revised include additional pedestrian 

interest to the ground floor along Pearl St. and 30
th

 St.  Planning staff will review plans to assure 

that the architectural intent is performed. 

 

Add to Condition 2.b.: The final site plan shall show a pedestrian connection connecting the 

multi-use path  from the southwest corner of Building C with the Pearl Street right of way. 

 

Revise Condition 5 to read: Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a 

financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to 

the cost of providing Eco-Passes, Car Share services, B-cycle membership and Guaranteed Ride 

Home, or, if those do no longer exist, for other equally effective TDM strategies, to the 

employees of the development for seven years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy as 

proposed in the Applicant’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan.  

 

Added by friendly amendment by J. Gerstle which was accepted by A. Brockett:  

 

Enhance the TDM plan to ensure that all employees are provided with financial incentives not to 

dive. That may include either a positive or negative incentive with regard to the use of a parking 

space such as requiring employees to pay for parking spaces or being provided with some sort of 

payment not to drive. 

 

 

 

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

ATTORNEY 

 

A. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 

 

B. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 12:25 a.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:  December 8, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00093) 
 Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds Flood Repairs 
 
This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before December 22, 2014 
  
 
A wetland permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff on December 8, 
2014 for the Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds Flood Repairs project.  
 
The City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department is applying for a standard wetland permit 
for rehabilitation and enhancement of the Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds which were 
damaged during the September 2013 flood event. The project will repair or replace several of the 
damaged fishing piers, bridges and water control structures and install additional fishing piers, 
access boulders, wetland benches, a habitat island and a new pedestrian crossing. The intent of 
the proposed work is to improve site safety and reestablish the high ecological value of the site. 
Installation of improved fishing piers will consolidate foot traffic away from other bank areas to 
better protect the wetlands vegetation. Any disturbed areas will be reseeded using a native seed 
mix, 30 riparian shrubs, 10 trees and 883 wetland plugs. 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 December 8, 
2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before December 22, 2014.  
There is one Planning Board meetings within the 14 day call up period on December 18, 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:  December 7, 2017

(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-9(k), B.R.C. 1981)

12/8/2014

Permit Number: LUR2014-00093

DOUG GODFREY

3198 BROADWAY

BOULDER, CO 80304

Contact Information

Project Information

Location: 0 6TH ST

Legal Description: OUTLOT 4 WILLOW PARK

Description of Work: WETLANDS REVIEW for stream restoration for Evert Pierson Memoral KIds 

Fishing Ponds

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.
·

The site must be monitored for five years to ensure successful mitigation. The site must be evaluated 

based on the success criteria listed in the Evert Pierson Westland Restoration Plan dated October 6, 2014 

and prepared by ERO Resources Corp.

·

Wetland Mitigation Inspection·
Wetland Mitigation 2nd Year·
Wetland Mitigation 3rd Year·
Wetland Mitigation 4th Year·
Final Wetland Mitigation Insp·

Inspections

To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2014-00093).
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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:  December 8, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2014-00094) 
 Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds Flood Repairs 
 
This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before December 22, 2014 
  
 
A floodplain development permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff on 
December 8, 2014 for the Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds Flood Repairs project.  
 
The City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department is applying for a floodplain development 
permit for rehabilitation and enhancement of the Evert Pierson Memorial Fishing Ponds which 
were damaged during the September 2013 flood event. The project will repair or replace several 
of the damaged fishing piers, bridges and water control structures and install additional fishing 
piers, access boulders, wetland benches, a habitat island and a new pedestrian crossing. 
 
The applicant has demonstrated compliance with the City’s floodplain regulations.  The project 
will not adversely impact nearby properties. The applicant provided a hydraulic analysis showing 
no rise in the base flood water surface elevations on adjoining properties due to the proposed 
improvements. A copy of the floodplain development permit and a vicinity map showing the 
location of the improvements is attached.   
 
The floodplain development permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff 
on December 8, 2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before 
December 22, 2014.  There is one Planning Board meetings within the 14 day call up period on 
December 18, 2014.   
 
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. Floodplain Development Permit 
 

Agenda Item 4B     Page 1 of 3

mailto:hansenh@bouldercolorado.gov


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

Land Use Review Floodplain Development Permit

Date Issued: Expiration Date:  

(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-6(e), B.R.C. 1981)

Permit Number: LUR2014-00094

DOUG GODFREY

3198 BROADWAY

BOULDER, CO 80304

Contact Information

Project Information

Location: 0 6TH ST

Legal Description: OUTLOT 4 WILLOW PARK

Description of Work: FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT for rehabilitation of Evert Pierson 

Memorial Kids Fishing Ponds.

Type of Floodplain Permit: Floodplain Review W/ Analysis

Creek Name: Boulder

Flood Protection Elevation: Not applicable

Conditions of Approval

The proposed project/activity is approved on the basis that it satisfies applicable requirements of Chapter 

9-3-3, "Floodplain Regulations," Boulder Revised Code 1981.  Other floodplain requirements as set forth in 

Chapter 9-3-3 which are not specifically outlined in the conditions of approval below remain applicable to this 

project/activity.  

·

Improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the floodplain 

development permit application.
·

The applicant shall obtain a site inspection and approval from the City of Boulder Floodplain and Wetlands 

Coordinator upon completion of the projects.
·

Final Floodplain Inspection·

Inspections

To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2014-00094).
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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:  December 8, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00096) 
 Multi-Use Path Pedestrian Bridge Over South Boulder Creek 
 
This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before December 22, 2014 
  
 
A wetland permit was approved by Public Works Development Review staff on December 8, 
2014 for the Multi-Use Path Pedestrian Bridge over South Boulder Creek project.  
 
The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks Department (OSMP) is applying for a 
standard wetland permit for a new free-span bridge over South Boulder Creek to replace a bridge 
that was destroyed in the September 2013 flooding. The new bridge will have minor permanent 
impacts to the edges of the creek channel where the creek banks eroded and the channel widened 
during the flood. The impacts will be mitigated at an OSMP mitigation site immediately adjacent 
to the Cowdrey Draw wetland, south of Marshall Road and west of 66th St on City of Boulder 
owned land. OSMP will expand the existing wetland fringe area and the area will be planted with 
10 cubic inch plugs of native species planted on approximately 1 foot centers. The side slopes 
will be seeded with native upland grass seed collected on OSMP managed lands. The mitigation 
site will be monitored for 5 years to ensure establishment. 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 December 8, 
2014 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before December 22, 2014.  
There is one Planning Board meetings within the 14 day call up period on December 18, 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:  December 7, 2017

(Pursuant to Subsection 9-3-9(k), B.R.C. 1981)

12/8/2014

Permit Number: LUR2014-00096

ANDY PELSTER

Contact Information

Project Information

Location: 0 SOUTH BOULDER RD.

Legal Description: NW 1/4 LESS PT S & W OF DENVER  BOULDER TURNPIKE &INC PT OF S 

W 1/4 N & E OF BOULDER DENVERT URNPIKE 10-1S-70 - TOTAL 151 A CS 

LESS POR CDOT 3346871 & IN ADDITION TO POR CDOT 3346872SP LIT 

FROM ID 36596 PER TAX AREA

Description of Work: LUR application for a wetlands permit for pedestrian bridge replacement located 

on the south side of South Boulder Rd., west of Cherryvale Rd., on South 

Boulder Creek.

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.
·

The mitigation site shall be monitored for 5 years to ensure establishment. The site will be evaluated using 

the success criteria established in the "City of Boulder Wetland Permit Application for the Pedestrian 

Bridge Reconstruction at South Boulder Creek" dated November 13, 2014 by Professisonal Wetlands 

Consulting.

·

Inspections

To schedule an inspection, call 303-441-3280 and refer to your permit number (LUR2014-00096).
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Wetland Mitigation 2nd Year·
Wetland Mitigation 3rd Year·
Wetland Mitigation 4th Year·
Final Wetland Mitigation Insp·
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Planning Board  
FROM: Sloane Walbert, Case Manager 
DATE: December 12, 2014 
SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Approval of a Minor Amendment to Approved Site Review for a 1,950 square 

foot addition to an existing single-family residence. The project site is zoned Residential - Low 
1 (RL-1). Case No. LUR2014-00088. 

 

 
Background.  The subject 
property is comprised of three 
lots located on 6th Street, south 
of Evergreen Avenue in the 
Newlands neighborhood (see 
vicinity map). The property is 
located in the RL-1 zone district, 
which is defined as “single-
family detached residential 
dwelling units at low to very low 
residential densities” 
(section 9-5-2(c)(1)(A), B.R.C. 
1981).  
 
The stone and frame portion of 
the existing home was part of 
the original structure constructed on the far west side of the property in 1927. The historic home can be 
viewed from 6th Street in a photograph taken between 1942 and 1948, shown in figure 2 below. 
Subsequently, a nonconforming review and Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved in 1993 for an 
addition (#NC-92-03 and #P-92-21). The approval included a rear yard setback modification for a 2.9-foot 
setback, where 25 feet are required. The two-story frame section was added in front of the original front door 
in 1995.  
 
On Nov. 12, 2014, the Landmarks Design 
Review Committee (LDRC) reviewed the 
demolition permit application for the 
demolition of the most recent addition and 
street-facing walls. The LDRC found that 
its demolition would not cause a significant 
impact or potential detriment to the historic 
resources of the city, as the house had 
been significantly altered by the 1990’s 
addition.  
 
Project Proposal.  The applicant is 
requesting a 793 square foot addition to 
the first floor and a 609 square foot 
addition to the second floor for a total 
addition of 1,402 square feet in above 

Evergreen Av 
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t 
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Subject 

Property 

Figure 1:  Vicinity Map 

Figure 2: Photograph of subject home in the background, 
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Figure 3: 
Front Elevation (6th Street) showing Existing elevation (left) and Proposed elevation (right) 

Figure 4: 
Rear Elevation (alley) showing Existing elevation (left) and Proposed elevation (right) 

grade floor area to the existing 2,641 square foot single-family residence. The remodel will include raising 
the floor plate height at the rear of the house to expand usable floor area and to construct an attached 
garage on the north side of the house. The remaining floor area will be part of an addition on the front of the 
structure, facing 6th Street. A portion of the attached garage and second floor addition will be located in the 
modified rear yard setback. The request also includes the addition of 540 square feet to the basement; 
however, this area is not included in floor area calculations since no portion of the basement wall is exposed 
more than 3 feet adjacent to finished grade, pursuant to section 9-8-2(e)(1)(D), B.R.C. 1981.  
 
A new covered front porch addressing 6th Street is proposed. Figure 3 below illustrates the existing and 
proposed street elevations. As part of the project, an existing gazebo structure on the property and an 
existing parking area located in the front yard landscape setback will be removed. An approximately 100 
square foot shed currently straddles the front property line, a potion of which is located in the public right-of-
way. The shed will be relocated onto the property and screened with new landscaping as a condition of this 
approval. See Attachment D for approved plans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agenda Item 4D     Page 2 of 19



Review Process.  Any additions exceeding 10 percent of the overall floor area in an approved PUD are 
subject to the Minor Amendment process and Planning Board call up per Land Use Code section 9-2-14(l), 
B.R.C. 1981. 
 
Project Analysis: The criteria for a Minor Amendment requires an evaluation of a project with only specific 
Site Review criteria of the B.R.C. 1981 subsections 9-2-14(h)(2) (A), (C), and (F), Open Space, 
Landscaping, and Building Design 
respectively. In terms of open space, the 
building coverage on the property will 
increase with the addition, which 
effectively reduces the open space. The 
open space change is essentially in-filling 
an area on the side of the house currently 
occupied by patio space and an area 
used as a parking pad off the alley. The 
total open space proposed on the site is 
7,092 square feet, including the front and 
side covered porches. The usable area of 
the open space, primarily in the front of 
the house, will not change substantially. 
The existing landscaping, which includes 
several mature trees and a stone 
retaining wall, will remain.  
 
There is no minimum required open space per dwelling unit in the RL-1 zone district. The allowable intensity 
is determined by the maximum floor area ratio and number of dwelling units per acre. The proposed addition 
will not materially affect the character or quality of the open space or landscaping. The majority of the open 
space is oriented toward 6th Street and provides a visual relief to the density. 
 
Regarding building design, Site Review criteria (F) looks at the compatibility of the proposed “height, mass 
and scale in the existing character of the area, or the character established by adopted design guidelines for 
the area.”  All existing stucco will be removed and replaced by vertical wood siding or painted cement lap 
board siding. The existing stone façade will remain as it is, with the exception of the east face, which will be 
enclosed by the addition. Staff finds that the proposed materials are compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood and historic character of the home. In particular, the proposed wood siding and existing stone 
meet the site review criteria in section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F), which states that “exteriors of 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” 
 
With regard to criterion (F)(iii) which states, “the orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking 
of views from adjacent properties,” the site is located within Solar Access Area I, that restricts shading from 
the structure to a degree less than that created by a solar fence twelve feet in height. The solar analysis 
provided demonstrates that the proposed development is in compliance with the Solar Access Ordinance. 
The proposed structure will be required to comply with the Green Building and Green Points Program at 
building permit application, including compliance with the Energy Code provisions. The final determination 
for the level of energy performance will be determined at the time of building permit application. However, it 
appears possible that the addition will exceed the thresholds of section 10-7.5-3 b)(2), B.R.C. 1981, which 
requires that when an addition is 50 percent or more of the conditioned floor area of the existing dwelling unit 
(after demolition), and when the dwelling unit will have a total conditioned area upon completion from 3,001 

Figure 5: Existing landscaping to remain 
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to 5,000 square feet in size, the entire building must be treated as new construction for the purposes of 
establishing energy efficiency.  
 
Refer to Attachment C for the site review criteria checklist. 
 
Public Comment:  Required public notice was provided in the form of written notifications of the application 
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. Several phone calls and emails were received from neighbors regarding the proposed 
project. The majority of the correspondence was general questions regarding the proposal. The neighbor to 
the west across the alley expressed concern about the size of the addition and that the new roof line would 
block the sun they currently enjoy in the morning that comes over the existing roof line. Staff communicated 
that the solar analysis provided in the application indicates that the morning sun will not be impacted since 
the shadow cast by the roofline will not extend beyond the alley boundaries. No neighbors expressed direct 
opposition to the project. Refer to Attachment B for neighborhood correspondence. 
 
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 December 11, 2014 and the decision may be called up 
before Planning Board on or before December 26, 2014. There is one Planning Board hearings scheduled 
during the required 14 day call-up period on December 18, 2014. Questions about the project or decision 
should be directed to the Case Manager, Sloane Walbert at (303) 441-4231 or 
walberts@bouldercolorado.gov.  
 
Attachments. 
Attachment A: Staff Disposition 
Attachment B: Neighborhood Correspondence 
Attachment C: Site Review Criteria  
Attachment D: Approved Plan Set 
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Attachment A:  Staff Disposition 
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Attachment B:  Neighborhood Correspondence 
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December 3, 2014 – Phone conversation with neighbor to the south. Answered questions about the project. 
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Attachment C:  City Code Criteria Checklist 
 

Section 9-2-14(l) Minor Amendments to Approved Site Plans: 
 
(1) Standards: Changes to approved building location or additions to existing buildings, which exceed the limits 

of a minor modification, may be considered through the minor amendment process if the following standards 
are met: 

  Y   (A) In a residential zone as set forth in Section 9-5-2, "Zoning Districts," B.R.C. 1981, all approved dwelling 
units within the development phase have been completed; 

  Y   (B) In residential zones, dwelling unit type is not changed; 

  Y   (C)  The required open space per dwelling unit requirement of the zone is met on the lot of the detached 
dwelling unit to be expanded; and 

There is no minimum required open space per dwelling unit in the RL-1 zone district. The allowable 
intensity is determined by the maximum floor area ratio and number of dwelling units per acre. 

  Y   (D)  The total open space per dwelling unit in the development is not reduced by more than ten percent of 
that required for the zone; or 

The development only consists of one property. 

 N/A   (E)  If the residential open space provided within the development or an approved phase of a development 
cannot be determined, the detached dwelling unit is not expanded by more than ten percent and there is 
no variation to the required setbacks for that lot; 

 N/A  (F)  For a building in a nonresidential use module, the building coverage is not increased by more than 
twenty percent, the addition does not cause a reduction in required open space, and any additional 
required parking that is provided is substantially accommodated within the existing parking arrangement; 

  Y   (G)  The portion of any building over the permitted height under Section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk 
Standards," B.R.C. 1981, is not increased; 

The existing home is 30’-8” in height where 35’ is permitted. 

  Y   (H)  The proposed minor amendment does not require public infrastructure improvements or other off-site 
improvements. 

 
(2)  Amendments to the Site Review Approval Process: Applications for minor amendment shall be approved ac-

cording to the procedures prescribed by this section for site review approval, except: 

     (A)  If an applicant requests approval of a minor amendment to an approved site review, the city manager 
will determine which properties within the development would be affected by the proposed change. The 
manager will provide notice pursuant to Subsection 9-4-3(b), B.R.C. 1981, of the proposed change to all 
property owners so determined to be affected, and to all property owners within a radius of 600 feet of 
the subject property. 

     (B) Only the owners of the subject property shall be required to sign the application. 

     (C)  The minor amendment shall be found to comply with the review criteria of Subparagraphs (h)(2)(A), 
(h)(2)(C), and (h)(2)(F) of this section. 

See analysis below. 

      (D)  The minor amendment is found to be substantially consistent with the intent of the original approval, 
including conditions of approval, the intended design character, and site arrangement of the 
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development, and specific limitations on additions or total size of the building which were required to 
keep the building in general proportion to others in the surrounding area or minimize visual impacts. 

     (E)  The city manager may amend, waive, or create a development agreement. 
 
Subparagraphs (h)(2)(A), (h)(2)(C), and (h)(2)(F) of section 9-2-14: 
 
(h) Criteria for Review: No site review application shall be approved unless the approving agency finds that: 

(2) Site Design: Projects should preserve and enhance the community's unique sense of place through creative 
de-sign 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: 

  Y   (A)  Open Space: Open space, including, without limitation, parks, recreation areas and playgrounds: 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (ii)  Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit; 

Approximately 7,092 square feet (76%) of the lot is open space. 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (iv)  The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from surrounding 
development; 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (vi)  The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural areas; and 

  Y   (vii)  If possible, open space is linked to an area- or city-wide system. 
 
  Y    (C)  Landscaping: 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts on and off site to important native 
species, healthy, long lived trees, plant communities of special concern, threatened and endangered 
species and habitat by integrating the existing natural environment into the project; 

  Y   (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 

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

  Y   (i) The building height, mass, scale, orientation, architecture and configuration are compatible with the 
existing character of the area or the character established by adopted design guidelines or plans for the 
area;  

  Y   (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 or design guidelines for the immediate area; 

  Y   (iii) The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views from adjacent properties; 

  Y    (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 proposed design and building materials are traditional and  compatible with the Newlands 
neighborhood. 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (vi)  To the extent practical, the project provides public amenities and planned public facilities; 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (ix)  A lighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety and aesthetics; 

  Y   (x)  The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes or mitigates 
impacts to natural systems; 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (xii)  Exteriors of 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 proposed vertical wood siding and painted cement lap board siding, along with the existing stone 
façade, contribute to a sense of permanence. 

  Y   (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; 

  Y   (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 

  Y   (xv)  In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in Appendix A to 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. 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 

PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

 

MEETING DATE:  December 18, 2014 

 

 

AGENDA TITLE:   Public Hearing and Feedback to Staff on the results of the first two phases 

of the University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project, including Preliminary Findings 

and Potential Strategies to Address the Findings 

 

 

 
REQUESTING STAFF: 
David Driskell, Executive Director, Community Planning & Sustainability (CP&S) 

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director, CP&S 

Molly Winter, Director, Downtown and University Hill Management Division/ Parking Services 

Sarah Wiebenson, Hill Community Development Coordinator 

Karl Guiler, Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist 

Ted Harberg, Planning Intern 

Jay Sugnet, Senior Housing Planner 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Ruth McHeyser, University Hill Moratorium Project Manager 

 
 

 

 

 

OBJECTIVE: 
Provide feedback to staff on the University Hill Moratorium Project work-in-progress: 

1.Does the Planning Board have any questions or comments about: 

 The Phase One preliminary findings?  

 The potential strategies? 

 The public input to date? 

2.Which strategies should be explored further? 

3.Are there other strategies that should be considered? 

4.Does the Board have any questions or comments about the public outreach process? 
 

 

 

The purpose of this agenda item is to update the Planning Board on the University Hill 

Moratorium Project and seek the Board’s feedback on the work- in-progress.    

 

The project was initiated by City Council to address a concern that the current economic 

environment strongly favors student rental housing in the Hill commercial district, making it 

difficult for other more diverse uses to compete in the market place. Over-concentration of any 

single use in this small commercial district would conflict with the community’s vision for the 

Hill, defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) as “a safe, comfortable, and 

attractive place to shop, work, visit and live,” and  “an activity center that serves a variety of 

commercial, entertainment, educational and civic functions,” and “also serves as a 

neighborhood center for the surrounding area, providing a wide range of activities drawing 

people from the entire city as well as the region.” 
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In August, 2014, Council passed a temporary moratorium on residential uses in the Business 

Main Street (BMS) zoning district on the Hill to allow time to analyze and present options to 

address the concern. The moratorium expires in March, 2015. 

 

Revitalization of Uni Hill is one of Council’s top priorities. This project will complement the 

larger University Hill revitalization and reinvestment efforts already underway.  It is a focused 

effort to address a short-term economic situation and will build on past studies and 

recommendations to address issues in this area. It is not intended to create a new vision for the 

Hill. 

 

The process and schedule for this project are as follows: 

 1.  Project Start Up, Information Gathering, Issue Identification Sept. and Oct. 2014  

 2.  Preliminary Options and Outreach to Stakeholders   Nov. 2014   

3.  Refine Options and Develop Staff Recommendation   Dec. 2014  

4.  Planning Board & UHCAMC Public Hearings and Recommendations Jan. 2015 

5.  City Council Public Hearings and Decision   Feb. and March 2015 

 

Attached are two reports that summarize the results of the first two phases of the project: 

 The draft Phase One Report compiles the background research and analysis on the 

project and includes preliminary findings along with potential strategies to address the 

findings. It also includes a preliminary University Hill Market Assessment prepared by 

Economic and Planning Systems, Inc., consultants hired by the city for this project.  The 

draft Phase One Report was presented to the public at an Open House and during drop-in 

“staff open hours” on the Hill November 19
th

 and 20
th

. This material is currently posted 

on-line.  Staff sent a link to report, highlighting the opportunity for the public to fill out 

the on-line survey through December 10
th

 (since extended to December 26) to over 200 

University Hill stakeholders. 

 

 The draft Phase Two Public Input Report contains a compilation of all public comments 

received to date and a chart summarizing the outreach efforts during the project.  We 

received about 50 public comment forms during the open house and staff open hours and 

are continuing to receive input via the online survey.  The report will be updated once all 

comments have been received. 

 

These reports represent the work of an interdepartmental City staff team. 

 

Questions for the Planning Board: 

 

1. Does the Planning Board have any questions or comments about: 

a. The Phase One preliminary findings (see Phase One Report pages 4-5)  

b. The potential strategies (see Phase One Report page 5) 

c. The public input to date? (see Phase Two Report) 

2. Which strategies should be explored further? 

3. Are there other strategies that should be considered? 

4. Does the Board have any questions or comments about the public outreach process (see 

Phase Two Report pages 3-4)? 
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Next Steps: 
The staff team is in the process of reviewing public input, refining the materials that were presented at the 

open house, and assessing what additional analysis is needed and which strategies to pursue and refine 

further.  Planning Board input will also be considered. 

  

In the next few weeks, the staff team will develop recommendations about a combination of regulation 

changes, incentives and possible new programs to address the concerns that precipitated the 

moratorium. These recommendations will be presented to the University Hill Commercial Area 

Management Commission (UHCAMC) at its January 21 meeting and to the Planning Board at its January 

22 meeting.  City Council hearings will occur in February and March. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 

A. University Hill Moratorium Draft Phase One Report:  Preliminary Findings and Potential 

Strategies 

B. University Hill Moratorium Draft Phase Two Report:  Summary of the Public Outreach 

and Comments to date on Preliminary Findings and Potential Strategies 
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4 University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Phase 1 Report

I.  Executive Summary

This report summarizes the results of Phase One of the 
University Hill Commercial District Moratorium project. 
This includes background information, analysis, and 
preliminary findings.

The project was initiated by City Council to address 
a concern that the current economic environment 
strongly favors student rental housing in the Hill 
commercial district, making it difficult for other uses 
to compete in the market place. Over-concentration of 
any single use in this small commercial district would 
conflict with the community’s vision for the Hill, defined 
in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) as 
“an activity center that serves a variety of commercial, 
entertainment, educational and civic functions,” 
and “also serves as a neighborhood center for the 
surrounding area, providing a wide range of activities 
drawing people from the entire city as well as the 
region.”

In August, 2014, Council passed a temporary 
moratorium on residential uses in the Business Main 
Street (BMS) zoning district on the Hill to allow time to 
analyze and present options to address the concern. 
The moratorium expires in March, 2015.

Revitalization of Uni Hill is one of Council’s top 
priorities. This project will complement the larger 
University Hill revitalization and reinvestment efforts 
already underway, and the moratorium project 
recommendations will be coordinated and integrated 
with the Hill Reinvestment Strategy work plan 
described in Appendix 5.

The goals of the project are to:
• Review and analyze University Hill commercial 

district history, current use composition, and 
existing zoning district boundaries, uses, and 
standards;

• Gain a clear understanding of current market 
dynamics and property owner needs and desires;

• Identify gaps and conflicts between the adopted 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan vision for the 
Hill and the current situation (the goal is not to 
create a new vision for the hill);

• Identify options, including potential refinements to 
existing zoning, possible creation of new zoning, 
and other tools to implement the Hill vision in a 
way that supports larger community goals; 

• Support and coordinate with concurrent Hill 
Reinvestment Strategy efforts to implement the Hill 
vision.

Preliminary Findings
One overall findings is that:

The biggest gap between the City’s adopted vision 
for the Hill and the current situation is that the uses 
do not attract a diversity of users.  The proximity 
of the University provides significant economic, 
intellectual and cultural benefits and has influenced the 
Hill’s existing unique, student-centric and bohemian 
character.  While it is neither desired nor necessary to 
change the student-focus of the Hill, diversifying the 
users and uses will make it more lively year-round and 
attractive to the community at large.

Specific findings include:

1. There may already be an over-concentration of 
housing in this small commercial district. There 
are 103 dwelling units within the Hill Commercial 
District. This compares with approximately 130 
units Downtown, yet the Hill is only 11.5 acres 
in size whereas the Downtown encompasses 
approximately 108 acres While the presence of 
housing close to any commercial district adds 
vitality and built-in shoppers, the hill commercial 
area has an abundance of high density residences 
on three sides already and residences account 
for a higher share of square footage than is 
traditionally expected in a commercial district. 
Furthermore, the recent economic analysis done by 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) concludes 
that the demand for residences located in the 
hill commercial area “is almost completely for 
student oriented housing.”1   More student rentals 
clustered in this small area could create a party-like 
atmosphere and noise impacts that conflict with 
the hill vision as a safe, comfortable place to shop, 
work, visit, and live.

2. There are very few offices on the hill, yet office 
uses could potentially  play a crucial role in adding 
a year-round diversity of ages and professions on 
the hill. There are only 8 office uses housed in only 

1 November 18, 2014, memorandum  from Dan Gui-
mond and Matt Prosser; EPS, see Appendix 8.
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3% of the total building square footage on the hill, 
and few more in the immediate neighborhood. 
Although the EPS re appears to be a strong market 
for office uses in the core area of the city, few offices 
have located on the Hill in recent years, despite its 
proximity to CU and Downtown and its location in 
one of the most transit-rich locations in the region. 

3. The Hill Commercial District has two primary 
commercial street frontages, each with its own 
distinct character and relationship to the public 
realm, and  it may be appropriate to identify sub-
districts to address the unique opportunities and 
challenges  of each area. 13th Street is the historic 
heart of the district, with its historic commercial 
buildings and music venues.  Broadway forms the 
interface with the CU campus and is a bustling 
street with an eclectic mix of structures.  The cross 
streets of College, Pennsylvania, and Pleasant 
run perpendicular to, and connect the main 
streets, and serve as pedestrian corridors between 
the university and the high density student 
neighborhoods.  These areas have different lotting 
patterns, building character, and relationships to 
the public realm.

4. EPS’ updated analysis of the market potentials for 
future development in the Uni Hill area2 found that 
among the barriers to expanding the diversity of 
uses and users on the Hill are:

a. Insufficient public parking, particularly for 
professional office uses and city-wide-serving 
retail uses;

b. Lack of another attraction or anchor that could 
change the current market perception of 
being just for students and market demand to 
attract a broader visitor mix; and

c. The somewhat run-down aesthetic of portions 
of the hill.

2 November 18, 2014, memorandum  from EPS,  see 
Appendix 8.

Potential Strategies to Address 
the Findings
Potential strategies to encourage or require change 
and that could address the above findings include:

Parking

A. Promote public/ private redevelopment on the 
two University Hill General Improvement District 
(UHGID) surface parking lots to add more parking 
on the Hill and provide  catalyst developments to 
bring new uses the to the Hill. 

Uses

B. Create a density bonus for office uses

C. Create an overlay zone in the adjacent RH-5 
residential zone to encourage office uses in existing 
residential structures.

D. Prohibit new residential uses, but allow existing 
uses to remain.

E. Prohibit new residential, except Permanently 
Affordable or Senior Housing.

F. Prohibit new residential, with exceptions as in F, but 
only above the 1st floor.

G. Allow market rate housing only on partial 3rd floors 
if in conjunction with rehabilitation of an existing 
building, or in new buildings when in conjunction 
with a use or “public benefit” that helps implement 
the Hill vision. 

Financial Incentives

H. Consider pilot tax rebate program for properties 
that add desired uses that are difficult to attract or 
that provide a “public benefit” that helps implement 
the BVCP vision

I. Consider National Register Historic District 
designation, allowing eligible properties to take 
advantage of up to 50% income tax credits. 

Programs

J. Consider the creation of Innovation/Creative/Arts 
District. Build on the essential, innate qualities 
of the Hill including creativity, youthfulness, and 
energy, and expand  it to foster creativity in the 
broadest sense for a diversity of users. 

More detail on these potential strategies is provided in 
Sections VII. and  VIII.  
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of varying qualities.  The cross streets of College, 
Pennsylvania and Pleasant run perpendicular to, and 
connect the main streets, and serve as pedestrian 
corridors between the university and the high density 
student housing.

Recently a new wave of mixed-use developments 
have begun to add a significant amount of residential 
in the form of small-scale, mixed use buildings with 
ground floor retail.  This has happened either through 
adaptive reuse of historic structures, or by demolishing 
structures and building new ones.  In addition, there are 
three vacant lots on The Hill under public ownership. 
Two are owned by the parking district – UHGID; and 
one owned by the University of Colorado – at 13th 
and Pennsylvania.  The lot at 14th and College is being 
considered for a public-private partnership that would 
create underground parking for the University Hill 
General Improvement District (UHGID) in exchange for 
the ability to develop above-ground uses.

Visual Character and Identity
University Hill is a neighborhood business district 
that has its earliest origins as a residential district.  The 
earliest commercial structures were built around the 
intersection of 13th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, 
directly across Broadway from CU’s historic Norlin 
Quadrangle, and a new commercial district grew out 
from there.  This model of a college-oriented business 
district is typical in American college towns, like 
Boulder, where the campus was slightly too far from 
downtown for students to walk for their daily needs 
in the pre-automobile era.  In addition to serving 
students, The Hill has also served as the broader Uni-
Hill neighborhood’s local commercial district since its 
inception.

As explained in Section VI. History, many properties 
on The Hill are in fact homes that include historic 
commercial additions on the front, as seen in the 
example below.  These buildings are mixed together 
with the earlier commercial structures, the various 
music venues, and the low-rise retail structures built 
throughout the area’s history.  The district’s buildings 
are currently in a wide variety of conditions, some 
historic and some non-historic, and some in need of 
basic maintenance.

The commercial district has two primary commercial 
street frontages, each with its own distinct character.  
13th Street is the historic heart of the district, with 
its historic commercial buildings and music venues.  
Broadway forms the interface with the CU campus and 
is a bustling street with an eclectic mix of structures 

1226 Pennsylvania Avenue, home of The Sink, with historic 
commercial addition to an original residential structure.

I
0 0.08 0.160.04 Miles

University of Colorado 
Campus

College Ave

Pennsylvania Ave

Pleasant St

University Ave

Grandview
Terrace

Broadway

13th St

Public Parking - UHGID

Public Parking - CU

University Hill BMS Zone

BMS Zone
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Size of the Area
The University Hill BMS zone contains approximately 
11.5 acres of land.  This compares to approximately 
108 acres in Downtown Boulder and 333 acres in the 
Boulder Valley Regional Center.

Summary of Land Uses
There are 35 parcels in the University Hill BMS zone.  
They include a mix of retail, office, residential, or a 
combination of these uses.  The map above shows 
a breakdown of the mix of uses on each property in 
the business district. These include retail; retail and 
residential; retail and office; entertainment; residential 
only; and unfinished space3.  The following pie chart 
illustrates the percentage share that each use occupies.

3 Parking Lots, Unfinished Space, and Vacant Retail 
Units have different meanings.  Unfinished Space is in SQ FT 
and is based on assessor’s data.

The breakdown of these uses by square footage is as 
follows: Retail -173,633 sq ft, 57%; Residential - 76,428 
sq ft, 25%; Unfinished Floor Space - 36,131 sq ft, 12%; 
Office - 9,149 sq ft, 3%; Entertainment - 8,500 sq ft, 3%.  
DRAFT: 11/25/2014

Summary of Commercial Uses
Commercial uses in the area include a mix of retail and 
office types.  There are 97 businesses located on The Hill 
at the time of this report.  These uses fall into a number 
of different commercial categories, with office uses 
representing a small amount in terms of both number 
of businesses and square footage.  See pie chart below4.

4 Vacant Retail Units are based on a survey of current 
tenants, and are not based on size (SQ FT).  Some retail units 
may be subdivided or combined based on tenant needs.

I
0 0.04 0.080.02 Miles

Entertainment

Parking Lot

Residential

Retail

Retail and Office

Retail and Residential

Retail

Retail and Office

Retail and Res.

Entertainment

Surface Parking Lot

Residential Only

University Hill Land Use Map

Total Number of Commercial Uses by Type

Source: Current Survey of Local Businesses 
DRAFT: 11/25/2014

Land Use Share by Square Footage

Source: Boulder County Assessor’s Data and Property Owner 
Interviews DRAFT: 11/25/2014
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2014 Economic & Planning Systems Study
A recent market study by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) describes the socioeconomic characteristics of the hill’s 
market area and summarizes the demand for retail and office uses in the commercial district (see Appendix 7).

Housing and Demographics
In the Hill Business District there are 105 dwelling units within an 11.5 acre area, while within the Downtown District (or 
Central Area General Improvement District) there are 130 dwelling units within a 108 acre area. 

University Hill has long been known as Boulder’s primary student housing neighborhood.  Student housing uses in the area 
date back to the early 20th century.  The Hill remains one of the most desirable areas for students in Boulder, with 7,063 
enrolled students in the Market Area; 5,969 of those students being undergraduates5.

The Hill is by no means however the only student neighborhood in modern Boulder.  A recent city housing study estimates 
that approximately 21,000 of the University’s ~31,000 students live in the city limits of Boulder.  15,000 of these students 
find their housing in the private market (as opposed to on-campus housing), occupying an estimated 7,500 dwelling units in 
Boulder.   This leaves nearly 10,000 students finding their housing in neighboring communities instead, and placing additional 
demand on the student housing market.

5 Finding from EPS Study, see Appendix 8.
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.5 Mile

1 Miile

Median Age per Block
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2010 Census median age statistics for each city block.  This 
depicts the high concentration of young people near CU, 
and the relative closeness of the longer-term residents near 
Chautauqua Park (who tend to have a higher median age). 
Source: 2000 Census Blocks

Selected Zones
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Location and relative density of rental properties near the Hill, 
note the clustering of these properties near the University. 
Source: City of Boulder Rental Data
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Square Footage and Floor Area Ratio
There are approximately 304,238 built square feet of floor space in University Hill Business District.  This amounts 
to a total gross FAR of 1.04.  Since the area is zoned for a maximum FAR of 1.85, this means that 278,504 square feet 
of built floor space could theoretically still be constructed under current regulations.

The following maps demonstrate what may be possible in the BMS zone district.  The map to the lower left shows 
a breakdown of existing built square footage per parcel, with yellow representing the least amount of existing 
square footage and dark blue representing the most.  The map on the lower right illustrates additional buildable 
square footage, in other words the unbuilt sq ft for each parcel that would still be allowed under current zoning.  
Whether or not it is practical for a given parcel to add this additional square footage varies on a case by case 
basis, depending on factors such as the parcel’s existing floor area, historic designations, setback and parking 
requirements, etc.  For the most part, the parcels with the least square footage already built are the ones with the 
most additional potential; however there are a few notable exceptions to this trend that can be seen on the maps 
below.  

The historic core of the district is closer to its maximum density than many of the parcels along Broadway; leaving 
less additional square footage of development possible.  This, along with the historic character of these structures, 
may suggest that adaptive reuse strategies such as was done with “Lofts on the Hill” are more appropriate than 
wholesale reconstruction in this area.

Source: RRC Associates; Boulder County Assessor; City of Boulder GIS, building permit and zoning review records.

Existing Built Square Footage per Parcel
Additional Buildable Square Footage 
Assuming Maximum Buildout to 1.85 FAR
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III.  Desired Mix of Uses - Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan III.  Desired Mix of Uses - Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan

Underlying Plans and Vision

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 
establishes the policies, goals and visions for different 
areas of the city (as well as undeveloped and developed 
areas surrounding the city).  It is updated every five 
years through a process that includes public outreach 
and input. It is adopted by City Council and Planning 
Board. Although it is not a regulatory document, the 
Plan informs all city decisions on land use matters and 
establishes the long-term vision for specific areas. 

The Vision for University Hill

The University of Colorado (CU) with the University Hill 
business district is considered one of three regional 
serving activity centers in Boulder. Boulder’s Activity 
Centers – commercial, entertainment, educational and 
civic centers that concentrate activities into nodes at 
a variety of scales and are distributed throughout the 
community—play an important function in supporting 
Boulder’s compact, interconnected urban form (see 
graphic).

As described in the BVCP:

“at the highest level of intensity are the city’s three regional centers. They form a triangle at Boulder’s geographic center: 
the Historic Downtown, the Boulder Valley Regional Center (BVRC), and the University of Colorado with the University 
Hill Business District. The University Hill Business District also serves as a neighborhood center for the surrounding 
neighborhood. Each of these centers has a distinct function and character.” 

In the more detailed University Hill Area Plan adopted by Planning Board and City Council in 19966 and 
incorporated into the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, the vision is further described as:

“a safe, comfortable, and attractive place to shop, work, visit and live,” and  “an activity center that serves a variety 
of commercial, entertainment, educational and civic functions,” and “also serves as a neighborhood center for the 
surrounding area, providing a wide range of activities drawing people from the entire city as well as the region.”

What the Vision means in terms of the desired mix of uses 

The BVCP defines the desired land uses in an area on the Land Use Map. The Land Use Map designations that 
apply to the University Hill business district and surrounding areas are Mixed Use Business in the commercial area, 
High Density Residential immediately adjacent to the Hill, and low and mixed density residential farther west and 
south as shown on the following map.  The University is designated as Public.

6 Included in Appendix 6

Boulder’s Activity Centers
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BVCP Land Use Designations 
On and Near University Hill

These designations are defined in the BVCP as follows:

Mixed Use Business: Areas where business or residential 
character will predominate. Housing and public uses 
supporting housing will be encouraged and may be 
required. Specific zoning and other regulations will be 
adopted which define the desired intensity, mix, location 
and design characteristic of these uses.

High Density Residential: High density residential areas 
allow 14 or more dwelling units per acre.

Mixed Density Residential: Mixed density residential 
areas are permitted for roughly 7 dwelling units per acre.

Low Density Residential: Low density residential areas 
are permitted for between 2 and 6 dwelling units per acre.

Public: Areas owned and operated by the University of 
Colorado.

BVCP Land Use Designation Map
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IV.   Implementing the Vision - Zoning on University Hill

The city’s zoning regulations are one tool to implement 
the broader goals and policies of the community as 
established in Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
(BVCP), and the desired mix of uses. The two zoning 
districts that apply to the University Hill commercial 
district are the Business Main Street (BMS) zoning 
district in the commercial area and Residential High – 5 
(RH-5) zoning district immediately surrounding it as 
shown below. Areas west and south of the University 
Hill commercial district are zoned RMX-1 (Residential 
Mixed – 1) and Residential Low – 1 (RL-1) and are 
generally single-family in character. As the map shows 
below, areas subject to the university are zoned P 
(Public). The zoning districts applicable to the University 
Hill commercial district (BMS and RH-5) are discussed 
further below.

Zoning of Business District and 
Immediate Surrounding the 
District

Commercial/Mixed-Use District (BMS): The BMS zone 
is a commercial mixed-use zoning district patterned after 
the character of historic Main Street business districts. BMS 
is designed to encourage development in a pedestrian-
oriented pattern, with buildings built up to the street; retail 
uses on the first floor; residential and office uses above the 
first floor; and where complementary uses may be allowed. 
The zoning district is applied to three other areas in the 
city, and although they share many similar characteristics 
and goals with Uni Hill (e.g., mixed-use, pedestrian-
oriented land use pattern), they are quite different in other 
ways (e.g., primarily neighborhood-serving and outside a 
parking district with lower intensity standards). Because 
of these differences, the zoning is structured so as to call 
out certain separate standards for Uni Hill (“areas within a 
parking district”), most notably, the maximum Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR; total floor area divided by the lot area) for the 
Hill is 1.85 in comparison to 1.00 FAR for other areas. This 
recognizes that, because of its location in a city-managed 
parking district, properties are not required to provide their 
own on-site parking, except for residential uses.

Adjacent Residential Area (RH-5): Immediately 
surrounding the business district is the Residential High 
– 5 (RH-5) zoning district. RH zones are high density 
residential areas primarily used for a variety of types of 
attached residential units, including without limitation, 
apartment buildings, and where complementary uses may 
be allowed. 

RH-5 zones permit densities of 14 or more dwelling units 
per acre. Residential uses are allowed by-right and non-
residential uses like offices or retail can be permitted with 
approval of Use Review application from the Planning 
Board. Other uses that would present more impacts on the 
neighborhood are prohibited. 

The area has traditionally contained a mix of single-family 
and attached housing units that have been converted to 
student housing over time.

Site Review is required for any projects on a site greater 
than 2 acres or proposing 20 or more units. There are 
no FAR limits in the RH-5 zoning district. Building size 
limits are instead based on meeting other zoning district 
standards (e.g., open space, minimum lot area per unit, 
parking etc.).

Existing Zoning Map
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Summary of Recent Developments 
Most development on University Hill has occurred by-right (without Site Review)  This is largely because the 
threshold for Site Review is relatively high at 50,000 square feet or redevelopment on a lot greater than 3 
acres7 . Further, because many of the design/form and bulk standards (e.g., setbacks, height, building location 
requirements) in the BMS zoning district are prescriptive and support the massing and context already seen on 
the Hill, projects have been able to be approved with a building permit.

Some recent redevelopment examples are:

The Lofts on the Hill: Construction of a mixed-use development at 1143 13th per approved Landmark Alteration 
Certificate. 5 dwelling units.  3,241 square feet for ground floor retail, 8,335 square feet for residential units on 2nd 
and 3rd floors. Total square footage: 11,576 square feet.

1155 13th: 6 dwelling units.  2,458 parking area, 2072 square feet restaurant/mercantile, 6,258 sf residential; Total 
square footage: 9605 sf floor area. (2009)

1350 College: Redevelopment of Jones’ Drug site at the corner of College and 14th Street. Entailed the construction 
of two buildings and a parking structure, retail and restaurants on the first level and 13 dwelling units on levels 
two and three. Total square footage of two buildings: 7,987 and 15,000 square feet. (2010)

Analysis of How the Existing Zoning Implements the BVCP vision
An analysis of the BMS and RH-5 zoning districts for consistency with the adopted vision for the University Hill 
business district is provided  in Appendix 4.  The key findings from the analysis are summarized below.

BMS was applied to University Hill in recent history considering the zone’s intent of allowing a mixture of uses 
and forms consistent with historic ‘main street’ neighborhood centers. BMS has been successfully implemented in 
other areas of the city, but in the case of the Hill, may be less successful given the intended vision of the area being 
both neighborhood and regional serving and the fact that the two primary commercial street frontages differ in 
building type and character. The Hill also differs in that it is within a general improvement district – UHGID – that 
was created to provide shared, unbundled district-wide parking and public space maintenance.  This may suggest 
the need to create a more tailored zoning district for the Hill commercial district at some point.

Unlike other regional commercial areas, there is no transition between the Hill commercial area and the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.  Office uses can provide a good transition between commercial areas and adjacent 
residential neighborhoods; however, because of an existing Use Review criterion that discourages conversion of 
existing residences into offices, this use is very restricted in the existing High Density Residential zoning district 
next to the commercial area (i.e., RH-5).  This may suggest creating a micro zone or overlay zone for a portion of 
the adjacent RH-5 zoning district where office uses could be encouraged.

7 As noted in the Zoning District analysis in Appendix 4, staff believes this threshold is an error that occurred in 
reformatting the zoning code in recent years and should be corrected to set the Site Review Threshold in BMS at 15,000 
square feet. 
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V.  Parking Supply and Demand and Development Potential

Access, Parking Supply and 
Demand 
The University Hill commercial area has an overlay 
parking tax district that was created in the 1970s to 
supply shared and unbundled parking for the historic 
commercial district.  The district, University Hill General 
Improvement District – UHGID – is similar to parking 
districts in the downtown and in Boulder Junction.  
The district owns and manages two of the three 
public parking lots in the hill commercial area – one 
on Pleasant Street, the other on 14th Street.  The third 
parking lot on Pennsylvania is owned and managed 
by the University of Colorado.   Commercial properties 
within parking districts are not required to provide 
on-site parking; new residential units are required to 
provide at least one space per unit.  The city manages 
the UHGID parking as well as the on-street supply.  

University Hill has variety of access options for all 
travel modes.  Its location along the Broadway corridor 
affords it excellent transit access on multiple bus routes, 
including the high frequency Skip service.  The transit 
stop with the highest boardings in the entire RTD 
system is several blocks away at Broadway and Euclid.  
The circulatory bus, the Hop, also provides service to 
the hill connecting it to the CU campus, downtown 
and the Boulder Valley Regional center.  Being 
centered between the main campus of the University 
and adjacent high density student housing provides 
excellent and easy pedestrian access. Several “last mile” 
multi-modal options also exist on the hill:  a B-cycle 
station was installed on the hill in 2014 and the Eco car 
sharing service has a location in the 14th Street district 
lot for easy access when an automobile is needed. 

In the spring of 2014 the city conducted a 
Transportation Study in the commercial district in 
order to better understand the travel patterns of hill 
employees, business owners and visitors.  The study 
also solicited feedback on the hill’s strength and 
weaknesses.   Here are some of the key findings:   

 Business Survey:

• 62% of employees typically drive alone to work 

• 66% of employees live in Boulder

• 22% of employees are CU students

• The average size of hill businesses are 10.2 
employees

Intercept Survey:

• 50% walk to hill

• 36% of those surveyed drove; 9% took the bus and 
5% biked

• Of those walking, 26% were passing through the hill

• 52% were CU students.  

In order to plan for future parking demand, UHGID 
funds studies that project future development within 
the entire commercial area.  A 2013 development and 
parking study8 projected a “build-out” scenario with 
a range of a different uses – both commercial and 
residential – that anticipated a commercial parking 
demand of between 690 and 612 additional parking 
spaces assuming a 20% reduction in demand based on 
multi modal use.  In order to meet that demand, both 
UHGID parking lots would need to be redeveloped 
adding a total of 490 spaces to the existing parking 
supply.

“Catalyst” Sites
From as early as the 1993 Hill Plan, the role of 
“catalyst” sites has been a primary strategy for Hill 
revitalization.  Catalyst sites are defined as key 
properties that are sufficiently substantial in size 
to accommodate redevelopment projects that can 
contribute to implementing the City Council vision for 
a greater diversity of uses, stakeholder partnerships 
and multi-modal access.  Catalyst sites also provide 
the opportunity to achieve other Hill priorities such 
as creating public gathering areas, increasing public 
art and increasing parking which has been identified 
as a key foundation to attracting more office use, 

8 2013-2014 University Hill Parking Analysis and 
Transportation Studies.  See Appendix 7.
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entertainment and retail. 

A diversity of business/residential uses in the Hill 
commercial district would help to create a year-round 
vitality to support business retention and attract new 
businesses.  Business diversity has been hard to achieve 
within the existing historic buildings, and given the 
shortage of parking for additional office workers and 
business customers.  Redevelopment of larger sites 
would offer an opportunity to address both these 
barriers to year-round vitality.

As in many historic areas, the existing surface 
parking lots present the greatest opportunity for 
redevelopment efforts.  On the Hill, there are three 
surface parking lots – two are owned by the parking 
district (UHGID) and one by the University of Colorado.  
These sites and the gas station at the corner of Pleasant 
and 13th Street have been repeatedly identified over 
time as the four opportunity catalyst sites.

Partnerships play an essential role in the 
redevelopment of Hill catalyst sites for a variety of 
reasons.  

First, as determined by the 2005 Hill Business Plan 
Study, the size of the Hill commercial district parcels 
are relatively small and do not provide the economic 
feasibility and scale of redevelopment to accommodate 
underground parking.  Combining multiple parcels 
and/or utilizing the UHGID sites enables a scale of 
development with the highest likelihood of economic 
feasibility.  Currently, negotiations are underway with a 
private developer for the redevelopment of the UHGID 
14th Street parking lot which aggregates the parking 
lot with a property on 13th Street in order to provide 
access to the project’s proposed underground parking 
garage from 13th rather than transgressing through the 
residential neighborhood along 14th Street. 

Second, the need for replacing and accommodating 
parking, along with other multi-modal strategies, 
is fundamental to providing the infrastructure to 
create more diverse uses such as office and retail and 
entertainment that attracts a citywide or regional 
audience.  Due to the confined space on the hill and 
basic urban design principles, the majority of parking 
provided within these redevelopments would be 
underground which is very expensive to build and 
operate.  Creating a large enough building footprint 
affords a greater efficiencies of scale and parking 
layout.  Should the hill remain a commercial district 

primarily catering to the basic needs of CU students as 
they travel between home and classes, then the need 
for additional parking would be questionable.  

Thirdly, the property tax based parking district, UHGID, 
lacks the financial resources and muscle to finance 
the construction of structured and/or underground 
parking.  Again, due to the constrained size of the 
district the property tax revenue generated within 
UHGID is $28,127 (compared with CAGID $1,110,605).  
According to analysis by the city’s financial advisor, 
Piper Jaffrey, the UHGID district would not have the 
property tax valuation and revenues that would justify 
selling bonds to cover the garage construction costs 
repayment. This district financing method has been 
successfully employed to finance and build structured 
and underground parking facilities in the downtown.   
Hence, UHGID must explore innovative public/private 
partnerships with other entities including private 
developers and potentially new incentives to achieve 
the parking necessary to support the goals of the hill 
revitalization efforts.  
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University Hill History
Development in the University Hill neighborhood 
began in 1899 with the establishment of 
Chautauqua and a streetcar connecting University 
Hill with downtown. By 1906, steady growth of the 
neighborhood resulted in the construction of the 
University Hill School. The area attracted professors 
and employees of the university, families who planned 
to send their children to CU, business and professional 
workers, and university students. Boarding houses 
sprang up in the area due to limited dormitory space 
on campus, along with many fraternity and sorority 
houses. A connection between the university and 
commercial district existed from the beginning of the 
area’s development, driving demand for a commercial 
district near the campus.  The first commercial building 
constructed in the area was the McConnell and Crane 
drug store at 1301 Pennsylvania Avenue. Four other 
buildings, including one to house the Women’s Athletic 
Association, were constructed in the 1910’s. 

By 1919, the slogan “on the Hill” was already being 
used in advertisements for the University Hill area. 
During the 1920’s, University Hill experienced its 
most dramatic period of residential growth. The Hill 
commercial district also experienced significant growth, 
as a wall of commercial building emerged along the 
west side of the 1100 block of 13th Street. Faced with 
the changing character of the neighborhood, residents 
on the west side of the street began converting their 

dwellings to commercial uses, principally through the 
construction of additions onto the fronts and sides 
of existing houses. This “wrapping” of homes with 
business additions of incompatible styles engendered 
the desire among many University Hill residents that 
the business district be limited. These concerns resulted 
in the adoption of Boulder’s first zoning ordinance in 
1928. During the 1920s, the Hill became a popular site 
for student gatherings and celebrations. The Sunken 
Gardens, the Co-op and Greenman’s were popular 
student hangouts. 

Due to the Great Depression and the onset of World 
War II, there was little commercial development during 

the 1930s and 1940s on the Hill. The depression era 
brought the first reports of students causing damage 
to property on the Hill. The neighborhood was evolving 
into an area where students massed to voice concerns, 
celebrate news, and display anger – a home away 
from home. The 1940’s showed little growth in the Hill 
commercial district. World War II brought a decrease 
in enrollment at CU, leaving popular student hang out 
areas deserted. The 1950s, on the other hand, brought 

1301 Pennsylvania c. 1949, Constructed in 1909.
In 1930, this was J. Quine’s drug store and R. Mayes Harrison’s 
Beauty shop. Today it is Buchanan’s Coffee Shop and the Mac 
Shack.  Photo courtesy of the Carnegie Branch Library for Local 
History.

Boulder’s very first, 1928 Zoning Map
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booming enrollment, and with it large commercial 
development on the Hill, including the construction 
of the Flatirons Theater and Tulagi’s. Both Tulagi’s and 
the Sunken Gardens received their liquor licenses after 
some protest from the public, and once again, the Hill 
was a site for off campus celebration. 

The 1960s brought the construction of six new 
buildings in the Hill commercial district, along with 
political unrest. Student activities changed from the 
usual homecoming parades and pep rallies to protests 
against the Vietnam War, resulting in confrontations, 
teach-ins, and mass student meetings.  Police were 
assigned foot patrol on the Hill to enforce the new 
ordinances adopted to combat the increased loitering, 
panhandling, and vandalism on the Hill.

Following repeated breakage of the University 
Bookstore’s windows, many of them were removed and 
replaced by graphics painted on the concrete inserts, 
which were vandalized as well.  In the 1990s and 
2000s, several businesses that had attracted customers 
from across the city closed and were replaced by uses 
catering to university students. Closures included 
two professional men and women’s clothing stores-
-Kingsley and Company and The Regiment--a high 
end jewelry store and florist, and the Flatirons movie 
theater. 

No new development occurred on the hill from the 
1970’s to 2009, when two projects were constructed.  
The first one included additions above the existing 
buildings at 1143 and 1155 13th Street and the second 
one was the redevelopment of the former Jones’ Drug  
site at the SW corner of College and 14th Street.  Both 
projects added student rental housing above retail 
stores.  

Over the decades, the hill commercial district has been 
shaped by the interplay between the university and 
the adjacent residential neighborhoods, as well as the 
political and social issues of the times. To this day, the 
Fox is an entertainment venue that attracts nationally 
known musically acts of the day.  

1101 13th Street c. 1950, Constructed in 1896. Originally the Phi 
Delta Theta Fraternity, a commercial addition was later added.  
This commercial addition, in the foreground, is now Yeye’s Cafe. 
Photo courtesy of the Carnegie Branch Library for Local History.

_ 

 

 

 

Sanborn Map of Boulder, CO
January 1931

Sanborn Map of the HIll in 1931 with the boundaries of the 
modern day BMS zone superimposed.

Agenda Item 5A     Page 25 of 198



University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Phase 1 Report 23

VII. Existing and Potential Future Incentives

Agenda Item 5A     Page 26 of 198



24 University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Phase 1 Report

VII.  Existing and Potential Future Incentives

Existing Programs
Economic Vitality

The City of Boulder’s Office of Economic Vitality offers two programs that are used to support both existing 
businesses and business attraction efforts.  The Flexible Rebate program started as a pilot program in 2007 and is 
now funded annually, with $350,000 in funding budgeted in 2014. Primary employers (50% or more of revenues 
from outside Boulder) may apply for tax and fee rebates.  The second program is a revolving loan fund operated by 
the City in partnership with the Colorado Enterprise Fund.  The micro-loan fund targets businesses that may not 
qualify for conventional loans.

City of Boulder Permanently Affordable Housing Program   

The City administers a variety of programs to ensure a supply of affordable ownership and rental units. Since the 
late 1980s, the city has created over 3,250 units (includes 242 shelter and group home beds) that are considered 
affordable. Of those approximately 35 percent are ownership units and 65 percent are rental units owned and 
managed by city partners. The City adds new units every year with a goal of permanently affordable housing units 
accounting for 10 percent of overall housing stock. At the end of 2013, 7.2 percent of all housing units in Boulder 
were permanently affordable. 

The City uses a variety of funding mechanisms to create and maintain a stock of affordable homes. In addition 
to federal HOME Investment Partnerships Program and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, 
the programs are funded through local Community Housing Assistance Program (CHAP) and Affordable 
Housing Funds (AHF). The sources of the local funds are property tax revenue, Inclusionary Housing cash-in-lieu 
contributions, the downtown linkage fee and the Housing Excise Tax.

One major source of affordable units is Inclusionary Housing. Adopted in 2000, Boulder’s Inclusionary Housing 
(IH) ordinance requires that new residential development contribute at least 20 percent of the total units as 
permanently affordable housing. Inclusionary Housing options for meeting this requirement include constructing 
on-site permanently affordable units, dedicating off-site units (existing or newly built) as permanently affordable, 
dedicating vacant land for affordable unit development or paying cash in lieu. Affordable units produced through 
IH are priced to be affordable to low- and moderate-income households and have deed restrictions which limit 
appreciation and require they be sold or rented to income-qualified households in perpetuity. 

The cash provided in lieu of providing affordable units is combined with other local and federal funds and used 
to: develop new affordable homes, acquire and rehabilitate existing building as affordable, fund programs such 
as new home buyer training and foreclosure prevention, rehabilitate and maintain existing affordable rental units 
and to purchase land (land banking) for future affordable housing development.

There are two types of units in the Affordable Housing Program – ownership and rental. The City does not own 
any permanently affordable units. Ownership units are owned by the individual and rental units are owned and 
maintained by city partners (i.e. Boulder Housing Partners, Thistle).

Ownership Program

The Division of Housing administers the Homeworks program. Homes are sold at below market-rate prices to 
income eligible buyers. Homes are permanently affordable and governed by an Affordability Covenant that limits 
the resale price and places other restrictions on the home. Eligibility for the program is a combination of income 
and assets (shown below). Homes for sale in this program are listed on the Division of Housing website.
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Income Max

Homes are available for two income groups:

1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people 5 people

low/
moderate 

income

$51,490 $58,850 $66,220 $73,520 $79,450

middle 
income

$76,400 $87,360 $98,330 $109,110 $117,990

Based on gross income for standard employees and net income for self-employed people

Assets Max

1 person 2 people 3 people 4 people Each Additional 
Person

low/moderate 
income

$55,000 $70,000 $85,000 $100,000 +$15,000

middle income $140,000 $155,000 $170,000 $185,000 +$15,000

recently 
divorced

$85,000 $100,000 $115,000 $130,000 +$15,000

permanently 
disabled

$140,000 $155,000 $170,000 $185,000 +$15,000

retired $85,000 $100,000 $115,000 $130,000 +$15,000

Exempt Retirement Assets

Retirement assets can be deducted based on this chart. Assets must be in a designated retirement account to be 
exempted.

Age Exempt Amount

Under 40 $30,000

40-55 $55,000

Over 55 $110,000

Rental Program

Eligibility for rental units is typically determined by income and other factors. For example, Thistle requires two 
years of satisfactory rental history and a combined gross income of three times the monthly rent. Income limits are 
based on household size (see chart).

Household Size 1 Person 2 People 3 People 4 People 5 People

Max Income Allowed $38,520 $43,980 $49,500 $54,960 $59,400

Additional limits vary by property and may include no felony arrests or convictions within five years, no evictions 
within five years, no monies owed to current or previous landlords, no bankruptcy that has not been discharged, 
and no wage garnishments which cause the applicant to be outside the rent to income ratio of 30-40 percent.

Students in Affordable units

Permanently affordable ownership units are available to a large segment of the Boulder population. Traditional 
Boulder students (18-22 years old) are unlikely to quality to purchase an affordable home through the Homeworks 
Program. These requirements include documenting paid work that averages a minimum of 30 hours per week 
and having sufficient income to qualify for a mortgage. By design this program is intended to provide workforce 
housing solutions and not student housing. 
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Affordable rental units are also not intended to serve 
traditional Boulder students. For example, rentals 
utilizing federal tax credits are allowed to serve 
households comprised entirely of full time students 
only under very limited circumstances. Thistle only 
allows full time students with two years of successful 
rental history that meet one of the following conditions: 
participants in Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, or a federal/state/local job training program, 
single parent, married filing joint tax returns. 

Potential Incentives
Innovation/Creative/Arts District for the 
University Hill Commercial District

Building on the essential, innate qualities of the Hill 
Commercial District including creativity, youthfulness, 
and energy, and Innovation/Creative/Arts District 
is envisioned to transform the Hill from a primarily 
student-services center to an area fostering creativity 
in the broadest sense.  This multi-faceted approach 
would not be confined specifically to the “arts” in the 
traditional sense but on the creative process producing 
a climate and culture of innovation, interaction, 
inclusion, experimentation and vibrancy within the 
Boulder context.  A special focus could be to recapture 
and build on the musical tradition of the Hill including 
such resources as the Fox Theater, Tulagi’s, and Albums 
on the Hill.  The potential strategies include:

• Collaborate with the university’s entrepreneurial, 
cultural, scientific, and arts programs to bring these 
creative endeavors across Broadway, including 
the Conference on World Affairs and Maymester 
programs;

• Create community partnerships and incentives to 
develop facilities that would include innovation/
creative/artistic components;

• Create incentives for business and redevelopment 
which fit this special district criteria, including 
media, design, technology and web based sectors;

• Promote, fund and encourage public arts and arts 
programming;

• Consider innovative regulations and new 
approaches to encourage experimentation; 
becoming a “test site” for new ideas;

• Create innovative public spaces that promote 
the arts and creativity such as the Event Street on 
Pennsylvania Avenue recently approved as part of 
the Community, Culture and Safety ballot initiative.

Several initiatives have been undertaken to explore 
this concept.  An Urban Land Institute (ULI) Technical 
Advisory Panel (TAP) was commissioned which 
offered concepts for district arts and marketing; an 
application was submitted to the State of Colorado in 
the first year for a creative district designation which 
was not received; the CU Maymester workshop about 
civic engagement and the arts was conducted; the 
International Town Gown Association Conference 
hosted events on the Hill; and murals have been 
painted on the Flatiron and Fox Theaters in 2011 
and 2014 by students in the CU Libby Residential 
Academic Program (RAP).  The city’s first pilot parklet 
was commissioned and installed for six months in 2014, 
and Spark, a CU student co-working space focused 
on innovative entrepreneurship was opened at the 
beginning of 2014. 

Financial Rebate Program

To expand upon the city’s existing programs, the city 
could consider a pilot rebate program for properties 
on the Hill that add a specified amount of office use 
or otherwise do something that addresses the needs 
that have been identified to fully implement the BVCP 
vision. Rebates could be related to construction use 
tax or the city portion of property tax for a specified 
period (e.g., 5 years, 10 years).  Exploring this option 
will require analysis of what criteria would be used 
to qualify, what level of incentive would have the 
needed impact that would justify the city’s investment, 
and what an appropriate application and approval 
process would look like. Also, if pursued, the concept 
of an Innovation/Creative/Arts District role in shaping 
incentives that meet an agreed upon vision.
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Historic Preservation Tax Credits
Federal and state tax laws provide tax incentives for 
historic preservation projects that follow the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and are 
listed on the national or state register.

In 1996 and 2008, the University Hill Commercial 
District was surveyed and identified as a potential 
local and National Register Historic District. Additional 
survey and community engagement efforts would be 
required before consideration is given to designating 
the area.  If designated, property owners would be 
eligible for tax credits of up to 50% of costs for interior 
and exterior rehabilitation.

Federal Tax Credits 
Federal Tax Credits are available for income-producing 
properties that are listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places: The 20% tax credit is available to properties that are 
either listed individually or as a contributing building to a 
district. 

The 10% federal tax credit is available for properties built 
before 1936 and are not individually eligible. The minimum 
project cost to be eligible for credits is typically $5,000, with 
no maximum credit. 

A 20% reduction in the amount of income tax owed is 
available to owners of properties meeting specific criteria. 
In brief, the property must be income producing (i.e. owner 
occupied residential structures are not eligible) and listed or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
or a contributing building to a National Register District. 
Work must follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
rehabilitation, be approved by the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, the National Park Service, and the IRS.

A 10% reduction in the amount of income tax owed is 
available to owners of historic properties meeting less 
stringent criteria than the 20% tax credit. This 10% credit is 
available for properties that are not eligible for the National 
Register and are not considered contributing to a historic 
district. The building must be income producing, built before 
1936, and reviewed by the IRS.

State Tax Credits 
The State Income Tax Credit is available for properties 
that are locally designated and there is a $5,000 minimum 
rehabilitation cost and a maximum credit of one million 
dollars. In 2014, State legislation was passed to further 
strengthen the tax credit programs in Colorado. Beginning in 
2015, the project cap for state tax credits will increase from 
$50,000 to one million dollars per property and the credits 

are now allowed to be transferred. Projects with qualified 
costs over one million dollars are eligible for a 20% state tax 
credit, while projects under one million are eligible for a 25% 
tax credit. Additionally, communities such as Boulder that 
have been declared a disaster relief area by the governor or 
president are eligible for an additional 5% tax credit available, 
increasing the potential State Tax Credit to 30% for projects 
with qualifying cots under one million dollars. Qualifying 
costs include work to the interior and exterior, such as 
re-roofing, refinishing floors and replacing or repairing the 
plumbing and electrical systems.   

In Boulder, Tax Credit Applications are reviewed by 
city Historic Preservation Staff. Additional information 
on the available programs is available online at www.
historycolorado.org/oahp/available-programs.  

Local Historic District Incentives
Owners of locally designated properties may be eligible for 
the following incentives:

• Sales tax waiver on construction materials if at least 30% 
of the value of materials is for the building’s exterior.  

• Waivers from certain provisions of the International 
Building Code if approved by the Director of 
Development and Inspection Services. For example, 
lower railing heights may be permitted if historically 
compatible and safe.

• The potential for the Board of Zoning Adjustment to 
grant a variance for a historic building if it is determined 
that the development in conforming locations on the 
lot or parcel would have an adverse impact upon the 
historic character of the individual landmark or the 
contributing building in a designated historic district. 
Section 9-2-3 (4)

• An exception to the solar access requirements for 
additions to properties in an historic district to 
encourage compatible roof designs. Section 9-8-14(6)(D)

• Eligibility for the Colorado State Historical Fund. Grants 
are available for projects in the following categories: 
acquisition and development (must be a local landmark 
or on the State or National Register), education projects, 
and survey and planning projects. 

See Appendix 3 for a table of Historic Preservation Tax 
Credits., Available Programs and information on implications 
of designation at the national, state, or local level.
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Preliminary Findings
One overall findings is that:

The biggest gap between the City’s adopted vision 
for the Hill and the current situation is that the uses 
do not attract a diversity of users.  The proximity 
of the University provides significant economic, 
intellectual and cultural benefits and has influenced the 
Hill’s existing unique, student-centric and bohemian 
character.  While it is neither desired nor necessary to 
change the student-focus of the Hill, diversifying the 
users and uses will make it more lively year-round and 
attractive to the community at large.

Specific findings include:

1. There may already be an over-concentration of 
housing in this small commercial district. There 
are 103 dwelling units within the Hill Commercial 
District. This compares with approximately 130 
units Downtown, yet the Hill is only 11.5 acres 
in size whereas the Downtown encompasses 
approximately 108 acres While the presence of 
housing close to any commercial district adds 
vitality and built-in shoppers, the hill commercial 
area has an abundance of high density residences 
on three sides already and residences account 
for a higher share of square footage than is 
traditionally expected in a commercial district. 
Furthermore, the recent economic analysis done by 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) concludes 
that the demand for residences located in the 
hill commercial area “is almost completely for 
student oriented housing.”9   More student rentals 
clustered in this small area could create a party-like 
atmosphere and noise impacts that conflict with 
the hill vision as a safe, comfortable place to shop, 
work, visit, and live.

2. There are very few offices on the hill, yet office 
uses could potentially  play a crucial role in adding 
a year-round diversity of ages and professions on 
the hill. There are only 8 office uses housed in only 
3% of the total building square footage on the hill, 
and few more in the immediate neighborhood. 
Although the EPS re appears to be a strong market 
for office uses in the core area of the city, few offices 

9 November 18, 2014, memorandum  from Dan Gui-
mond and Matt Prosser; EPS, see Appendix 8.

have located on the Hill in recent years, despite its 
proximity to CU and Downtown and its location in 
one of the most transit-rich locations in the region. 

3. The Hill Commercial District has two primary 
commercial street frontages, each with its own 
distinct character and relationship to the public 
realm, and  it may be appropriate to identify sub-
districts to address the unique opportunities and 
challenges  of each area. 13th Street is the historic 
heart of the district, with its historic commercial 
buildings and music venues.  Broadway forms the 
interface with the CU campus and is a bustling 
street with an eclectic mix of structures.  The cross 
streets of College, Pennsylvania, and Pleasant 
run perpendicular to, and connect the main 
streets, and serve as pedestrian corridors between 
the university and the high density student 
neighborhoods.  These areas have different lotting 
patterns, building character, and relationships to 
the public realm.

4. EPS’ updated analysis of the market potentials for 
future development in the Uni Hill area10 found that 
among the barriers to expanding the diversity of 
uses and users on the Hill are:

a. Insufficient public parking, particularly for 
professional office uses and city-wide-serving 
retail uses;

b. Lack of another attraction or anchor that could 
change the current market perception of 
being just for students and market demand to 
attract a broader visitor mix; and

c. The somewhat run-down aesthetic of portions 
of the hill.

10 November 18, 2014, memorandum  from EPS,  see 
Appendix 8.
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VIII. Preliminary Findings and Potential Strategies to Explore Further

Potential Strategies to Address the Findings

Following public input on this Phase 1 Report, the City will work with EPS to understand the financial gaps that hinder  the 
development  of office and other desired uses on the Hill today, and to identify potential approaches the city could take to 
encourage or require change.  Potential strategies that could address the above findings and may be appropriate to analyze 
further include:

Parking

A. Promote public/ private redevelopment on the two University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID) surface parking 
lots to add more parking on the Hill and provide  catalyst developments to bring new uses the to the Hill. 

Uses

B. Create a density bonus for office uses. (Would need to determine the “base” allowable density; direction to date from 
city council is not to increase currently allowable FAR. Would also need to determine type of office spaces that would be 
eligible and what the level of bonus would be.)

C. Create an overlay zone in the adjacent RH-5 residential zone to encourage office uses in existing residential structures.

D. Prohibit new residential uses, but allow existing uses to stay by defining them as “conforming” uses.

E. Prohibit new residential, except Permanently Affordable or Senior Housing.

F. Prohibit new residential, with exceptions as in E, but only above the 1st floor.

G. Allow market rate housing only on partial 3rd floors if in conjunction with rehabilitation of an existing building, or in new 
buildings when in conjunction with a use or “public benefit” that helps implement the Hill vision. (Would need to define 
what constitutes public benefit.)

Financial Incentives

H. Consider pilot tax rebate program for properties that add desired uses that are difficult to attract or that provide a “public 
benefit” that helps implement the BVCP vision. (Would need to define what constitutes “public benefit”, could be in 
combination with Option I.) Exploring this option would also require analysis of what criteria would be used to qualify, 
what level of incentive would have the needed impact that would justify the city’s investment, and what an appropriate 
application and approval process would look like.

I. Consider National Register Historic District designation, allowing eligible properties to take advantage of up to 50% 
income tax credits (20% for federal income tax credits plus 30% state income tax credits beginning in 2015). Can be used 
for maintenance and repair as well as rehabilitation.

Programs

J. Consider the creation of Innovation/Creative/Arts District. Build on the essential, innate qualities of the Hill including 
creativity, youthfulness, and energy, and expand  it to foster creativity in the broadest sense for a diversity of users. 
Potential strategies could include:

• Collaborate with the university’s entrepreneurial, cultural, scientific, and arts programs to bring these creative 
endeavors across Broadway, including the Conference on World Affairs and Maymester programs;

• Create community partnerships and incentives to develop facilities that would include innovative/creative/artistic 
components; 

• Create incentives for business and redevelopment which fit this special district criteria, including media, design, 
technology, and web based sectors;

• Promote, fund and encourage public art and arts programming;

• Consider innovative regulations and new approaches to encourage experimentation; become a “test site” for new ideas; 

• Create innovative public spaces that promote the arts and creativity such as the Event Street on Pennsylvania Avenue 
recently approved as part of the Community, Culture and Safety ballot initiative.  
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Appendix 1
Uni Hill Moratorium Project Background

On July 29, 2014, City Council approved an emergency ordinance, to expire on August 20, that suspended acceptance of all 
building permits or site review applications that would add floor area of any kind in the Hill Business District. On August 19, 
2014, City Council adopted a substitute ordinance that more narrowly suspends the acceptance of building permit and site 
review applications to add residential floor area within the University Hill business district until March 18, 2015.

The purpose of the ordinance is to provide the time necessary to address a current economic environment that strongly 
favors student rental housing in the University Hill commercial district, making it difficult for more diverse uses that could 
help to preserve and enhance the neighborhood’s character to compete in the market place.  

The timeframe for this project is very tight, so it is important that the scope remain narrowly focused on zoning district 
standards, uses, and boundaries. The project is not intended to create a new vision nor to address all of the issues surrounding 
implementing the larger vision for the area. 

Although the project will attempt to address some issues related to market dynamics and what it will take to make 
implementing the Hill vision financially feasible, it will not solve them. Rather, the focus is on preventing a short-term 
economic situation from imposing long-term changes to the character of the Hill.  

Solving the underlying issues and  implementing council’s goals for the Hill will require a variety of longer-term efforts, 
including those that are currently underway as part of the city’s overall Hill Reinvestment Strategy1  that consolidate the 
past efforts and concepts2  into a three-pronged approach as directed by Council (e.g., public safety/code enforcement, 
beautification, pilot residential services district; redevelopment of catalyst sites, and creating organizational structures that 
can represent the diverse interests of Hill stakeholders and identify funding sources to sustain the vitality of the Hill over 
time).

The official vision for the University Hill Business District is described in Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP), adopted in 
2010 and the University Hill Area Plan Summary, adopted in 1996.  In short, both descriptions are of a an activity center that is 
pedestrian-oriented, with a rich mix of uses to serve the university, adjacent University Hill neighborhood, the city as a whole 
and the region.

The goals for this moratorium project are to: 

• Refine  zoning district boundaries, uses, and standards to bring them in line with the BVCP vision for the area 

• Demonstrate a clear understanding of market dynamics and property owner needs and desires, as well as those in the 
adjacent university and surrounding neighborhood

• Identify and/ or develop incentives that make implementing the Hill vision economically feasible

• Support and coordinate with concurrent efforts to implement the Hill vision

Over the years, the University Hill Commercial district has been the subject of many plans and studies as described in 
Appendix 4.  Therefore, this project is not starting over, but rather building on the work that has already been done. 

The project includes the following phases and schedule:

1.  Project Start Up, Information Gathering, Issue Identification Sept. and Oct. 2014

2.  Preliminary Options and Outreach to Stakeholders  Nov. 2014  

3.  Refine Options and Develop Staff Recommendation  Dec. 2014 

4.  Board and Commission Public Hearings and Recommendations Jan. 2015

5.  City Council Public Hearings and Decision   Feb. and March 2015

This report summarizes the results of Phase 1. A separate report summarizing the results of the Options and Public Outreach 
will be prepared at the end of Phase 2.

1 See Appendix 4  for a description of the components of the Hill Revitalization and Reinvestment Strategy
2 See Appendix 5 for a summary of past Uni Hill studies and planning efforts
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Appendix 2
Detailed Parcel and Land Use Inventory

1) 1335 Broadway
Year Built: 1977 

Uses: Restaurant, Residential

2) 1313 Broadway
Year Built: 1958 

Uses: Fast Food, Retail, Office, Service

3) 0 and 1155 Pleasant

Before this parking lot was constructed, this was the location of a few 
residential homes. 1153 Pleasant St., constructed in 1896, was the home of R. Emmett Arnett, a boulder pioneer and owner 
of the Arnett Hotel. 

Historic photos of  selected properties in this section courtesy of the Boulder Carnegie Branch Library for Local History.

1153 Pleasant St., c. 1949 1155 Pleasant St., c. 1949

1215 Pleasant St., c. 1949 1223-1225 Pleasant St., c. 1949
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4) 1301 Broadway
Year Built: 1925

Uses: Retail, Restaurant

5) 1275 13th Street
Year Built: 1987 

Uses: Convenience Store

6) 1211 13th Street

Year Built: 1912 

Uses: Retail, Fast Food, Residential

This first opened up as the Varsity Hall in the 1910s. Later businesses in the 1930s and 1940s included the Dinner Bell Café, 
Banta Alf, and “Dugout” cleaners.

1211 13th Street, c. 1949
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7) 1203 13th Street

Year Built: 1912 

Uses: Unfinished Area, Retail, Residential

This building was originally a fraternity house. In the 1950s, a commercial addition was added. Businesses included Heflin’s 
Jewelry and a dentist’s office. Today it is the Innisfree Poetry Bookstore & Café.

9) 1301 Pennsylvania

8) 1219 Pennsylvania

Year Built: 1909

Uses: Retail, Restaurant

In 1930, this was J. Quine’s drug store and R. Mayes Harrison’s Beauty shop. Today it is Buchanan’s Coffee Shop and the Mac 
Shack.

Year Built: 1928

Uses: Retail, Office, Residential

Originally the Tavern restaurant in 1928, this building was later Ross Chiver’s athletic goods store in the 1950s. Today it is Al’s 
Barber Shop.

1203 13th Street, c. 1954

1219 Pennsylvania Ave., c. 1949

1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, c. 1949
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Year Built: 1954 - Individual Landmark

Uses: Restaurant, Residential

This first opened as Kinsley & Co. which was a men’s clothing store and haberdashery. Today this is the Project Pie restaurant. 

10) 1226 Pennsylvania Avenue

11) 1155 13th Street

12) 1149 13th Street

Year Built: 1923

Uses: Retail, Restaurant, Office, Residential

This was originally a house occupied by J.W. and Eva Mott in the 1910s. By 1930, this was Sommer’s Sunken Gardens 
restaurant. Today it is the Sink restaurant. 

Year Built: 1910

Uses: Restaurant

Businesses in this building during the 1930s included a barber shop and shoe shiner. In the 1940s the barber shop was 
renamed the University Barber Shop. Today this is Mamacita’s restaurant. 

1226 Pennsylvania Avenue, c. 1953

1155 13th Street, c. 1957

1149 13th Street, c. 1949
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13) 1143 13th Street

14) 1135 13th Street

15) 1129 13th Street

Year Built: 1920 - Individual Landmark

Uses: Restaurant, Residential

Originally the Silver and Gold Cleaners in the 1920s, other tenants included a shoe shop, a post office, and the Buffalo Press. 
Today it is a Five Guys restaurant. 

Year Built: 1926 - Individual Landmark

Uses: Entertainment

Originally the Rialto Theater, this building also functioned as a dance hall and night club in the 1930s and 1940s and as a 
cafeteria in the 1950s. Today, it is the Fox Theater.  

Year Built: 1952

Uses: Retail, Restaurant

This building first opened as Tulagi’s, a night club and concert venue. It closed in 2003. Today this building is occupied by 
Boss Lady Pizza and Red Mango smoothie bar.

1143 13th Street, c. 1949

1135 13th Street, c. 1952

1129 13th Street, c. 1952
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16)   1121 13th Street

17)   1119 13th Street

18)   1101 13th Street

Year Built: 1965

Uses: Unfinished Area, Retail

Year Built: 1955

Uses: Retail

Originally Scott’s Ltd. women’s clothing store, today this is a Qdoba restaurant.

1119 13th Street, c. 1955

Year Built: 1896

Uses: Restaurant, Residential

Originally the Phi Delta Theta Fraternity, a commercial addition was later added. Tenants included The Elms and McDowell’s 
House of Photography. Today it is the Espresso Roma Café. 

1101 13th Street, c. 1950

Agenda Item 5A     Page 40 of 198



viii University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Phase 1 Report  Appendix 2  

19) 0 Broadway

20) 1144 13th Street

21) 1130 13th Street

Uses: Parking Lot

Before this parking lot was constructed, the building at 1165 Broadway was located here. It functioned as the Alpha Tau 
Omega fraternity. The chapter functioned from 1901 to 2002. 

0 Broadway (1165 Broadway), c. 1949

Year Built: 1917

Uses: Unfinished Area, Retail, Residential

In the 1920’s, businesses included A&B Kash-Karry Grocery, P.B. Paddock Men’s furnishings, and University Hill shoe repair. 
Today this is the Lollicup Café, Brazil on the Hill, and Doomd Ink.

1144 13th Street, c. 1952

Year Built: 1900

Uses: Unfinished Area, Convenience Store, Residential

In 1916, this was the University Store. From 1920 to the 1950s, Greenman’s Drug Store and University Store Booksellers 
occupied the building. Today this is the University Hill Market & Deli. 

1130 13th Avenue, c. 1949
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22) 1124 13th Street

23) 1118 13th Street

24) 1110 13th Street

Year Built: 1939

Uses: Restaurant, Retail

Originally the Colorado Book Store, this building is now occupied by Abo’s Pizza and an album store. 

1124 13th Street, c. 1949

Year Built: 1911

Uses: Unfinished Area, Retail, Residential

Year Built: 1913

Uses: Restaurant, Residential
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25) 1321 College Avenue

26)   1089 13th Street (Flatirons Theater)

27)   1083 13th Street

Year Built: 1927

Uses: Retail, Restaurant, Residential

Year Built: 1950 - Individual Landmark

Uses: Retail

Since its opening in 1951, this building has functioned as the Flatirons Theater. The architect Byron Hale Kaufman designed 
the theater with about 1,000 seats, a fireproof projection room, and a nursery. 

1089 13th Street, c. 1951

Year Built: 1979

Uses: Residential
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28) 1135 Broadway

29) 1127 Broadway

30) 1121 Broadway

Year Built: 1960

Uses: Retail

Year Built: 1925

Uses: Residential

Year Built: 1964

Uses: Office, Retail
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31) 1111 Broadway

32)   1310 College (Hilltop Building)

33)   1324 College

Year Built: 1965

Uses: Unfinished Area, Retail

Year Built: 1965

Uses: Unfinished Area, Restaurant, 
Office, Retail

Year Built: 1949

Uses: Restaurant

Past businesses of the 1950s included the Little Polar Bar Ice Cream shop and the French Boot Shop. Today it is the Waffle 
Brothers, Deli Zone, and Illegal Pete’s. 

1324 College Avenue, c. 1949
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34)   1350 College

35)   0 14th Street

Year Built: 2011

Uses: Attached Garage, Retail, Residential

Uses: Parking Lot

Before this parking lot was constructed, this was the location of three residential homes. In the 1950s, 1077 14th St. was the 
location of the Episcopal Student Center.  

1077 14th St. c. 1958                        1061 14th St. C. 1949        

1069 14th St. c.1949
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Number Address Existing 
Square 
Footage

Square Footage of 
Each Land Use

Dwelling 
Units

Projected 
additional 
square foot per 
RRC study

Businesses

1 1335 Broadway 6,698 Restaurant

Second Floor

3,530

2,928

7,519 Vacant
The Rib House - 1335 Broadway

2 1313 Broadway 17,769 Fast Food

Retail

192

17,577

24,566 All Businesses at 1325 Broadway

Bova’s Frozen Yogurt
Bova’s Pantry
Vacant
Santiago’s
Cosmo’s Pizza
University Cleaners
High on the Hill Glass
Hookah House
Kim Food to go
Doozy Duds
Buff Tans
Ameritech Construction
Dot’s Diner on the Hill

3 0 and 1155 Pleasant 0 Parking Lot N/A 23,970 & 17,571

4 1301 Broadway 10,222 Retail

Restaurant

3,172

7,050

14,873 The Goose - 1301 Broadway
The Fitter - 1303 Broadway
Tra-Lings - 1305 Broadway
You and Mee Noodle House - 1311 Broadway

5 1275 13th Street 3,108 Convenience Store 3,108 24,605 Everyday Store - 1275 13th

6 1211 13th Street 14,126 Retail

Fast Food

Off St. Retail

Second Floor

2,083

2,083

2,160

7,800

18 2,969 Full Cycle - 1211 13th
Half Fast Subs - 1215 13th
Peace Pipe Hookah Lounge and Smoke Shop

7 1203 13th Street 8,665 Unfinished Area

Retail

Retail

Second Floor

1,820

1,855

1,750

3,240

11 5,376 Cafe Aion - 1235 Penn
Innisfree Poetry Bookstore and Care - 1203 13th
Rush Bowls - 1207 13th
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Number Address Existing 
Square 
Footage

Square Footage of 
Each Land Use

Dwelling 
Units

Projected 
additional 
square foot per 
RRC study

Businesses

8 1219 Pennsylvania 5,736 Residential

Office

Retail

987

3,383

1,182

1 5,514 Al’s Barber Shop - 1219 Penn
Grenadier Advertising - 1221 Penn. Ste. 10

9 1301 Pennsylvania 5,580 Retail

Off St. Retail

Restaurant

507

1,691

3,382

2,999 K & K Piercing - 1212 13th
The Mac Shack - 1301 Penn.
Buchanan’s - 1301 Penn.
Four Star on the Hill - 1301 Penn.

10 1226 Pennsylvania 

Avenue

13,285 Restaurant

Restaurant

Third Floor

Second Floor

1,900

5,700

1,800

1,500

2 3,247 Sushi Hana - 1220 Penn.
The Sink - 1165 13th
Boulder Vapor House - 1155B 13th
1 Office (Unnamed)

11 1155 13th Street 9,605 Deck Area (X3)

Restaurant

Second Floor

Third Floor

74, 65, & 
96

1,894

4,332

4,243

6 170 Project Pie

12 1149 13th Street 1,326 Deck Area

Restaurant

700

1,326

4,169 Mamacita’s

13 1143 13th Street 12,695 Restaurant

Second Floor

Third Floor

2,652

5,026

4,732

8 0 Five Guys

14 1135 13th Street 9,256 Unfinished Area

Restaurant

756

8,500

2,927 Fox Theater

15 1129 13th Street 8,377 Retail

Restaurant

2,400

5,947

3,398 Boss Lady Pizza 
Vacant
Core Power Yoga (2nd Floor)
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Number Address Existing 
Square 
Footage

Square Footage of 
Each Land Use

Dwelling 
Units

Projected 
additional 
square foot per 
RRC study

Businesses

16 1121 13th Street 8.000 Unfinished Area

Retail

4,000

4,000

6,841 Vacant
Jimmy John’s - 1125 13th

17 1119 13th Street 3,026 Retail 3,026 3,011 Boulder Bowls

18 1101 13th Street 9,309 Basement

Restaurant

Second Floor

Third Floor

2,059

1,982

1,979

3,289

7 10,442 Yeye’s Cafe - 1101 13th 
Salvaggio’s Deli - 1107 13th
Wild Side Smoke Shop - 1111 13th

19 0 Broadway 0 Parking Lot N/A 21,773

20 1144 13th Street 12,330 Unfinished Area

Retail

Second Floor

4,110

4,110

4,110

8 532 Brazil on the Hill - 1140 13th
Lollicup Coffee and Tea - 1142 13th

21 1130 13th Street 5,694 Unfinished Area

Convenience Store

Second Floor

1,898

1,898

1,898

3 244 University Hill Market & Deli - 1134 13th

22 1124 13th Street 6,355 Restaurant

Retail

1,950

1,405

5,107 Illegal Pete’s
Albums on the Hill - 1128 13th

23 1118 13th Street 4,800 Unfinished Area

Retail

Second Floor

960

1,920

1,920

5 304 Meow Meow

24 1110 13th Street 7,789 Unfinished Area

Restaurant

Second Floor

2,000

4,733

3,056

5 2,664 The Fat Shack
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Number Address Existing 
Square 
Footage

Square Footage of 
Each Land Use

Dwelling 
Units

Projected 
additional 
square foot per 
RRC study

Businesses

25 1321 College Avenue 9,017 Retail

Restaurant

Second Floor

6,081

1,237

1,699

1 2,518 Shipping on the Hill
Iphone Repair
Off Campus Cuts - 1319 College
Tribal Rites - 1309 College
The Corner - 1100 13th
Budget Alterations - 1106 13th

26 1089 13th Street 12,111 Retail 9,112 5,629 S&G Barber Shop - 1087 13th
7-Eleven - 1091 13th
Rose Hill Wine and Spirits - 1087 13th
Beat Cycle - 1262 College
Cost Cutters - 1264 College

27 1083 13th Street Basement

First Floor

Second Floor

2,169

1,332

1,332

4 Not Studied (Out-
side UHGID)

100% Residential

28 1135 Broadway 13,215 Retail

Retail

4,306

8,909

10,604 Meininger Art Supply - 1135 Broadway
Cycle Urbano - 1135 Broadway
Freaky’s - 1135 Broadway

29 1127 Broadway 5,546 Unfinished 
Basement

Ground Floor (Res.)

Second Floor

160

2,735

2,651

13 7,405 100% Residential

30 1121 Broadway 10,131 Office

Off St. Retail

Retail

3,309

3,231

3,591

5,771 Gebau Engineering
The Root of the Hill
Terra Thai
Illegal Pete’s Commissary 

31 1111 Broadway 15,702 Unfinished Area

Retail

6,161

9,541

14,935 Colorado Bookstore
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Number Address Existing 
Square 
Footage

Square Footage of 
Each Land Use

Dwelling 
Units

Projected 
additional 
square foot per 
RRC study

Businesses

32 1310 College 27,428 Unfinished Area

Restaurant

Office

Retail

5,988

8,380

4,680

8,380

0 Spark Boulder  #100
Boulder Salad  #200
“Mami’s Mexican Cafe”  #210
Thai Avenue  #220
Gurkhas on the Hill  #230
Goody Monster Korean Eats  #235
Vacant  #250
BoCo Cafe  #260
Chase Bank  #300
Vacant  #310
Vacant  #320
Vacant  #330
Princeton Review  #400
Flatiron Meal Plan  #475
Peterson Development
Police Station - 13th Street

33 1324 College 4,339 Restaurant 4,339 675 Illegal Pete’s - 1320 College
Brooklyn Hero’s Deli Zone - 1322 College
Classic Eyebrow Threading - 1326 College

34 1350 College 22,998 Attached Garage

Retail

Retail

Second Floor

Third Floor

5,285

2,206

3,729

8,672

6,333

13 1,024 College Optical - 1350 College
Silver and Gold Barbers - 1350 College
Starbucks - 1352 College
Aspen Tan - 1352 College

35 0 14th Street 0 Parking Lot N/A (Size 
of the 
lot)

35,133
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Appendix 3
Historic Preservation Tax Credits

Available Programs
Federal 20% Federal 10% State 20-25%

(25-30% in 2015 for 
Boulder) 1

Building must be: Listed individually in the National 
Register; OR considered eligible 
for listing; OR a contributing 
building in a historic district list-
ed in the National Register 

Built before 1936; not individually 
eligible for listing in the National 
Register; AND not contributing 
to a historic district 

More than 50 years old; listed 
in the State Register OR land-
marked by a Certified Local 
Government (CLG) 

Eligible Buildings: Income-producing properties, 
including commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, or rental residential

Income-producing (non-residen-
tial)

All buildings meeting the require-
ments listed above

Minimum Cost of 
Rehabilitation 

More than $5,000 OR the adjust-
ed basis of the property, which-
ever is greater

More than $5,000 OR the adjust-
ed basis of the property, which-
ever is greater 

More than $5,000

Maximum Credit Unlimited Unlimited $50,000
Time Limit 24 months; if in phases, 60 

months total
None 24 months

Credits can be 
carried forward:

20 years (also back one year) 20 years (also back one year) 10 years

Rehab 
requirements:

Must follow the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabil-
itation

50-75% of the building’s walls 
must remain

Must follow the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabil-
itation

Fees: $250 for Part 2; $0- 6,500 for 
Part 3 (depending on rehabilita-
tion costs) 

None $250 for Part 1 (may be waived 
in some cases); $250-750 for Part 
2 (depending on rehab costs)

Reviewed by: SHPO and NPS; IRS IRS CLG (City of Boulder); State 
Dept. of Revenue

Credits claimed: The year in which the building 
is placed in service; for phased 
projects & buildings open during 
work, the year substantial reha-
bilitation test is met

The year in which the building 
is placed in service; if building is 
open during work, the year sub-
stantial rehabilitation test is met

The year work is completed; offi-
cial verification (Part 2) is needed

Process: Part 1 determination of eligibility 
(if needed)
Part 2 reviewed; Part 3 reviewed; 
Project certified
File IRS Form 3468 

Part 1 determination of non-eligi-
bility (if needed)
Project approved
File IRS Form 3468 

Part 1 reviewed by CLG or 
SHPO; Part 2 reviewed (and proj-
ect certified) by CLG or SHPO
*No application needed if also 
claiming 20% federal credit 

1 Projects with qualified costs over one million dollars are eligible for a 20% state tax credit, while projects under one 
million are eligible for a 25% tax credit. Additionally, communities such as Boulder that have been declared a disaster relief 
area by the governor or president are eligible for an additional 5% tax credit available.
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Levels of Designation:

National 

The National Register of Historic Places is managed by the National Park Service in conjunction with the State 
historic Preservation Office. Unless a property is exceptionally significant, a structure must be at least 50 years old 
to be considered. The National Register is strictly honorary, and does not carry additional regulation or protection 
from demolition. 

State

The State Register is managed by History Colorado’s Preservation Office. Properties listed on the National Register 
are automatically listed on the State Register. Buildings can also be listed separately on the State Register. Like the 
National Register, buildings must be at least 50 years old to be considered, and are not protected from demolition. 

Local

In 1974, the Historic Preservation Ordinance was adopted, providing recognition and protection for buildings and 
sites that are architecturally, historically and/or environmentally significant to Boulder’s history. Today, Boulder 
has ten historic districts and nearly 170 individual landmarks, totaling over 1,300 designated properties. Exterior 
changes to designated properties requires review and approval through a Landmark Alteration Certificate, and the 
work must meet the General Design Guidelines and district-specific guidelines. 
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Appendix 4
BMS Zoning District Analysis

History of zoning in the University Hill commercial area 

Historically, University Hill was zoned for a mix of uses all the way back to the city’s first zoning ordinance in 
1928. At that time, the “D” business zone was applied to the area, which was experiencing an evolution from 
predominantly residential uses to commercial uses along 13th Street at the turn of the last century. After a series 
of “business” zones, the area was zoned CB-E (Commercial Business – Existing) in 1971. 

The CB-E zone was based on a more suburban, auto-oriented land use pattern, with large front yard setbacks 
and parking lots inconsistent with the established character. For this reason, the University Hill Area Plan (1996) 
recommended various zoning changes and development of design guidelines to better reflect the Hill’s unique 
character.

The current BMS zoning district was created to implement the North Boulder Subcommunity Plan’s concept of 
a village center – a place with a full complement of neighborhood-scale services for residents and employees to 
visit and congregate. The BMS zone was applied to other areas of the city where this kind of mixed-use center was 
desired. These include Pearl Street west of Ninth Street and Boulder Junction on the east side of 30th near Bluff, 
and on 29th Street and Bluff. Because the zone supported a mix of uses and similar form and massing as the Hill, it 
was applied to the Hill area in 1997.

A summary of zoning changes that have affected the Hill since 1997 are listed below:

• 1997- University Hill Business District rezoned BMS-X given the contextual and use similarities to other areas 
zoned BMS-X.

• 2002- Ordinance passed to allow restaurants greater than 1,500 square feet but no larger than 4,000 square 
feet to be allowed on the Hill through staff level conditional use review instead of Use Review. Businesses 
operated after 11pm would still require Use Review.

• 2004- Code changed to permit buildings within the BMS-X zone to be built up to 38 feet by-right. The previous 
limit was 35 feet.

• 2006- Land Use Code Simplification (LUCS) project approved. BMS-X renamed BMS. Reorganization of floor 
area ratio and floor area standards erroneously makes 15,000 sf building maximum standard not subject to 
modification in the code.

• 2010- Floor area regulations updated to exempt basement space from the floor area calculation in BMS to 
incentivize redevelopment.

• 2013- New conditional use standards created for restaurants and taverns on the Hill. No new Use Reviews can 
be requested for establishments open after 11pm. New establishments without a liquor license can operate 
after 11pm with approval, but those with liquor licenses would have to close at 11pm. New standards on 
amount of food service also added.

Existing Business Main Street (BMS) Zoning District on the Hill

The BMS zone is a commercial mixed-use zoning district patterned after the character of historic Main Street 
business districts. BMS is designed to encourage development in a pedestrian-oriented pattern, with buildings 
built up to the street; retail uses on the first floor, residential and office uses above the first floor; and where 
complementary uses may be allowed. 
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Key features of the BMS zone in terms of scale and character are as follows:

• There is a mixture of one-, two- and three-story buildings along the street with retail uses on the first floor, 
pedestrian interest windows lining the street, and office and residential uses above or below the first floor. 
Third stories must be setback 20 feet so they have limited visibility from the street. Buildings are permitted up 
to 38 feet by-right.

• Buildings have a pedestrian scale and are flexible to allow for changes in use over time (maximum by-right 
building sizes is 15,000 square feet).

• Buildings are oriented to the street, not to parking lots, and front doors face the street.

• Buildings are located up to and continuously along the sidewalk with very few gaps (parking is not allowed in 
front of buildings except for on-street, and a minimum of 70% of building lot frontage must have a building 
along it.)

• Sidewalks are wide and lined with street trees planted in tree grates.

BMS floor area and parking regulations: 

The total permitted floor area ratio (FAR; total floor area divided by the lot area) on BMS properties in locations 
other than properties within a parking districts, such as the Hill, is up to 1.0: 1.  The base FAR is 0.67. However, if 
residential uses are proposed within a project, the FAR is permitted to increase by 0.33 FAR to a total of 1.0 in order 
to encourage residential uses and mixed uses.  

In general improvement parking districts like University Hill, however, the allowable FAR is higher at a maximum 
of 1.85.  This correlates to the historic character of the Hill with three story buildings built up to the street, with the 
third story set-back approximately 20’.  Due to the proximity of city managed on-street and off-street parking, on-
site non-residential parking is not required for commercial uses on the Hill. 

BMS Analysis in relation to the BVCP vision for the Hill

A detailed analysis of the BMS zoning district standards and uses was prepared by city staff.  Below  is a summary 
of the preliminary findings of this analysis.

1. BMS was applied to University Hill in recent history considering the zone’s intent of allowing a mixture 
of uses and forms consistent with historic ‘main street’ neighborhood centers. BMS has been successfully 
implemented in other areas of the city, but in the case of the Hill, may be less successful given the intended 
vision of the area being more regional serving. The Hill also differs as it is within a general improvement 
district.

2. While the BMS zoning permits a diversity of uses, it does not guarantee uses that would be more regional 
serving or beneficial to wider neighborhood consistent with the BVCP vision for the area.

3. The size of the BMS zone as a commercial district is relatively small and without more specific use standards 
the diversity of uses could be impacted by an over-concentration of uses contrary to more regional and 
neighborhood serving uses.

4. While diversity of uses is important on the Hill, there are some uses that are permitted that are not conducive 
to the pedestrian-oriented setting and the intent to create streetscape activity.

5. The current BMS zoning does not necessarily protect and preserve the variety of unique contexts present in 
the University Hill business district as evidenced by the different character along Broadway vs. along 13th 
Street etc.

6. Some design standards that apply to buildings in BMS have not been successful and have resulted in low 
quality products that are not necessarily pedestrian friendly and harmonious with existing historic building 
patterns.
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1. There appears to be an error in the zoning code that has  hindered the option of discretionary reviews, which 
could have resulted in more high quality projects. The current minimum Site Review threshold of 50,000 
square feet of building area was originally15,000 square feet, was unintentionally changed, and should be 
corrected.

Adjacent Residential Area (RH-5) 

Immediately surrounding the business district is the Residential High – 5 (RH-5) zoning district. RH zones are 
high density residential areas primarily used for a variety of types of attached residential units, including without 
limitation, apartment buildings, and where complementary uses may be allowed. 

RH-5 zones permit densities of 14 or more dwelling units per acre. Residential uses are allowed by-right and non-
residential uses like offices or retail can be permitted with approval of Use Review application from the Planning 
Board. Other uses that would present more impacts on the neighborhood are prohibited. 

The area has traditionally contained a mix of single-family and attached housing units that have been converted 
to student housing over time.

Site Review is required for any projects on a site greater than 2 acres or proposing 20 or more units. There are 
no FAR limits in the RH-5 zoning district. Building size limits are instead based on meeting other zoning district 
standards (e.g., open space, minimum lot area per unit, parking
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Appendix 5
Hill Reinvestment Strategy Update

Summary

In spring 2014, the Boulder City Council made it a priority to improve the quality of life on University Hill 
for its residents, visitors and businesses.  The University Hill Reinvestment Strategy provides a framework 
for pursuing the improvements, with the City acting as a catalyst for sustained public/private partnerships 
and private investment over the long term.  The City Council vision for University Hill includes: business and 
residential diversity; the arts; multi-modal access; health and safety; stakeholder partnerships; and code 
enforcement.  

2014/2015 Implementation

Implementation of the University Hill Reinvestment Strategy began in spring 2014, under the oversight of 
the Downtown & University Hill Management Division/Parking Services (DUHMD/PS) division and an inter-
departmental Hill Staff Planning Group.  Initial efforts included:

• Pilot Parklet on Pennsylvania Avenue;

• Alley Mural Projects behind the Fox Theater and the former Flatirons Theater; 

• Installation of the Boulder-based B-Cycle bike sharing station on College Ave: www.boulder.bcycle.com;

• Partnership with the Boulder-based non-profit eGO car sharing service for a location at the 14th Street 
University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID) parking lot: www.carshare.org;

• Support for the formation of a University Hill merchants association, The Hill Boulder: www.
thehillboulder.com;

• Entered into a MOU for the mixed use redevelopment of the 14th Street UHGID parking lot;

• Completed a study of Hill commercial district employee/visitor transportation mode shares; and,

• Completed preliminary plans for three projects to be funded by the Community, Culture and Safety 
tax: creation of an event street on Pennsylvania Ave; commercial area street tree improvements and 
irrigation; and pedestrian lighting improvements in the Hill residential area. 

In September 2014, the City hired its first Hill Community Development Coordinator to work full-time on 
strategy implementation and building strategic partnerships.  Since September, additional progress has 
been made, including:

• Drafting of an inter-departmental work program to pursue the Hill Reinvestment Strategy;

• Updated and expanded the stakeholder distribution list for regular communications about Hill activities 
and opportunities.  To be added to this list, write to: wiebensons@bouldercolorado.gov;

• Initiated a pilot program with CU student organizations to provide regular cleanup of the commercial 
district;

• Partnered with CU on a banner program in the commercial district;

• Began the Residential Service District (RSD) as a multi-year pilot cleanup program in high-density 
residential areas; and,

• Supported the inter-departmental Moratorium effort to investigate possible code changes or other 
policy measures to pursue a balanced mix of uses in the Hill commercial district for year-round vitality.

The Hill Reinvestment Strategy is notable for its emphasis on strategic partnerships between public and 
private stakeholders, including the City of Boulder, the University of Colorado (CU), CU Student Government 
(CUSG), the University Hill Neighborhood Association (UHNA), The Hill Boulder merchants association and 
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Hill property owners.  Efforts completed in 2014 by these partner organizations include:

• Move-in Orientation and ‘Welcome Bags’ for CU students moving into rental housing on the Hill (CU, 
UHNA and Four Star Realty);

• Party Registration program (CU, Boulder Police Department); and,

•  ‘Walk this Way’ pedestrian safety and noise reduction effort (CU, CUSG).

Next Steps

Current efforts to coordinate the Hill Reinvestment Strategy are focused on developing partnerships and 
building coalitions among Hill stakeholders to eventually support a longer-term, sustainable governance 
structure for continued improvements.  The form of this governing organization will be determined as an 
essential part of the Hill Reinvestment Strategy process.  

Additional long-term projects include a looking at the feasibility of incentives to promote desired uses 
on the Hill, including: enhanced transit access for Hill employees; structured parking on the UHGID sites; 
additional office uses; permanently affordable housing; an arts/innovation district program; and public open 
space.

Contact:

Sarah Wiebenson, Hill Community Development Coordinator at 303-413-7335 or 

wiebensons@bouldercolorado.gov
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Appendix 6
Overview of Past Studies and Planning Efforts in the 

Uni Hill Area
1996 University Hill Area Plan (shown below) adopted by Planning Board and City Council: established goals 
to make the area comfortable, safe, and attractive and resulted in a package of civic improvements and land use 
regulation changes in the business district.

2001 Market Based Study sponsored by the University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID): included a 
competitive analysis, niche strategy and recommendations for the Hill commercial district.

2004 Ross Consulting Report sponsored by UHGID: studied redevelopment from the property owner/developer 
perspective noting specific issues that could facilitate development.

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan: revised in 2005 to reflect the Hill’s unique role as a neighborhood center and 
- with the adjacent University of Colorado (CU) - an area that also provides education, culture, and entertainment 
to a large portion of Boulder’s population

2007 New Hill Company’s Hill Commercial Context Study (HCCS): A privately sponsored urban design study that 
involved residents, businesses, and property owners.

2008 University Hill Commercial Area Historic District Re-evaluation: produced for the Planning Department: an 
analysis of the Hill’s historic and cultural resources.

2011 Urban Land Institute (ULI) Technical Advisory Panel (TAP): Urban Land Institute convened a Technical 
Advisory Panel to review and assess revitalization strategies for the University Hill commercial area.  The ULI TAP 
recommendations are organized in three areas: programming, organization, and bricks and mortar, and provide a 
road map for Hill revitalization.  Generally the panel urged Boulder “to revitalize, don’t reinvent” the Hill as it is not 
completely broken and does not need a sweeping fix.
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Appendix 7
2013-2014 Parking and Transportation Studies

See Documents Attached to the Following Pages
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2014 University Hill  
Business and Employee Surveys 

for Transportation 
and Hill Area Intercept Survey and 

Mode Count 
November 19, 2014 
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Study Background 

Goal of UHGID:  
Learn more about transportation  
to and from as well as through  

the Hill commercial area 
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Study Background 
Four data collection efforts: 

1) Survey of Hill business owners/managers 

2) Survey of Hill employees 

3) Intercept surveys of those walking in the Hill 
commercial area 

4) Counts of the transportation modes being 
used in the Hill commercial area 

Worked with UHGID 
to craft questionnaires 

Developed data 
collection 
protocols 

Assisted with some data 
collection and provided 
tables of results 
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Study Background 

Data Collection 
Effort 

Method Response Rate 

Employee survey 

Intercept survey 

Mode count 

Employees of the 48 
businesses requested to 

complete survey 

11am to 3pm 
Tuesdays-Fridays 

Counted bikes, 
pedestrians and 
motor vehicles 

95 employees from 
22 businesses 

1,383 approached 
295 agreed 

21% 

48,144  
trips counted 

Business survey 
Contacted by UHGID 

intern 

48 contacted 
18 completed 

39% 
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Business Demographics 

Retail 

Restaurants 

Professional services 

22% 

17% 

11% 

Health care services 11% 

“Other” (services) 35% 
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Business Demographics 

Percent of employees who were CU students 

Average number of employees 

22% 

10.2 

Percent of employees with a weekday,  
daytime schedule 

56% 

4.2 full time 
5.5 part time 

Percent of employers participating in  
Eco-Pass program 

0% 
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Business Owner/Manager  
Typical Work Commute 

Drive alone 

Carpool 

Walk 

73% 

8% 

8% 

Bike 5% 

Bus 6% 

Parking: 
29% park in space leased by 

business 
24% park on street in residential 

area 
 

City of residence: 
47% live in Boulder 
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Employee Typical Work Commute 

Drive alone 

Carpool 

Walk 

62% 

8% 

12% 

Bike 11% 

Bus 6% 

Parking: 
16% park in space leased by 

business 
27% park on street in residential 

area 
 

City of residence: 
66% live in Boulder 
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Mode Count 

Modes per hour 
Number of Modes Percent of Modes 

Average Median Average Median 

Pedestrians per hour 512 502 55.7% 55.5% 

Vehicles per hour 374 374 40.8% 41.1% 

Bikes per hour 32 30 3.5% 3.3% 
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Intercept Survey 

Percent who live in Boulder 

Percent Male 

72% 

59% 

Percent who have a car available to them 71% 

Percent alone (1 person in group) 76% 

Percent with children in group 1% 

Percent CU students 52% 
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Intercept Survey 

Coming from or going to one or more 
places on the Hill 

To/from home 

69% 

79% 

To/from campus 82% 

“Just passing through” 26% 

Percent interviewed while walking 
(4% biking, 1% in vehicle) 

95% 
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Intercept Survey 

Percent of those interviewed who were  
Hill business owner or employee 

15% 
Over half going  
to or from work 

Percent visiting one store or business 41% 

27% Percent visiting more than one store or business 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 74 of 198



Mode of Travel to Hill 

Walk 

Drive alone 

Carpool 

50% 

22% 

14% 

Bus 9% 

Bike 5% 

Parking: 
27% On street in UH District 
14% On street in residential area 
  9% Parking lot 
  2% Campus 
  9% Other 
38% Didn’t drive 
 
 

Adds to more than 100% as respondents could choose more than one mode Agenda Item 5A     Page 75 of 198



Perceived Strengths of the Hill 
• Location close to campus 
• Student/customers 
• Diverse mix of businesses 

• Location close to campus 
• Food: quick/restaurants 
• Unique area/district/shops 
• Variety of uses available 

• Easy to get around/transit 
• Food: quick/restaurants 
• Lots of variety 
• Good atmosphere 
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Desired Improvements for the Hill 
• Parking 
• More diversity of uses 

• Parking: Free, More, Better, Cheaper 
• More diversity/variety in businesses 
• More alcohol licenses/restaurants/establishments 
• Cleanliness 
• Safety and security 

• Parking: Free, More, Better, Cheaper 
• Clean it up 
• Ease of transportation/less congestion 
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Thank You! 

Erin Caldwell 
erin@n-r-c.com 
303-226-6992 
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 P.O. BOX 19768, BOULDER, COLORADO 80308-2768 
PHONE:  303.652.3571  |  WWW.FOXTUTTLE.COM 

 

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:    Molly Winter   
 
From:  Bill Fox 
 
Date:  February 7, 2013   
 
Project:  University Hill Parking Analysis     
 
Subject:    Buildout Parking Projections Using Current RRC Land Use Scenarios 
 
I have recalculated the projected parking supply needed using the two revised land use scenarios 
provided by David Becher in his memorandum dated 1/31/13.  The results are summarized in the 
following table, and key assumptions are detailed below. 
 
  UHGID Buildout Parking Supply and Demand Projections: 

 
Parameter / Scenario: 

Updated density – 
high commercial   

Updated density – 
high residential 

Land Use Projections:     
Total Floor Area (sq. ft.)  499,000  499,000 
Commercial Floor Area (sq. ft.):  345,000  306,000 
Residential Dwelling Units:  168  203 
Residential Bedrooms:  415  526 
Commercial Parking Demand / 
Supply: 

   

Commercial Parking Demand:  690  612 
Potential UHGID Parking Supply:     
     On‐street:  160  160 
     Pleasant Lot Joint Venture:           247  247 
     14th Street Lot Joint Venture:  243  243 
     Total UHGID Supply:  650  650 
UHGID Surplus or Deficit:  ‐40  +38 

Additional Residential Parking 
Supply Needed: 

 
252 

 
305 

Total Parking Supply Needed:  942  917 
 
Key Assumptions: 

 100% of area reaches buildout density as defined in the RRC projections. 
 UHGID develops parking supply with two large joint ventures using both existing lots.  

These projections are consistent with current planning on the 14th Street lot and historic 
projections related to the Bova parcel and the Pleasant Street lot. 
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Molly Winter     
February 7, 2013                                                                                                                                             Page 2

 

 

 Residential parking demand has been calculated at 1.5 spaces per DU.  This is based on 
the current RRC projection of approximately 2.5 bedrooms per DU, and the assumption 
that on average, one occupant per DU does not need to park a car on the Hill. 

 Commercial parking demand at 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. (which is higher than existing 
demand rate), plus a “20% Boulder reduction factor”.  Net demand of 2.0 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft.  

 
With these projections it appears that UHGID will have a small deficit (less than 50 spaces) in the 
commercial parking space supply in the High Commercial scenario, and a small surplus (less than 50 
spaces) in the High Residential scenario.  It is important to note that residential developers will need to 
provide an additional 250 to 300 parking spaces for the residential units, depending on the land use 
scenario.   
 
Key questions that remain include: 

 
 Are the two large joint venture parking supply projects reasonable?  They are critical to UHGID’s 

ability to provide the necessary commercial parking. 
 Can the necessary residential parking spaces be physically supplied within the UHGID or 

surrounding area?  If not, what will be the impact on surrounding residential areas and NPP 
zones? 

 Is it a valid assumption that the character of the Hill area will change (intensify) as it builds out 
such that the parking demand rates (per commercial floor area) will increase over time relative 
to today? 

 
I hope this helps the conversation.  Let me know if you have any questions. 
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Report of Results (2014‐03‐28) 
Page 2 

Executive	Summary	
Business	and	Employee	Demographics	
With numerous discussions currently taking place about potential reinvestment strategies on 
University Hill, it became clear at a very early stage that a better understanding of who is the 
University Hill commercial area community is and how they travel to and from the district would 
be critical to making well-informed strategic decisions regarding the district. The survey sent to 
business owners and managers asked questions regarding the nature of their business and 
demography of employees, and both employers and employees were asked how they travel to 
and from work, and in what other ways do they use University Hill. This was combined with our 
intercept surveys to have a more robust picture of the different groups of users who intersect in 
the shared district. 
 
Of the categories supplied to describe the type of business (Question #3), retail use described 
22.2% (N=4), restaurants comprised 16.6% (N=3), and both professional service and health care 
services responded with 11.1% (N=2) of the total. 6 businesses, 35.3%, responded in the “other” 
category, all of which would be considered services when asked for further details. The average 
age of the business responses (Question #5) was 13.2 years in business, with the oldest in 
business for 54 years. 
 
The University Hill businesses who responded to the survey had an average of 10.2 employees 
per business (Question #6) averaging 4.2 full-time and 5.5 part time staff. However, a surprising 
finding was that only 22.1% of the employees, on average, were current CU students (Question 
#7). Of the employees, 56.2% averaged a weekday, daytime schedule (Question #8) with the 
second-most popular shift being ‘variable/rotating schedule’ at 20.9%. Only 5.9% and 5.6% of 
the staff worked weekday and weekend evenings accordingly. 
 
 
Business	Owner	Transportation	Trends	
 
A combined 83.3% (N=15) either didn’t know if they were eligible for an EcoPass or were not 
eligible for an EcoPass (Question #10), yet of those that were eligible (N=3) they unanimously 
used the pass more than once per week. (Question #11). Of the business owners, 70.6% drove 
alone (N=12) (Question #12) and only 11.8% (N=2) biked. Of those owners who drove, 3 parked 
in one of the UHGID parking lots, 4 parked in a space leased by the business, 2 parked on the 
street in the UHGID district, and 2 parked on the street in the University Hill residential area 
(Question #13). Nearly 80% responded that they typically drive alone (74%) or carpool (5.8%) 
while every other modal use comprised only 20.2% of the business owner trips (Question #14). 
When asked ‘when you drive to work, where do you usually park?’ 29.4% (N=5) responded that 
they park in a space leased by the business, followed by the second highest total, 23.5% (N=4) 
responding that they usually park on the street in the University Hill residential area (Question 
#15).  
 
This trend continues to the employees, when asked the business owners responded that  68.6% of 
their staff usually travel to work by driving alone or carpooling (Question #18) when they do. 5 
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responded that their employees park in private lots or leased spaces, 3 businesses each have 
employees park on the street in the UHGID district and in the University Hill residential area, 
and 2 have their employees park on one of the UHGID parking lots. Of the business owners, 
47.1% (N=8) live within Boulder city limits, 17.6% (N=3) live in Longmont, and 17.6% (N=3) 
live in Broomfield, Westminster, or Arvada (Question #27). 
 
 
Perceived	Strengths	and	Weaknesses	of	University	Hill	
 
In an open-ended question, business owners were asked to comment on ‘what do you see as the 
strengths of the University Hill Commercial District?’ (Question #20). A number of respondents 
mentioned similar themes, as follows: 
 

 Location to campus (x7) 
 Students/ Customers (x4) 
 Diverse mix of businesses (x3) 

 
Employees were asked the same question (table 49: Question #9) and these are some of the most 
frequently cited among the 55 responses supplied. 
 

 Location to campus (x5) 
 Food: quick/ restaurants/ etc. (x5) 
 Unique area/ district/ shops (x4) 
 Variety of needs available (x6) 

 
 
The employers had a variety of comments about what might make the hill better (Question #21), 
but there was more agreement on a singular solution. Overall there was a variety of proposals for 
making the Hill better from the 17 owners, but the most prominent themes were: 
 

 Parking (x7) 
 More diversity of use (x5) 

 
 
The employees working on University Hill were much more united in what they felt would be 
one thing that would make the University Hill commercial district a better place. The most 
popular themes of the 55 responses were the following (table 50: Question #10): 
 

 Parking (x32) 
o Better (x6) 
o Cheaper (x3) 
o Free (x9) 
o More (x7) 

 
 More diversity/ variety in businesses (x8) 
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And relative to other hot topics regarding the Hill: 
 

 Safety and security (x2) 
 Wanting more alcohol licenses/ restaurants/ establishments (x4) 
 Cleanliness (x3) 

 
 
Employee	Transit	Patterns	
56 employees responded to the survey asking them about how they travel to work and how they 
use University Hill. Previously employers revealed that only 22% of their employees were CU 
students, so that is an important perspective when considering the expected employee transit 
patters compared to the actual survey results. If they drove to work (Table 39: Question #2), and 
25% (N=14) did not, the most common parking location was 21.4% (N=12) saying they parked 
in the University Hill residential area and 3 ‘Other’ responses were also in this area, followed by 
16.1% (N=9) saying they parked in a private lot or space leased by the business. Overall, a 
combined 25% (N=14) stated that they parked in the UHGID district, either in one of the parking 
lots or on the street. The employees were much less likely than the business owners to travel 
once coming to work (Table 44: Question #5) with a plurality 30.9% (N=17) saying they did so 
‘less than once a month’. Between 10% and 15% (N=6: N=8) replied to each response that they 
travel two or more times a day, once a day, or several times a week. 
 
12 of the respondents in the employee survey qualify for an EcoPass (Table 46: Question #6), 
and of those half of the employees either did not pick up the EcoPass (N=3) or use it less than 
once a month (N=3) (Table 48: Question #8). Another quarter (N=3) responded that they use the 
EcoPass more than once a week. It is worth noting that under Table 50: there was only one 
response calling for employee EcoPasses to be free. 
 
Regarding other modes of transit to and from work, Table 41: Question #3 revealed that the 
respondents would walk 16% of the time, bike 10.5% of the time, and use the bus 4.6%. Roughly 
16.4% (N=9) noted they never drive to work (Table 42: Question #4), less than the total of those 
eligible for a CollegePass, but combined with walking and bus frequency this is likely the 20-
22% of the University Hill employees who are CU students who are likely biking or walking. Of 
the employees, 76.4% (N=42) responded that they do have access to a motor vehicle (Table 52: 
Question #12) and 45.5% have access to a bike (N=25) (Table 53: Question #13), only 2 
employees were members of eGo CarShare (Table 54: Question #14), and none were members 
of Boulder B-cycle (Table 55: Question #15).  
 
There are more University Hill employees that live within Boulder (Table 56: Question #16), 
65.5% (N=36) saying they lived in town and another 3.6% (N=2) living in Gunbarrel. 16.3% 
(N=9) employees live in Denver or other metro-area suburbs, and the remaining employees all 
stated that they lived in Boulder County. 
 
This employee housing profile is relatively similar to another study conducted by NRC in the 
Downtown Boulder DBI in 2011. However, according to the study 43% of employees commuted 
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to work by driving alone, whereas 22% used transit. According to the recent findings, more 
University Hill employees drive alone to work (60.3%) than the employees of Downtown 
Boulder, and significantly less utilize transit (4.6%) than Downtown Boulder employees.  
 
 
Findings	From	the	Intercept	Survey	
Over the course of 400 hours of surveillance and interview time, 288 randomly selected people 
participated in the intercept survey. According to Table 77, 200 of them (69.4%) were coming 
from or going to one or more places on the Hill, while 88 were ‘just passing through’.  Of those 
passing through, 79% (N=51) said they were coming from or going home (Table 78: Question 
#1a) and 82.1% (N=55) said they were coming from or going to campus. 14.5% (N=41) of those 
stopped were a Hill business owner or employee (Table 81: Question #2), and of those 41, 52.6% 
(N=20) said they were going to or coming from work. 
 
Somewhat mirroring a lack of Hill employee travel among the Hill while at work, of the 246 
respondents, a near majority of them 47.6% (N=117) mentioned they were only coming to the 
Hill to visit a single place of business on this trip (Table 83: Question #3). 22.4% (N=55) 
planned to visit two locations on University Hill, and 10.5% (N=26) planned to visit 3 or more 
locations. Of those who provided an answer, some of the more popular responses were: 
 

 7-eleven (x22) 
 Buchanans (x11) 
 Innisfree (x19) 
 Half-fast subs (x13) 
 The Sink (x16) 

 
Of the 55 respondents who mentioned one or more business location that they would visit on the 
single trip, the most popular locations in a multi-stop trip were as follows: 
 

 7-eleven (x14) 
 Innisfree (x9) 
 Chase Bank (x6) 
 Freaky’s (x5) 
 Illegal Pete’s (x5) 
 Buchanans (x5) 
  

 
Parking	and	Transit	
 
Roughly 63% (N=107) of those who participated in the intercept survey Table 88: Question #6 
said they drove to the Hill, and of those 26.7% (N=26) parked on the street within the UHGID 
district and 15.1% (N=26) parked in the University Hill residential area. Only 1.8% (N=3) 
parked at either the 1205 Pleasant lot or the 14th and College lot. However, when asked ‘what 
one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place’ (Table 103: 
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Question #18) a total of 84 respondents mentioned a need for more/better/free parking on the 
Hill. 
 
A slight majority, 50.2% (N=148) of all the people participating in the intercept survey walked to 
the Hill commercial area (Table 85: Question #5). 22.4% (N=66) drove alone, 14.2% (N=42) 
drove with at least one other person, 8.5% (N=25) rode a bus, and 5.4% (N=16) biked to the Hill. 
It is worth noting that of the 293 total respondents in the intercept survey, only 71.7% (N=210) 
live in Boulder (Table 92: Question #8). This clearly indicates that there is some transit activity 
from Denver to Boulder either via bus, bike, or carpool. 71.1% (N=209) said that a car was 
available to them to use (Table 98: Question #13) so it is also clear those who have a car are 
choosing alternative methods of travel, but the survey did not cross-tabulate the options those 
with a car chose or what percentage of them were CU students who walked instead. Only 2.4% 
(N=7) were members of eGo CarShare (Table 100: Question #15), and 1.4% (N=4) were 
members of Boulder B-cycle (Table 101: Question #16). 
 
 
CU	Student	Analysis	of	Use	
 
How students use the Hill commercial area was another major question the survey tried to 
illuminate, and in Table 111, the intercept survey reveals 63.9% of CU students were coming 
from or going to one or more places on the Hill, while 32.7% were just passing through to 
campus or home. Table 112 shows that of the previous 32.7%, 89.5% of them were coming or 
going home specifically, and Table 113 reveals that of the 32.7% passing through, 92.7% of 
them were coming from or going to campus. This shows there is slightly more of a draw from 
students on campus coming to the Hill than students in the neighborhood. Of the total student 
response to Table 111, only 15.4% of students were coming from or going to work (Table 115), 
which trends with the previously revealed 22.1% rate of student employment on the Hill. 
 
CU students were more likely to take a bus to the Hill (9.9%) than the total respondent average 
(Table 117: Question #5), and were most likely to walk (65.1%) compared to the average 
(45.5%). Students by a small margin were also the most likely (48.9%) to visit only one store or 
business when coming to the Hill (Table 116: Question #3). This shows that it is very common 
for students to not necessarily loiter or hang out on the Hill, instead using the area for a specific 
purpose and leaving. Of the Hill respondents who were not CU students, only 51.1% lived in 
Boulder (Table 121: Question #8) while 90.7% of CU students surveyed live in Boulder. 
 
Of the days of the week within the survey, CU student use of the Hill trended higher than the 
total respondent average for Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, while dipping lower on Friday. 
(Table 135: Question #F). The following results compare the overall use and the CU student use 
on the Hill from Tuesday to Friday: 
 

Overall  CU students      
 Tuesday  19.2%   23.1% 
 Wednesday  32.6%   31.3% 
 Thursday  19.7%   21.8% 
 Friday   28.5%   23.8% 
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Report	of	Results	
Survey	Background	
The City of Boulder’s University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID) desired to learn 
more about transportation to and from as well as through the Hill commercial area. Several data 
collection efforts were undertaken to obtain this information: 1) a survey of Hill business 
owners/managers, 2) a survey of Hill employees, 3) intercept surveys of those walking in the Hill 
commercial area, and 4) mode counts of the transportation modes being used in the Hill 
commercial area. 

UHGID contracted with National Research Center, Inc. to help develop a data collection strategy 
and to design the questionnaires and data collection instruments. With guidance from UHGID, 
NRC drafted the various questionnaires. These questionnaires underwent several iterations as 
they were reviewed by UGHID and revised by NRC before being finalized. Copies of the 
questionnaires and data collection forms can be found in Appendix E: Survey Instruments. 

A total of 48 businesses were requested to complete the business survey; 18 did so, for a 38.5% 
response rate. Employees from 48 businesses were asked to complete the employee survey; 57 
employees from 21 businesses did so.  

Intercept surveying took place from 11am to 3pm for two weeks on Tuesdays through Fridays. 
Additional shifts were also completed on Thursday from 1pm-3pm the following week. Two 
interviewers were assigned to work each of these shifts. One would approach individuals to do 
the interview, the other would count transportation modes. Copies of the instructions given to the 
interviewers can be found in Appendix E: Survey Instruments. A total of 1,383 people were 
approached to do a survey, of these, 295 did so, for a response rate of 21%. Of the 1,088 people 
who refused to do the survey, 62% said they too busy or did not have enough time, 33% “didn’t 
want to,” 2% said they had already been surveyed, less than 1% did not speak English, and 3% 
gave an “other” response. None of those approached to be interviewed who refused had children 
in their group, while about 1% of those who were interviewed had children in their group. The 
average party size of those who refused to be interviewed was 1.4 people, compared an average 
party size 1.3 for those who agreed to be interviewed; 67% of those who refused to be 
interviewed were one-person parties compared to 76% of those who were interviewed. 
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Survey	Results	
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Appendix	A:	Responses	to	the	Business	Survey	
The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the University Hill 
Business Survey. 

 

Table 1: Question #2 

Are the owner or a manager of the business? Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Owner  76.5% N=13

Manager  17.6% N=3

Other  5.9% N=1

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 2: Question #2 Other 

Are the owner or a manager of the business? Other responses

Partner (1 of 5) and Managing Director 
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Table 3: Question #3 

Which category best describes the type of business 
you own/manage?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Retail: clothing , accessories, jewelry, gifts etc. 0.0% N=0

Retail: grocery, convenience, etc.  0.0% N=0

Retail: bookstore  5.9% N=1

Retail: office supplies, art  5.9% N=1

Retail: other  11.8% N=2

Restaurant  17.6% N=3

"Fast food"  0.0% N=0

Concert/entertainment venue  0.0% N=0

Finance, insurance, accounting, banking, etc. 0.0% N=0

Real estate, rental and leasing  0.0% N=0

Information or computer services  5.9% N=1

Advertising/Design/Architect  5.9% N=1

Health Care Services (inc. medical marijuana and 
massage therapy)  11.8%  N=2 
Other  35.3% N=6

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 4: Question #3 Other 

Which category best describes the type of business you own/manage? Other responses 

Co‐working office and event space 
Hair Salon 
off campus prepaid card 
Retail Services / Shipping (maybe this is Retail: Other)
Service: Tattoo and Piercing 
Services 
 
 

Table 5: Question #4 and #5 

Question #4 and #5  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 
Number of 
Respondents 

About how many years has your 
business been in operation in the  
University Hill District?   13.2  10  0  54  N=17 
About how many hours a week do you 
spend at this business?   39.0  38  5  80  N=17 
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Table 6: Question #6 

Including yourself, how many full‐
time, part time and contract 
employees do you have at this 
location?  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Full time employees  4.2 4 0 12  N=17

Part time employees  5.5 4 0 22  N=17

Contract workers  0.5 0 0 3  N=17

Total number of employees (including 
contract workers)  10.2  11.0  2  22  N=17 
 
 

Table 7: Question #7 

Question #7  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 
Number of 
Respondents 

Including yourself, how many of your 
employees are students at CU 
Boulder?  2.3  1  0  12  N=17 
Percent of employees who are 
students at CU Boulder  22.1%  9.8%  0.0%  80.0%  N=17 
 
 

Table 8: Question #8 

Roughly, what percent of employees 
at your worksite work the following 
schedules:  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Weekdays, daytime  56.2% 70.0% 0.0% 100.0%  N=17

Weekdays, evenings and/or nights  5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%  N=17

Weekends, daytime  11.5% 10.0% 0.0% 30.0%  N=17

Weekends, evenings and/or nights  5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%  N=17

Variable/rotating schedule  20.9% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  N=17

 
 

Table 9: Question #9 

Do you or does your employer participate in the 
EcoPass program, in which an employer purchases 
EcoPasses which are annual passes that allow 
unlimited bus rides?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  0.0% N=0

No  100.0% N=17

Total  100.0% N=17
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Table 10: Question #10 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, 
an annual bus pass that allows you unlimited bus 
rides?  (Please check all that apply.)  Percent of Respondents*  Number of Respondents 

Don’t know if I am eligible for an EcoPass or 
CollegePass  47.1%  N=8 
No, I am not eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 35.3% N=6

Yes, through my employer, or through the program I 
have set up for my business  0.0%  N=0 
Yes, through my neighborhood program  11.8% N=2

Yes, a CU Boulder student CollegePass  5.9% N=1

Yes, a CU Boulder faculty/staff CollegePass  0.0% N=0

Yes, other pass:  0.0% N=0

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 11: Question #11 

On average, how often do you use your EcoPass or 
CollegePass (for work AND non‐work trips)?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

I did not pick up my EcoPass or CollegePass 0.0% N=0

less often than once a month  0.0% N=0

about once every two weeks  0.0% N=0

about once a month  0.0% N=0

about once a week  0.0% N=0

more than once a week  100.0% N=3

Total  100.0% N=3

* Question only asked of those who were eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass 
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Table 12: Question #12 

How did you get to work today? (Please check all 
that apply.)  Percent of Respondents*  Number of Respondents 

Drove alone  70.6% N=12

Drove with at least one other person  5.9% N=1

Walked  5.9% N=1

Biked  11.8% N=2

Rode a bus or buses  5.9% N=1

Carried a bike on a bus or buses  0.0% N=0

Used a Park‐n‐Ride   0.0% N=0

Other  5.9% N=1

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 13: Question #12 Other 

How did you get to work today? (Please check all that apply.) Other responses

delta jet "coach‐class" 
 
 

Table 14: Question #13 

If you drove a car to work today, where did you 
park?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Didn’t drive today  12.5% N=2

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  12.5% N=2

Parking lot at 14th St  6.3% N=1

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  0.0% N=0

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this 
business  25.0%  N=4 
On the street in the University Hill District  12.5% N=2

On the street in the University Hill residential area 12.5% N=2

On the CU campus  0.0% N=0

Other  18.8% N=3

Total  100.0% N=16

 
 

Table 15: Question #13 Other 

If you drove a car to work today, where did you park? Other responses

Church 
colorado book store 
Private lot owned by another business 
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Table 16: Question #14 

In a typical week, how many days do 
you commute to work using each of 
these transportation modes? 
(Percent of days)  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Driving alone  74.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%  N=17

Driving with others (carpooling)  5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%  N=17

Walk  8.8% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%  N=17

Bike  5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%  N=17

Bus  6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7%  N=17

Multiple modes (e.g., bike to bus stop, 
take bus, bike to workplace)  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  N=17 
Other  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  N=17

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  N=17

 
 

Table 17: Question #15 

When you drive to work, where do you usually 
park?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Never drive to work  0.0% N=0

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  11.8% N=2

Parking lot at 14th St  11.8% N=2

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  0.0% N=0

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this 
business  29.4%  N=5 
On the street in the University Hill District  11.8% N=2

On the street in the University Hill residential area 23.5% N=4

On the CU campus  0.0% N=0

Other  11.8% N=2

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 18: Question #15 Other 

When you drive to work, where do you usually park? Other responses

book store parking lot 
Private lot owned by another business 
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Table 19: Question #16 

About how often when you are at your business do 
you make trips away from your business for work?   Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Two or more times a day  12.5% N=2

About once a day  18.8% N=3

Several times a week  31.3% N=5

About once a week  18.8% N=3

About once every two weeks  6.3% N=1

About once a month  0.0% N=0

Less than once a month  12.5% N=2

Other  0.0% N=0

Total  100.0% N=16

 
 

Table 20: Question #17 

About how often when you are at your business do 
you make trips away from your business for reasons 
OTHER than work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Two or more times a day  5.9% N=1

About once a day  17.6% N=3

Several times a week  11.8% N=2

About once a week  23.5% N=4

About once every two weeks  17.6% N=3

About once a month  5.9% N=1

Less than once a month  17.6% N=3

Other  0.0% N=0

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 21: Question #18 

What percent of work commute trips 
would you estimate the employees 
of this business (not including 
yourself) make by these 
transportation modes?  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Driving alone  64.8% 70.0% 0.0% 100.0%  N=17

Driving with others (carpooling)  3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%  N=17

Walk  16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 99.0%  N=17

Bike  7.4% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%  N=17

Bus  7.5% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0%  N=17

Other  0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%  N=17

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  N=17
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Table 22: Question #19 

When they drive to work, where do you your 
employees usually park?   Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Never drive to work  5.9% N=1

I don't know  5.9% N=1

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  11.8% N=2

Parking lot at 14th St  .0% N=0

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  0.0% N=0

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by the 
businesses  29.4%  N=5 
On the street in the University Hill District  17.6% N=3

On the street in the University Hill residential area 17.6% N=3

On the CU campus  0.0% N=0

Other  11.8% N=2

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 23: Question #19 Other 

When they drive to work, where do you your employees usually park? Other responses 

book store parking lot 
Permitted spaces 
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Table 24: Question #20 

What do you see as the strengths of the University Hill commercial district?

A few shops where the owners are in. 
Diverse services and retail outlets 
Foot traffic 
Fun, quirky character; more affordable rent vs. Pearl St./Boulder proper; diversity of stakeholders; proximity to 
campus/student labor force; The Hill has every opportunity to become a hotbed of entrepreneurial/startup 
activity. 
Great business owners and great student customers

Interesting place to be 
Located near campus 
Location in proximity to campus. /  
Location to Campus. Students. Local businesses.
Location, mix of small businesses 
Lots of places to eat.   
lots of vacancy 
Proximity to campus 
the customer base 
The students. 
The walk by traffic generated by the students, and the proximity to local neighborhoods. 
Vicinity to the college and housing for our direct target market. Movement towards businesses that aren't 
restaurants. Serious capital investments.  
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Table 25: Question #21 

What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

1) PARKING STRUCTURE.  There are 3 or more downtown.  Why are there not any on the Hill?  Poeple won't stay 
if they can't park, and the parking naz...  errr enforcement officers are sticklers.  I understand given the limited 
amount of spaces on the Hill.  However, we want consumers to have a place to park without it costing them $15 
if they reach their two hour time limit.   / 2)  Allow the students and residents feel like it is more of a 
destination.  Lift the ridiculuous liquor sanctions, and make it eadier for bars and restuarants to serve beer and 
liqour.  The Hill used to be a place where people wanted to congrugate.  Now it seems like it is more of a 
transient consumer destination.   Everyone goes downtown now.  It used to be different many years ago. 
a cohesive vision & plan 
A commitment from the city to address district streetscape/beautification/street and sidewalk trash mitigation ‐  
also a district coordinator who can serve as a liason between Hill business owners, the city, and other 
stakeholders; as well as programming of events and activities on the Hill that showcase it as more than a 
destination for head shops and fast food. 
A more diverse retail area. Not so may resteraunts, more parking.
All new buildings with simultaneous lower rent.   /  / But since my first option is not realistic, I would shoot for 
Improved coordination of energy & waste management.  Coordinated / consolidated dumpsters.  I also would 
shoot for a higher quality street scape, and further investment in making a walk through The Hill both safe and 
enjoyable.   
City investment of both concern and money.

filling empty store fronts...there is too much vacancy!
free parking 
Less bums, more diversity in customer base and businesses, cheaper rents and common sense liquor licensing. 
Sorry, that's 4. 
Make 13th a pedestrian zone between College and Pennsylvania
Maybe more professional services,  dentist etc....
More diversity of uses, instigated by higher parking capacity and employment.

More Parking 
More shopping variety. 
Parking 
Treating restaurant owners like others in the city are treated
upgraded infrastructure, we still have phone lines coming in on a nuts and bolts board and no cable or good 
internet options 
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Table 26: Question #22 

Question #22  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 
Number of 
Respondents 

At present, how many motorized 
vehicles – cars, vans, or light trucks – 
does your household have the use of?  2.4  2  1  4  N=17 
 
 

Table 27: Question #23 

Is a car or other motor vehicle usually available to 
you for commuting to work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  100.0% N=17

No  0.0% N=0

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 28: Question #24 

Is a bicycle usually available to you for commuting 
to work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  47.1% N=8

No  52.9% N=9

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 29: Question #25 

Are you a member of eGo CarShare?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes  11.8% N=2

No  88.2% N=15

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 30: Question #26 

Are you a member of Boulder B‐cycle (bike share)? Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes  5.9% N=1

No  94.1% N=16

Total  100.0% N=17
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Table 31: Question #27 

Where do you live?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Boulder (within the city limits)  47.1% N=8

Unincorporated Boulder County  0.0% N=0

Ward/Nederland/Jamestown  0.0% N=0

Lyons  0.0% N=0

Superior  0.0% N=0

Lafayette  0.0% N=0

Louisville  0.0% N=0

Longmont  17.6% N=3

Erie  0.0% N=0

Broomfield  5.9% N=1

Westminster  5.9% N=1

Arvada  5.9% N=1

Denver or other metro‐area suburb  5.9% N=1

Berthoud/Loveland/Fort Collins  0.0% N=0

Weld County  0.0% N=0

Other  11.8% N=2

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 32: Question #27 Other 

Where do you live? Other responses 

Adams County, Henderson 
Park City, UT 
 
 

Table 33: Question #28 

Are you a student at CU Boulder?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes, an undergraduate student  5.9% N=1

Yes, a graduate student  0.0% N=0

No  94.1% N=16

Total  100.0% N=17
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Table 34: Question #29 

In which category is your age?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Under 18  0.0% N=0

18‐24 years  0.0% N=0

25‐34 years  41.2% N=7

35‐44 years  35.3% N=6

45‐54 years  17.6% N=3

55‐64 years  5.9% N=1

65 years or older  0.0% N=0

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 35: Question #30 

What is your gender?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Female  17.6% N=3

Male  82.4% N=14

Total  100.0% N=17

 
 

Table 36: Question #31 

[If you have more than 5 employees] Would you be 
willing to send an email to your employees asking 
them to participate in a brief survey about their 
work commute, or to distribute paper surveys to 
them?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  76.9% N=10

No  23.1% N=3

Total  100.0% N=13

 
 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 102 of 198



2014 UHGID Business and Employee Surveys for Transportation and Hill Area Intercept Survey and Mode Count 

 
 

Report of Results (2014‐03‐28) 
Page 22 

Appendix	B:	Responses	to	the	Employee	Survey	
Complete	Set	of	Responses	to	the	Employee	Survey	
The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the University Hill 
Employee Survey. 

 
Table 37: Question #1 

How did you get to work today? (Please check all 
that apply.)  Percent of Respondents*  Number of Respondents 

Drove alone  61.4% N=35

Drove with at least one other person  7.0% N=4

Walked  17.5% N=10

Biked  8.8% N=5

Rode a bus or buses  8.8% N=5

Carried a bike on a bus or buses  .0% N=0

Used a Park‐n‐Ride   .0% N=0

Other  .0% N=0

*Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 38: Question #1 Other 

If drove with at least one other person, how many others?

Of those who drove with others, none drove with any persons under age 16
Of those who drove with others, 1 drove with 1 other person, 2 drove 2 others, and 1 drove with 3 others
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Table 39: Question #2 

If you drove a car to work today, where did you 
park?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Didn’t drive today  25.0% N=14

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  10.7% N=6

Parking lot at 14th St  5.4% N=3

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  1.8% N=1

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this 
business  16.1%  N=9 
On the street in the University Hill District  8.9% N=5

On the street in the University Hill residential area 21.4% N=12

On the CU campus  1.8% N=1

Other  8.9% N=5

Total  100.0% N=56

 
Table 40: Question #2 Other 

If you drove a car to work today, where did you park? Other responses

12th and Far away 
9th and college 
Cemetery on 9th st 
parking where needs to be paid 
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Table 41: Question #3 

In a typical week, how many days do 
you commute to work using each of 
these transportation modes? 
(Percent of days)  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Driving alone  60.3% 80.0% .0% 100.0%  N=57

Driving with others (carpooling)  8.0% .0% .0% 100.0%  N=57

Walk  16.0% .0% .0% 100.0%  N=57

Bike  10.5% .0% .0% 100.0%  N=57

Bus  4.6% .0% .0% 100.0%  N=57

Multiple modes (e.g., bike to bus stop, 
take bus, bike to workplace)  .0%  .0%  .0%  .0%  N=57 
Other  .7% .0% .0% 40.0%  N=57

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  N=57

 
 

Table 42: Question #4 

When you drive to work, where do you usually 
park?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Never drive to work  16.4% N=9

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  10.9% N=6

Parking lot at 14th St  7.3% N=4

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  1.8% N=1

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this 
business  20.0%  N=11 
On the street in the University Hill District  14.5% N=8

On the street in the University Hill residential area 18.2% N=10

On the CU campus  1.8% N=1

Other  9.1% N=5

Total  100.0% N=55

 
 

Table 43: Question #4 Other 

When you drive to work, where do you usually park? Other responses

9th and  pleasant 
9th and college 
Cemetery on 9th st 
somewhere free 
9th and  pleasant 
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Table 44: Question #5 

About how often when you are at your business do 
you make trips away from your business for work?   Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Two or more times a day  14.5% N=8

About once a day  10.9% N=6

Several times a week  10.9% N=6

About once a week  7.3% N=4

About once every two weeks  5.5% N=3

About once a month  12.7% N=7

Less than once a month  30.9% N=17

Other  
(all who said “other” wrote in “Never” or “None”  7.3%  N=4 
Total  100.0% N=55

 
 

Table 45: Question #6 

About how often when you are at your business do 
you make trips away from your business for reasons 
OTHER than work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Two or more times a day  1.8% N=1

About once a day  10.9% N=6

Several times a week  12.7% N=7

About once a week  7.3% N=4

About once every two weeks  9.1% N=5

About once a month  14.5% N=8

Less than once a month  32.7% N=18

Other  
(all who said “other” wrote in “Never” or “None”  10.9%  N=6 
Total  100.0% N=55
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Table 46: Question #7 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, 
an annual bus pass that allows you unlimited bus 
rides?  (Please check all that apply.)  Percent of Respondents*  Number of Respondents 

Don’t know if I am eligible for an EcoPass or 
CollegePass  27.3%  N=15 
No, I am not eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 50.9% N=28

Yes, through my employer  .0% N=0

Yes, through my neighborhood program  .0% N=0

Yes, a CU Boulder student CollegePass  20.0% N=11

Yes, a CU Boulder faculty/staff CollegePass  .0% N=0

Yes, other pass:  1.8% N=1

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 47: Question #7 Other 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, an annual bus pass that allows you unlimited bus rides?  
Other responses 

I have been offered through my employer who received it for their pearl street business which I delivered to.
 
 

Table 48: Question #8 

On average, how often do you use your EcoPass or 
CollegePass (for work AND non‐work trips)?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

I did not pick up my EcoPass or CollegePass 25.0% N=3

less often than once a month  25.0% N=3

about once every two weeks  .0% N=0

about once a month  16.7% N=2

about once a week  8.3% N=1

more than once a week  25.0% N=3

Total  100.0% N=12

* Question only asked of those who were eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass 
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Table 49: Question #9 

What do you see as the strengths of the University Hill commercial district?

A lot of shops in one central location 
Accessibility to the CU Boulder campus.  
Affordable rent 
as a district business owners try to get better businesses and try for better parking as it is the #1 worst issue/ 
complaint by clients/ customers 
close to campus 
close to campus, good place for quick meals

Closer to North Boulder and 36 for commuting

constant revolving customer base 
Cool area, interesting people watching  
Density and proximity to the CU campus. 
Diversity, character and convenience 
Diversity, local, unique, art‐friendly, memorable

everything is close 
Food 
food  
good variety 
great little community 
Great place for students/ residents to hang out, eat, and shop
great place to relax/ study and hang out 
i don't  
It covers a variety of needs that cater well to the desires of the collegiate populace.
its pretty creative, lots of commotion, people are good
Local businesses 
Location.. 
Lots of customers 
none, parking sucks ‐ only the restaurants/ business
Spark Boulder 
Strong walking traffic, enjoyable vibe of the businesses and spectacular view of the flatirons. 
student population 
Student Traffic, main thoroughfare  
Thai Avenue 
The students are for the most part extremely friendly and easy to deal with.
Unique dinning and social experiences.  / Tremendous exposure to the University of Colorado students 
Unique local businesses like Rush, Albums on the Hill, Innisfree, and The Sink. 
unique shops and restaurants, friendly employees

Unite as one  
variety of businesses, location 
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Table 50: Question #10 

What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

*parking* better assortment of businesses & restaurants
A better sense of community  
ACTUAL SUPPORT FROM THE CITY. / The hill has been shunned because it's the "college" area of Boulder, but 
without those kids and the intangible things they bring this city wouldn't have nearly as large a school or 
worldwide appeal. /  / Plain and simple, stop hurting the people who have built this damn town. 
Allow all employees of businesses on the Hill to get a free bus pass like folks in the Pearl Street district can. / 
Cleaner streets, alleys. 
better and cheaper parking space for businesses
Better parking 
better parking and lower cost for employees on the hill ‐ if it should cost something, free for employees would 
be best 
Better parking for those employed on the Hill
Better Parking options. 
better/ accessible non $ parking 
Bus passes for workers. Parking passes for workers
Cheaper parking.  
Cleaner, better parking, better choice of businesses (like Aion, The Corner)
Free parking 
free parking  
FREE parking for the Hill employees, more security
FREE parking for Uni Hill employees, less transients, more security
Free parking or "limited" time parking 
Free parking space 
Higher quality food with fewer poisonous elements.

If it were more friendly to local businesses...too many local ones are going out of business and franchises are 
swooping in the available real estate (starbucks, five guys, 7 eleven). This takes away from the charm, the 
community, the sense of the Hill as being a one‐of‐a‐kind area. Its losing tis heart. And it makes it even more of 
a challenge for local businesses attempting to foster communities of art, friends, and conversation like Innisfree 
to stay afloat.  
if the parking people stopped giving me parking tickets, or if there was parking close by.
Improved parking. More diversified businesses. More partnerships with the University. 
Incentive for more small, local businesses to open shop. Fewer corporate entities that rob the hill of its unique 
Boulder appeal. 
less liquor restrictions 
Less trash 
More ample parking, easier access to liquor licenses for restaurants
More community cooperation 
more diversity in the type of retail shops, i.e catering to professionals who work on the hill 
more free employee parking, allow businesses to sell alcohol again!
more late‐night places w/ alcohol, stronger retail shops
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What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

More parking 
more parking 
More Parking 
More parking 
more parking meters pauable in 2scont intervais
more parking, more diversity of business 
more parking, more retail 
more pizza 
more shops and restaurants, parking garage
More variety of shops 
New and better designed buildings. MORE ART!
One thing?? Cleaner 
parking 
Parking Passes for Employees 
PARKING! Take over the parking lot off of Boulder please! And extend the time limit to 3‐4 hours. More free 
parking would be incredibly helpful as well. 
parking, less empty businesses 
strict traffic regulation for students and drivers
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Table 51: Question #11 

Question #11  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 
Number of 
Respondents 

At present, how many motorized 
vehicles – cars, vans, or light trucks – 
does your household have the use of?  1.9  2  0  6  N=57 
 
 

Table 52: Question #12 

Is a car or other motor vehicle usually available to 
you for commuting to work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  76.4% N=42

No  23.6% N=13

Total  100.0% N=55

 
 

Table 53: Question #13 

Is a bicycle usually available to you for commuting 
to work?  Percent of Respondents  Number of Respondents 

Yes  45.5% N=25

No  54.5% N=30

Total  100.0% N=55

 
 

Table 54: Question #14 

Are you a member of eGo CarShare?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes  3.6% N=2

No  96.4% N=53

Total  100.0% N=55

 
 

Table 55: Question #15 

Are you a member of Boulder B‐cycle (bike share)? Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes  .0% N=0

No  100.0% N=55

Total  100.0% N=55
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Table 56: Question #16 

Where do you live?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Boulder (within the city limits)  65.5% N=36

Unincorporated Boulder County  .0% N=0

Ward/Nederland/Jamestown  .0% N=0

Lyons  .0% N=0

Superior  1.8% N=1

Lafayette  1.8% N=1

Louisville  3.6% N=2

Longmont  7.3% N=4

Erie  .0% N=0

Broomfield  1.8% N=1

Westminster  1.8% N=1

Arvada  1.8% N=1

Denver or other metro‐area suburb  10.9% N=6

Berthoud/Loveland/Fort Collins  .0% N=0

Weld County  .0% N=0

Other (both wrote in “Gunbarrel”)  3.6% N=2

Total  100.0% N=55

 
Table 57: Question #17 

Are you a student at CU Boulder?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Yes, an undergraduate student  14.8% N=8

Yes, a graduate student  5.6% N=3

No  79.6% N=43

Total  100.0% N=54

 
Table 58: Question #18 

In which category is your age?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Under 18  .0% N=0

18‐24 years  38.2% N=21

25‐34 years  41.8% N=23

35‐44 years  12.7% N=7

45‐54 years  3.6% N=2

55‐64 years  1.8% N=1

65 years or older  1.8% N=1

Total  100.0% N=55

 
Table 59: Question #19 

What is your gender?  Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents

Female  36.5% N=19

Male  63.5% N=33

Total  100.0% N=52
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Crosstabulations	of	Employee	Survey	Results	by	CU	Student	Status	
The following pages contain tables of responses to each question on the University Hill 
Employee Survey by the CU student status of the respondent. 

 
Table 60: Question #1 by CU Student Status 

How did you get to work today? (Please check all that 
apply.)*  CU student  NOT a CU student 

Drove alone  9% 74%

Drove with at least one other person  18% 5%

Walked  36% 14%

Biked  27% 5%

Rode a bus or buses  18% 5%

Carried a bike on a bus or buses  0% 0%

Used a Park‐n‐Ride   0% 0%

Other  0% 0%

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 61: Question #2 by CU Student Status 

If you drove a car to work today, where did you park? CU student NOT a CU student

Didn’t drive today  55% 17%

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  0% 14%

Parking lot at 14th St  0% 7%

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  0% 2%

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this business 0% 21%

On the street in the University Hill District  9% 10%

On the street in the University Hill residential area 27% 19%

On the CU campus  0% 2%

Other  9% 7%

Total  100% 100%
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Table 62: Question #3 by CU Student Status 

In a typical week, how many days do you commute to work 
using each of these transportation modes? (Percent of days)  CU student  NOT a CU student 

Driving alone  23% 71%

Driving with others (carpooling)  14% 7%

Walk  34% 11%

Bike  26% 7%

Bus  2% 3%

Multiple modes (e.g., bike to bus stop, take bus, bike to 
workplace)  0%  0% 
Other  0% 1%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 63: Question #4 by CU Student Status 

When you drive to work, where do you usually park? CU student NOT a CU student

Never drive to work  36% 10%

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  0% 14%

Parking lot at 14th St  0% 10%

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  0% 2%

Private lot or parking space owned or leased by this business 0% 26%

On the street in the University Hill District  36% 10%

On the street in the University Hill residential area 18% 19%

On the CU campus  0% 2%

Other  9% 7%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 64: Question #5 by CU Student Status 

About how often when you are at your business do you 
make trips away from your business for work?   CU student  NOT a CU student 

Two or more times a day  18% 14%

About once a day  18% 9%

Several times a week  9% 12%

About once a week  0% 9%

About once every two weeks  0% 7%

About once a month  9% 12%

Less than once a month  45% 28%

Other  0% 9%

Total  100% 100%
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Table 65: Question #6 by CU Student Status 

About how often when you are at your business do you 
make trips away from your business for reasons OTHER 
than work?  CU student  NOT a CU student 

Two or more times a day  0% 2%

About once a day  27% 7%

Several times a week  18% 12%

About once a week  0% 7%

About once every two weeks  9% 9%

About once a month  18% 14%

Less than once a month  18% 37%

Other  9% 12%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 66: Question #7 by CU Student Status 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, an 
annual bus pass that allows you unlimited bus rides?  
(Please check all that apply.)  CU student  NOT a CU student 

Don’t know if I am eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 9% 30%

No, I am not eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 9% 63%

Yes, through my employer  0% 0%

Yes, through my neighborhood program  0% 0%

Yes, a CU Boulder student CollegePass  82% 5%

Yes, a CU Boulder faculty/staff CollegePass  0% 0%

Yes, other pass:  0% 2%

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 67: Question #8 by CU Student Status 

On average, how often do you use your EcoPass or 
CollegePass (for work AND non‐work trips)?  CU student  NOT a CU student 

I did not pick up my EcoPass or CollegePass 22% 33%

less often than once a month  22% 33%

about once every two weeks  0% 0%

about once a month  22% 0%

about once a week  11% 0%

more than once a week  22% 33%

Total  100% 100%

* Question only asked of those who were eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass 
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Table 68: Question #11 by CU Student Status 

Average number of vehicles  CU student NOT a CU student

At present, how many motorized vehicles – cars, vans, or 
light trucks – does your household have the use of?  1.55  2.07 
 
 

Table 69: Question #12 by CU Student Status 

Is a car or other motor vehicle usually available to you for 
commuting to work?  CU student  NOT a CU student 

Yes  55% 84%

No  45% 16%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 70: Question #13 by CU Student Status 

Is a bicycle usually available to you for commuting to work? CU student NOT a CU student

Yes  73% 40%

No  27% 60%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 71: Question #14 by CU Student Status 

Are you a member of eGo CarShare?  CU student NOT a CU student

Yes  18% 0%

No  82% 100%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 72: Question #15 by CU Student Status 

Are you a member of Boulder B‐cycle (bike share)? CU student NOT a CU student

Yes  0% 0%

No  100% 100%

Total  100% 100%
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Table 73: Question #16 by CU Student Status 

Where do you live?  CU student NOT a CU student

Boulder (within the city limits)  100% 56%

Unincorporated Boulder County  0% 0%

Ward/Nederland/Jamestown  0% 0%

Lyons  0% 0%

Superior  0% 2%

Lafayette  0% 2%

Louisville  0% 5%

Longmont  0% 9%

Erie  0% 0%

Broomfield  0% 2%

Westminster  0% 2%

Arvada  0% 2%

Denver or other metro‐area suburb  0% 14%

Berthoud/Loveland/Fort Collins  0% 0%

Weld County  0% 0%

Other  0% 5%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 74: Question #17 by CU Student Status 

Are you a student at CU Boulder?  CU student NOT a CU student

Yes, an undergraduate student  73% 0%

Yes, a graduate student  27% 0%

No  0% 100%

Total  100% 100%

 
 

Table 75: Question #18 by CU Student Status 

In which category is your age?  CU student NOT a CU student

Under 18  0% 0%

18‐24 years  73% 28%

25‐34 years  18% 49%

35‐44 years  9% 14%

45‐54 years  0% 5%

55‐64 years  0% 2%

65 years or older  0% 2%

Total  100% 100%
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Table 76: Question #19 by CU Student Status 

What is your gender?  CU student NOT a CU student

Female  40% 36%

Male  60% 64%

Total  100% 100%
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Appendix	C:	Responses	to	the	Intercept	Survey		
Complete	Set	of	Responses	to	the	Intercept	Survey	
The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the University Hill 
Intercept Survey. 

 
Table 77: Question #1 

Have you come from or are you going to a store, restaurant or other 
place of business in the University Hill commercial area, or are you 
passing through on your way to somewhere else? 

Percent of 
Respondents* 

Number of 
Respondents 

Came from or going to one or more places of business on the Hill 69.4%  N=200

Other  4.5%  N=13

Passing through  26.0%  N=75

Total  100.0%  N=288

 
 

Table 78: Question #1a 

Are you coming from or going home?* 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  79.7%  N=51

No  20.3%  N=13

Total  100.0%  N=64

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were "passing through" the Hill area 
 
 

Table 79: Question #1b 

Are you coming from or going to campus?* 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  82.1%  N=55

No  17.9%  N=12

Total  100.0%  N=67

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were "passing through" the Hill area 
 
 

Table 80: Question #1 “Other” responses 

Have you come from or are you going to a store, restaurant or other place of business in the University Hill 
commercial area, or are you passing through on your way to somewhere else? Other responses 

Albums on the hill  Look around Visiting

Canvassing  Rush Walking

Doing business  School Wandering 
Hustling  Taking surveys
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Table 81: Question #2 

Are you an owner or an employee of a business on The Hill? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

No  85.5%  N=241

Yes  14.5%  N=41

Total  100.0%  N=282

 
 

Table 82: Question #2a 

Are you going to or coming from your workplace?* 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

No  47.4%  N=18

Yes  52.6%  N=20

Total  100.0%  N=38

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were a Hill business owner or employee 
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Table 83: Question #3 

About how many stores or businesses have you/will you visit on 
your trip to this area. 

Percent of 
Respondents 

Number of 
Respondents 

None  19.5%  N=48

One  47.6%  N=117

Two  22.4%  N=55

Three  5.7%  N=14

Four  2.0%  N=5

Five or more  2.8%  N=7

Total  100.0%  N=246

 
 

Table 84: Question #4 

Which businesses did you/will you visit?* 

1/2 fast  Chase  Half fast subs Resturant, house
10 for project  Chase  Half fast subs Root, fitter, freakys
4star  Chiba hut  Half fast subs Rose hill    
7‐eleven  Chiba hut  Half fast subs Rose hill, 7‐eleven
7‐eleven  Chibatlot  Hana sushi Rush 
7‐eleven  Christy construction Hold fast sub Rush 
7‐eleven  Coffee and tea to go Ic Rush, meningers 
7‐eleven  Coffee buchanan's  Illegal petes S&g backer shop 

7‐eleven  Coffee shop, book store  Illegal petes     Sabajos, illegal petes, 
fresh 

7‐eleven  Coffee, innisfree  Illegal petes, boca  Silver and gold barka, 
innisfree 

7‐eleven  Coffee/food  Illegal petes, smelly deli Sink 
7‐eleven, 5 goy  Core power  Innisfree Sink, bookstore 

7‐eleven, 5 guys  Corner  Innisfree  Sink, bookstore, college 
corner, buffstuff 

7‐eleven, boss lady pizza  Corner  Innisfree Sink, innisfree, tea house
7‐eleven, illigle petes, u 
market  Corner coffee express  Innisfree  Sink, rush 

7‐eleven, sink 4‐star  Corner, 7‐eleven Innisfree Smelly deli    

A restaurant tbd  Corner, salvascsos  Innisfree  Smelly deli, deli zone, 
chase bank 

Aion  Cosmos     Innisfree Smiley deli mamacitas

Albums on the hill  Cosmos, freakys, 7‐
eleven  Innisfree,     Spark 

Albums on the hill  Deli  Innisfree, buchanans Spark 

Alfalfas, boxcar  Deli zone  Innisfree, five guys, 
fatshack 

Spark boulder illegal 
petes 
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Which businesses did you/will you visit?* 

Alterators  Dots diner, chase bank  Innisfree, hana Starbucks 

Cheba hut  Everyday, smelly deli  Innisfree, illegal petes, 
coffee  Starbucks 

Art store     Fat sandwich  Jec Starbucks 
Art store, gift  Fat shack  Jimmy johns Starbucks 
Bake salad, 7‐eleven  Fat shack  Jimmy johns Starbucks 

Bank  Fitter, 5 guys  Lady bugs, jimmy johns, 
7‐eleven, 5 guys  Tattoos 

Bank  Food  Liquor store The corner 
Bcco  Food court     Lolaicup The corner, 7‐eleven
Book store, supplies  Food court salad bar Lolicup, girkas The corner, chase

Bookstore  Food court, innisfree  Looking for job   The fitter, frekys, 
shipping on the hill 

Bookstore  Food, 7‐eleven, bank Lunch The fox 
Boss cady pizza  Food, bar  Mac shack The sink  
Boss lady  Food?  Music shop The sink  
Boulder salad, boco café  Food‐the corner Not sure The sink  
Boulder salad, petes  Fox  Not sure The sink  
Boulder vapor pass  Freakys   Petes The sink  
Brazil on the hill, owner, 
mamacitas for lunch  Freakys, chase  Pottery lab, dispensaries  The sink  

Buchanans  Freakys, full cycle Qdoba The sink  
Buchanans  Full cycle  Qdoba The sink  
Buchanans  Fundraising  Qdoba The sink  
Buchanans     Half assed subs, 7‐eleven Qdoba The sink  
Buchanans coffee  Half fast  Qdoba The sink  
Buchanans innisfree  Half fast  Qdoba, albums on the hill Tribal rite 
Buchanans, innisfree  Half fast  Qudoba jimmy john Wildside, 7‐eleven
Buchanans, the sink  Half fast foods Restaurant Work 
Buchanans, vapor  Half fast subs  Restaurant    Yoga, college optical, 
Chaba hut  Half fast subs  Restaurant, 7‐eleven
* Only asked of those who were visiting/had visited one or more businesses or stores. 
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Table 85: Question #5 

How did you get to the Hill commercial area today? (Please check all 
that apply.) 

Percent of 
Respondents* 

Number of 
Respondents 

Drove alone  22.4%  N=66

Drove with at least one other person  14.2%  N=42

Walked  50.2%  N=148

Biked  5.4%  N=16

Rode a bus or buses  8.5%  N=25

Carried a bike on a bus or buses  0.0%  N=0

Used a Park‐n‐Ride   0.0%  N=0

Other  1.7%  N=5

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 86: Question #5a 

How many people were in the 
vehicle (for vehicle trips)  Average  Median  Minimum  Maximum 

Number of 
Respondents 

Number of people in vehicle 
(including those who drove 
alone)  1.8  1.00  1.00  6.00  N=295 
Number of adults in vehicle 
(including those who drove 
alone)  2.02  2.00  0.00  5.00  N=295 
Number of children in vehicle 
(including those who drove 
alone)  0.02  0.00  0.00  2.00  N=295 
Number of people in vehicle 
(only those with 2 or more)  3.02  3.00  2.00  6.00  N=295 
Number of adults in vehicle 
(only those with 2 or more)  2.05  2.00  0.00  5.00  N=295 
Number of children in vehicle 
(only those with 2 or more)  0.03  0.00  0.00  2.00  N=295 
 
 

Table 87: Question #5h “other” responses 

How did you get to the Hill commercial area today? (Please check all that apply.) Other responses 

Caught a ride 
Hitch hike 
Long board. 
Skateboard 
Skateboard 
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Table 88: Question #6 

If you drove to the Hill, where did you park? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Didn't drive today  37.8%  N=65

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  1.2%  N=2

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and Broadway  7.0%  N=12

Parking lot at 14th St  0.6%  N=1

On the street in the University Hill District  26.7%  N=46

On the street in the University Hill residential area 15.1%  N=26

On the CU campus  2.3%  N=4

Other  9.3%  N=16

Total  100.0%  N=172

 
 

Table 89: Question #6 “other” responses 

If you drove to the Hill, where did you park? “Other” responses

13th and aurora 
9th street 
Church  
Co. Parking lot 
Downhill 
Dropped off 
Illegally at wine store 
Lot, behind business 
Off campus alley 
Rented space at church up the street 
Size of campus 
Spot at church 
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Table 90: Question #7 

Where did you come from before you got to the Hill? Did you come 
from . . .  

Percent of 
Respondents 

Number of 
Respondents 

Home  48.8%  N=144

Shopping or errands in another part of town 3.4%  N=10

CU Campus  30.5%  N=90

Workplace on the Hill  0.3%  N=1

Workplace somewhere other than CU Campus or the Hill 4.4%  N=13

Eating a meal  0.7%  N=2

Other  11.9%  N=35

Total  100.0%  N=295

 
 

Table 91: Question #7 “other” responses 

Where did you come from before you got to the Hill? Did you come from . . . “Other” responses 

Boulder  Home of a friend
Brothers house  Jail

Denver  Kansas

Denver  Mountains

Denver  Nist

Denver  North boulder
Denver     Open lane
Denver looking at colleges, from conn.  Rec center
Dia  School

Doctor  Skiing eldora
Dog park  Sority haus
Estes park visiting campus for tour  Visiting out of town
Farm  Volunteering

Fort collins  Winter park, skiing from ma here on tour 
Frat house 
 
 

Table 92: Question #8 

Do you live in Boulder? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

No  28.3%  N=83

Yes  71.7%  N=210

Total  100.0%  N=293
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Table 93: Question #9 

Are you a student at CU Boulder? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes, an undergraduate student  45.9%  N=134

Yes, a graduate student  6.2%  N=18

No  47.9%  N=140

Total  100.0%  N=292

 
 

Table 94: Question #10 

In which category is your age? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Under 18  1.4%  N=4

18‐24 years  55.8%  N=163

25‐34 years  17.1%  N=50

35‐44 years  6.8%  N=20

45‐54 years  8.2%  N=24

55‐64 years  5.5%  N=16

65 years or older  5.1%  N=15

Total  100.0%  N=292

 
 

Table 95: Question #11 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, an annual bus 
pass that allows you unlimited bus rides?  (Please check all that 
apply.) 

Percent of 
Respondents* 

Number of 
Respondents 

don’t know if I am eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 13.0%  N=38

no, I am not eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 26.7%  N=78

yes, through my employer, or through the program I have set up for 
my business   6.8%  N=20 
yes, through my neighborhood program  2.7%  N=8

yes, a CU Boulder student CollegePass  45.2%  N=132

yes, a CU Boulder faculty/staff CollegePass  4.8%  N=14

yes, other pass  1.0%  N=3

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
 
 

Table 96: Question #11 “other” responses 

Are you eligible to have an EcoPass or CollegePass, an annual bus pass that allows you unlimited bus rides?  
“Other” responses 

Discount pass  Work
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Table 97: Question #12 

On average, how often do you use your EcoPass or CollegePass (for 
work AND non‐work trips)?* 

Percent of 
Respondents 

Number of 
Respondents 

I did not pick up my EcoPass or CollegePass 7.1%  N=13

less often than once a month  25.7%  N=47

about once every two weeks  8.7%  N=16

about once a month  7.1%  N=13

about once a week  8.2%  N=15

more than once a week  43.2%  N=79

Total  100.0%  N=183

*Only asked of those who were eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 
 
 

Table 98: Question #13 

Is a car or other motor vehicle usually available to you for 
commuting to work? 

Percent of 
Respondents 

Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  71.1%  N=209

No  28.9%  N=85

Total  100.0%  N=294

 
 

Table 99: Question #14 

Is a bicycle usually available to you for commuting to work?  
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  57.1%  N=168

No  42.9%  N=126

Total  100.0%  N=294

 
 

Table 100: Question #15 

Are you a member of eGo CarShare? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  2.4%  N=7

No  97.6%  N=286

Total  100.0%  N=293

 
 

Table 101: Question #16 

Are you a member of Boulder B‐cycle (bike share)?  
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Yes  1.4%  N=4

No  98.6%  N=287

Total  100.0%  N=291
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Table 102: Question #17 

What do you see as the strengths of the University Hill commercial district?

A lot available, convenient  Girls

A lot of people, relaxing  Good bus system
Access  Good cash flow to the area
Accessibility to students  Good community

Accessibility,  Good food, close to campus

Accessible, affordable businesses  Good food, hanging out, nice environment 
Add parking, business district  Good food, the fox is fun
Air is good, good music, legal pot, nice people Good parking and transit
Albums on the hill, the fox  Good public transit
Ample parking  Good public transit
App‐next bus  Good restaurants
Art store, coffee shops  Good restaurants
Atmosphere  Good shops, food
Beautiful  Good stores
Beautiful, nice atmosphere  Good transit
Better then home  Great food, party, people
Blinders off  Handy and close
Build well for peds.  Handy live on the hill
Building community   I don’t know
Bus  I don’t know
Bus system  I don’t know
Bus system on broadway  Innisfree

Buses, transit are helpful  Innisfree

Business/homes concentrated  Keep it as is, don’t expand
Businesses  Local businesses
Businesses  Local businesses, 
Businesses, location  Local shop
Busses that are more eco friendly   Localized/ centralized shopping 
Campus academics  Location

Can usually find parking  Location

Caters to college street, cheaper than pearl st. Location

Central  Location

Central party location, fun beautiful, good times, fox Location

Chase bank only chase that works  Location  
Cheap food  Location stores
Clean  Location vibes and atmosphere 
Close  Location. Diversity
Close knit community, walking accessible  Lot of food, really close, easily walkable 
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What do you see as the strengths of the University Hill commercial district?

Close to campus  Lots of food and stuff
Close to campus  Lots of food places open late
Close to campus  Lots of small shops, not a lot of chains 
Close to campus  Lots of variety
Close to campus  Lots of variety
Close to campus, flatiron meal plan, easy access late 
night  Love the fox, restaurants, proximity to campus 

Close to campus, social area for food and drink Lunch

Close, convenient  More community feel, not a lot of big chains 
Close, convenient  Multiuse many things here
Coffee     Near university location
Coffee place, convenience  Neat little shops
Coffee shops  Nice paths, well lit at night
Community, dense  No strengths! She hates the hill! 
Community, lots of people  Not much coffee shops
Compact  Off campus place for students to gather 
Concise, compact, got what you need.  Old buildings, lots of students, good place to eat
Condensed  Pay to park‐simple

Convenience    People

Convenience, little bit of everything  People

Convenient  People  
Convenient  People pleasant, selection of business 
Convenient  People that go to school here and come back 
Convenient  Pleasantly designed
Convenient for food and drinks  Postage, eatery
Convenient, fun innisfree, food good  Pretty

Convenient, serves existing population.  Pride in being party animals

Convenient, variety  Proximity

Cool stores and restaurants Proximity of campus

Couple of good places to eat  Proximity of food
Culturally diverse  Proximity of shops
Cute and inviting  Proximity to campus

Decent businesses close together but pricey Proximity, small shops
Decent dining or coffee  Public transit
Demographics  Quality of service, character, unique 
Denx, accessable  Quick food, location, parties, friends 
Diff. Than other places in boulder  Remodel on buchanans, city working to improve

Different foods, cool atmosphere  Restaurants

Different types of food, location  Restaurants

Diversity  Restaurants, 
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What do you see as the strengths of the University Hill commercial district?

Diversity  Selection

Diversity  Sense of community

Diversity of stores  Shops conceatrate
Diversity of stores  Slope skateboarding
Easy to get around  Social meeting

Easy to walk around  Sorority house close by

Eateries  Stores appeal to college population, reasonably priced 
food, the fox 

Environment  Students, food
Everything  System is great
Everything   The hop bus, variable schedules 
Fast access  Transit is acessible and inexpensive 
Fast food restaurants  Transit is good
Food  Transit, buses
Food  Variety

Food  Variety close to campus

Food  Variety convenient location

Food is over rated   Variety of food, cafes where you come and work, 
college optical, 

Food options  Variety of shops, lively community 
Food rather than commercial goods  Variety of stores, bars, restaurants, 
Food unique, people watching, convenient, pedestrian 
friendly  Variety restaurants. 

Food vibes  Vibe is good
Food, approximity  Walking access
Food, friendly business, outdoor seating  Walking around
Foot traffic  Walking distance
Fulfilling, divirse  Walking, not too much traffic
Full of character, lots going on.  Water

Fun  Weak

Fun  Yough
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Table 103: Question #18 

What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

Accessible parking for owners, cheaper parking More bike lanes
Additional bike parking, small grocery/market.  More cafes
Angled parking for more spaces!  More coffee
Another illegal petes, wth coin style margs. More development

Areas look grungy  More diverse food selection. Local foods, no starbucks
Bars‐near, would make it   More diverse shops
Being more people in the summer/fall when 
businesses have a hard time repeal 10cent bag tax  More diversity of business 

Better coffee shops  More free parking
Better education about trash and recycling  More free parking
Better food  More good restuarants like mamacitas 
Better parking  More independent
Better parking, traffic circulation  More inviting atmosphere

Better plowing  More local businesses  

Better restaurants  More local businesses, less chains, penn. And 13th 
intersection safer 

Café like roma  More parking
Cheaper  More parking
Cheaper and better parking More parking
Cheaper or free parking  More parking
Cheaper parking   More parking
Cheaper parking   More parking
Cheaper prices  More parking
Cheaper rents for businesses  More parking
Clarity in cross walks  More parking
Clean it up  More parking
Clean it up, classier buildings, make buildings nicer More parking
Clean streets west of broadway  More parking
Clean up trash  More parking
Cleaner  More parking  
Cleaning it up  More parking and cheaper parking 
Clothing shops  More parking areas, larger parkint lot 
Coffee shop  More parking for customers

Community business awareness events. Business with 
staying power  More parking for non residents 

Create pedestrian mall  More parking for students
Cut down on drunk and disorderly people  More parking on campus

Decent restaurants  More parking, all day parking
Dirty and traffic  More ped. Crossings

Agenda Item 5A     Page 131 of 198



2014 UHGID Business and Employee Surveys for Transportation and Hill Area Intercept Survey and Mode Count 

 
 

Report of Results (2014‐03‐28) 
Page 51 

What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

Dispensaries  More public parking, create larger parking lot 
Dispensary  More quaility business
Dispensary  More recreational venues for under 21 hookah bar
Don’t change it  More short term parking, cheaper parking 
Don’t feel safe walking after 8pm  More snow
Don’t know   More space parking
Don’t know   More stops, public transit, more bus routes on the hill

Don’t know   More stores where parking lot  is more franchises, hot 
dog stand, fancier places 

Easier to get quick food  More study places to sit and hang out for free
Ecopass more businesses  More than just food

Enforce drinking, litter, noise regulations  Movie theater, multipurpose theater. Less expensive 
parking, cleaner annual river clean up 

Expensive parking  Multi storie parking
Face lift, better bar scene.  Need bagel, doughnut store
Fine as  Need more parking
Fine as is  Need more parking, cheaper parking 
Fine as is  No cars, get rid of them
Fine as is  No complaints

Fine as is  No grocery store, cheaper liquor store 
Fine as is, inn/out  No loitering
Fines for littering, locking trash lids  No parking
Free buses  Noise after 2am
Free parking  Not friendly to new people in area 
Free parking  Not well lit, enough at night. Hard to park 
Free parking  Nothing

Free parking  Nothing  

Free parking  Nothing‐ only a freshman hasn't explored area much 
yet 

Free parking  Nothing really
Free parking  Open spaces, more liveleness
Free parking for less than an hour parking  Pain to park, free parking to students 
Free parking for short term  Painted crosswalk, repaint
Free parking, parking enfocement  Parades, fireworks, inn n out, chick fila 
Free parking, short term an hour or less  Parking

Free short term parking  Parking

Fresh ingredients, real food Parking

Friendly individuals  Parking

Get rid of commision  Parking

Get rid of paid parking  Parking

Grocery store  Parking
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What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

Grocery store  Parking

Grocery store, less expensive  Parking

Hard to say  Parking

Hassle to have street vendors  Parking  
Have more smoke shops  Parking  
Headshop/dispensary  Parking for non residents
Healthy food options  Parking garage
High class restaurants  Parking garage, take off 2hr parking limit 
Homeless  Parking is expensive

I don’t know  Parking lot at pa and 13th is way too expensive would 
like an ice cream shop for kids 

I don’t know  Parking needs to be cheaper
I don’t know  Parking needs to be cheaper
I don’t know  Parking sucks
I don’t know  Parking, more lots, all day parking 
I don’t know  Parking, too expensive, parking lot 
I don’t know  Pay to park doesn’t always work 
I don’t know  Permit access per residents
I don’t know  Pie shop
I don’t know  Quieter

I don’t know  Re open espresso roma, movie theater 
I don’t know  Rents are too high for small businesses 
I like it the way it is!  Revitalize dying stores
Image of alchohol use  Rowdiness at night
Jones drug store and fedex, post office, we need this Safer

Lacks diversity  Serve alchohol, earlier!
Large parking lot for customers and workers Shoveling sidewalks
Less car traffic  Shuttle from downtown
Less cars  Smash burger
Less expensive    Solutions to traffic, without parking 
Less expensive parking more time parking  Something nice‐restaurant
Less fast food  Starbucks

Less strict parking rules/enforcement  Stop cracking down on the bars 
Less students  Student discounts
Less traffic  Tax incentive for business owners 
Lights  Too crowded for parking

Longer term parking, 4 hours or more  Too little street parking for residents, need large 
parking lot for rec center and library 

Lower rent on businesses  Transportation, better transport/parking 
Lower taxes  Transportation, less traffic
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What one thing would make the University Hill commercial district a better place?

Make it friendly to non students  Turn 13th into green space, mini park, ped. Mall

Make parking in the commercial district  Variety of shops
Me  Vary business more

Mediterranian food   Wider roads, better with clearing snow 
More affordable parking  Wider streets, more parking
More affordable shops  Work on light rail
More amenities to attract young adults not university 
students  Work on the congestion 

More bars, less starbucks, no smoke shop  Yoga

 
 

Table 104: Question #A 

What was the sex of the respondent? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Male  59.4%  N=170

Female  40.6%  N=116

Total  100.0%  N=286

 
 

Table 105: Question #B 

Mode When Interviewed 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

walking  95.4%  N=271

biking  3.5%  N=10

in vehicle  1.1%  N=3

Total  100.0%  N=284

 
 

Table 106: Question #C 

Number of people in group 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

1  76.4%  N=220

2  18.8%  N=54

3  2.4%  N=7

4  1.4%  N=4

5  1.0%  N=3

Total  100.0%  N=288
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Table 107: Question #D 

Children in group? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

yes  1.4%  N=4

no  98.6%  N=280

Total  100.0%  N=284

 
 

Table 108: Question #E 

Site 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

13th and College  52.6%  N=152

13th and Pennsylvania  47.4%  N=137

Total  100.0%  N=289

 
 

Table 109: Question #F 

Day 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

Tuesday  24.5%  N=70

Wednesday  30.8%  N=88

Thursday  18.9%  N=54

Friday  25.9%  N=74

Total  100.0%  N=286

 
 

Table 110: Question #H 

Weather 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Number of 
Respondents 

sunny, dry  66.4%  N=190

sunny, wet  1.0%  N=3

rainy  0.0%  N=0

cloudy, dry  28.3%  N=81

cloudy, wet  4.2%  N=12

snow  0.0%  N=0

Total  100.0%  N=286
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Crosstabulations	of	Intercept	Survey	Results	by	Whether	Respondent	Was	Visiting	Businesses	or	
Passing	Through,	Owner/Employee	Status	and	CU	Student	Status	
The following pages contain tables of responses to questions from the University Hill Intercept Survey by whether respondent was 
visiting businesses or passing through, owner/employee status of respondent and CU student status of respondent. 

 
Table 111: Question #1 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Have you come from or are you 
going to a store, restaurant or 
other place of business in the 
University Hill commercial area, 
or are you passing through on 
your way to somewhere else? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Came from or going to one or 
more places of business on the Hill  100.0%  0.0%  87.2%  67.4%  63.9%  74.6% 
Other  0.0% 14.8% 2.6%  5.1% 3.4% 5.8%

Passing through  0.0% 85.2% 10.3%  27.5% 32.7% 19.6%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 112: Question #1a by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you coming from or going 
home?* 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  66.7% 80.8% 66.7%  80.8% 89.5% 65.4%

No  33.3% 19.2% 33.3%  19.2% 10.5% 34.6%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were "passing through" the Hill area 
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Table 113: Question #1b by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you coming from or going to 
campus?* 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  55.6% 85.7% 71.4%  81.5% 92.7% 65.4%

No  44.4% 14.3% 28.6%  18.5% 7.3% 34.6%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were "passing through" the Hill area 
 
 

Table 114: Question #2 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you an owner or an employee 
of a business on The Hill? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

No  82.4% 93.9% 0.0%  100.0% 92.4% 78.7%

Yes  17.6% 6.1% 100.0%  0.0% 7.6% 21.3%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 115: Question #2a by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you going to or coming from 
your workplace?* 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

No  30.8% 81.8% 36.7%  80.0% 84.6% 26.1%

Yes  69.2% 18.2% 63.3%  20.0% 15.4% 73.9%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Note: Question was only asked of those who said they were a Hill business owner or employee 
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Table 116: Question #3 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

About how many stores or 
businesses have you/will you visit 
on your trip to this area. 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

None  3.8% 65.5% 33.3%  17.7% 22.1% 17.0%

One  59.3% 15.5% 42.9%  47.9% 48.9% 47.3%

Two  26.9% 6.9% 19.0%  23.3% 22.1% 22.3%

Three  6.0% 3.4% 4.8%  6.0% 5.3% 5.4%

Four  1.6% 3.4% 0.0%  1.9% 1.5% 1.8%

Five or more  2.2% 5.2% 0.0%  3.3% 0.0% 6.3%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 117: Question #5 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

How did you get to the Hill 
commercial area today? (Please 
check all that apply.)* 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Drove alone  24.0% 18.2% 39.0%  20.3% 13.8% 31.4%

Drove with at least one other 
person  17.5%  8.0%  17.1%  14.1%  7.2%  21.4% 
Walked  45.5% 60.2% 36.6%  52.3% 65.1% 35.0%

Biked  6.5% 3.4% 2.4%  6.2% 5.3% 5.7%

Rode a bus or buses  8.0% 9.1% 4.9%  7.5% 9.9% 6.4%

Carried a bike on a bus or buses  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Used a Park‐n‐Ride   0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Other  0.5% 4.5% 0.0%  2.1% 1.3% 2.1%

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
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Table 118: Question #5a by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

How many people were in the 
vehicle (for vehicle trips) 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Average  Median  Average  Median  Average  Median  Average  Median  Average  Median  Average  Median 

Number of people in vehicle 
(including those who drove alone)  1.84  1.00  1.70  1.00  1.78  1.00  1.76  1.00  1.61  1.00  1.88  1.00 
Number of adults in vehicle 
(including those who drove alone)  1.94  2.00  2.43  2.00  2.71  2.00  1.80  2.00  2.09  2.00  2.00  2.00 
Number of children in vehicle 
(including those who drove alone)  0.03  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.00 
Number of people in vehicle (only 
those with 2 or more)  2.97  3.00  3.29  2.00  3.57  3.00  2.82  3.00  2.80  2.00  3.13  3.00 
Number of adults in vehicle (only 
those with 2 or more)  1.97  2.00  2.43  2.00  2.71  2.00  1.82  2.00  2.10  2.00  2.03  2.00 
Number of children in vehicle (only 
those with 2 or more)  0.05  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.07  0.00 
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Table 119: Question #6 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

If you drove to the Hill, where did 
you park? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Didn't drive today  36.2% 44.2% 15.4%  42.3% 54.9% 26.3%

Parking lot at 1205 Pleasant  1.6% 0.0% 3.8%  0.7% 0.0% 1.0%

Parking lot at Pennsylvania and 
Broadway  8.7%  2.3%  7.7%  7.0%  5.6%  8.1% 
Parking lot at 14th St  0.8% 0.0% 3.8%  0.0% 0.0% 1.0%

On the street in the University Hill 
District  28.3%  23.3%  19.2%  28.2%  14.1%  35.4% 
On the street in the University Hill 
residential area  13.4%  18.6%  30.8%  12.0%  12.7%  17.2% 
On the CU campus  2.4% 2.3% 0.0%  2.8% 4.2% 1.0%

Other  8.7% 9.3% 19.2%  7.0% 8.5% 10.1%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 120: Question #7 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Where did you come from before 
you got to the Hill? Did you come 
from . . .  

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Home  49.0% 48.9% 68.3%  44.4% 40.8% 57.1%

Shopping or errands in another 
part of town  3.0%  4.5%  2.4%  3.7%  1.3%  5.0% 
CU Campus  29.0% 34.1% 24.4%  32.0% 47.4% 12.9%

Workplace on the Hill  0.5% 0.0% 2.4%  0.0% 0.0% 0.7%

Workplace somewhere other than 
CU Campus or the Hill  4.0%  4.5%  0.0%  5.0%  1.3%  7.9% 
Eating a meal  1.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.8% 0.7% 0.7%

Other  13.5% 8.0% 2.4%  14.1% 8.6% 15.7%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 121: Question #8 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Do you live in Boulder? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

No  30.7% 23.9% 29.3%  28.5% 9.3% 48.9%

Yes  69.3% 76.1% 70.7%  71.5% 90.7% 51.1%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 122: Question #9 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you a student at CU Boulder? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes, an undergraduate student  41.1% 56.8% 27.5%  47.9% 88.2% 0.0%

Yes, a graduate student  6.6% 3.4% 0.0%  7.5% 11.8% 0.0%

No  52.3% 39.8% 72.5%  44.6% 0.0% 100.0%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 123: Question #10 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

In which category is your age? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Under 18  2.0% 0.0% 0.0%  1.7% 0.0% 2.9%

18‐24 years  50.8% 67.4% 41.5%  58.4% 82.8% 26.8%

25‐34 years  17.1% 16.3% 24.4%  15.5% 14.6% 20.3%

35‐44 years  7.5% 4.7% 12.2%  5.5% 2.6% 11.6%

45‐54 years  10.6% 3.5% 14.6%  7.1% 0.0% 15.9%

55‐64 years  7.0% 2.3% 4.9%  5.9% 0.0% 11.6%

65 years or older  5.0% 5.8% 2.4%  5.9% 0.0% 10.9%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 124: Question #11 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you eligible to have an 
EcoPass or CollegePass, an annual 
bus pass that allows you 
unlimited bus rides?  (Please 
check all that apply.) 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

don’t know if I am eligible for an 
EcoPass or CollegePass  12.6%  13.8%  12.2%  13.0%  8.0%  17.9% 
no, I am not eligible for an EcoPass 
or CollegePass  28.8%  23.0%  41.5%  24.8%  2.7%  52.1% 
yes, through my employer, or 
through the program I have set up 
for my business   7.6%  4.6%  9.8%  6.7%  3.3%  10.7% 
yes, through my neighborhood 
program  3.0%  2.3%  4.9%  2.5%  0.0%  5.7% 
yes, a CU Boulder student 
CollegePass  41.4%  52.9%  24.4%  47.9%  86.0%  2.1% 
yes, a CU Boulder faculty/staff 
CollegePass  6.1%  2.3%  7.3%  4.2%  0.0%  10.0% 
yes, other pass  1.0% 1.1% 0.0%  1.3% 0.7% 1.4%

* Percents may add to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 
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Table 125: Question #12 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

On average, how often do you use 
your EcoPass or CollegePass (for 
work AND non‐work trips)?* 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

I did not pick up my EcoPass or 
CollegePass  5.8%  10.3%  5.0%  6.5%  4.3%  15.6% 
less often than once a month  25.0% 27.6% 35.0%  25.5% 29.0% 15.6%

about once every two weeks  10.8% 5.2% 10.0%  9.2% 8.0% 11.1%

about once a month  7.5% 6.9% 15.0%  6.5% 6.5% 8.9%

about once a week  7.5% 10.3% 15.0%  5.9% 9.4% 4.4%

more than once a week  43.3% 39.7% 20.0%  46.4% 42.8% 44.4%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Only asked of those who were eligible for an EcoPass or CollegePass 
 
 

Table 126: Question #13 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Is a car or other motor vehicle 
usually available to you for 
commuting to work? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  73.9% 65.9% 78.0%  70.0% 68.4% 73.6%

No  26.1% 34.1% 22.0%  30.0% 31.6% 26.4%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 127: Question #14 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Is a bicycle usually available to 
you for commuting to work?  

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  58.8% 53.4% 56.1%  57.1% 59.9% 53.6%

No  41.2% 46.6% 43.9%  42.9% 40.1% 46.4%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 128: Question #15 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you a member of eGo 
CarShare? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  2.5% 2.3% 2.5%  2.5% 2.6% 2.1%

No  97.5% 97.7% 97.5%  97.5% 97.4% 97.9%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 129: Question #16 by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Are you a member of Boulder  
B‐cycle (bike share)?  

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Yes  1.5% 1.1% 2.5%  1.3% 1.3% 1.4%

No  98.5% 98.9% 97.5%  98.7% 98.7% 98.6%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 130: Question #A by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

What was the sex of the 
respondent? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Male  60.8% 57.6% 70.0%  56.7% 51.4% 68.1%

Female  39.2% 42.4% 30.0%  43.3% 48.6% 31.9%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 131: Question #B by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Mode When Interviewed 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

walking  93.7% 98.8% 97.5%  94.8% 95.9% 95.6%

biking  4.7% 1.2% 0.0%  4.3% 3.4% 3.7%

in vehicle  1.6% .0% 2.5%  0.9% 0.7% 0.7%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 132: Question #C by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Number of people in group 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

1  70.6% 87.4% 85.0%  74.5% 79.1% 73.7%

2  22.2% 12.6% 15.0%  19.6% 17.6% 19.7%

3  3.6% 0.0% 0.0%  3.0% 1.4% 3.6%

4  2.1% 0.0% 0.0%  1.7% 1.4% 1.5%

5  1.5% 0.0% 0.0%  1.3% 0.7% 1.5%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 133: Question #D by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Children in group? 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

yes  2.1% 0.0% 0.0%  1.7% 0.0% 3.0%

no  97.9% 100.0% 100.0%  98.3% 100.0% 97.0%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 134: Question #E by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Site 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

13th and College  51.8% 55.2% 57.5%  50.4% 53.7% 51.8%

13th and Pennsylvania  48.2% 44.8% 42.5%  49.6% 46.3% 48.2%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 135: Question #F by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Day 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

Tuesday  19.2% 36.0% 30.0%  23.9% 23.1% 25.0%

Wednesday  32.6% 25.6% 27.5%  30.8% 31.3% 30.9%

Thursday  19.7% 18.6% 12.5%  20.1% 21.8% 15.4%

Friday  28.5% 19.8% 30.0%  25.2% 23.8% 28.7%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

 
 

Table 136: Question #H by Whether Visiting Businesses or Passing Through, Owner/Employee Status and CU Student Status 

Weather 

Came 
from/going to 1+ 

Hill 
store/business 

Passing through 
or other 

Hill business 
owner or 
employee 

Not an owner or 
employee  CU student 

NOT a CU 
student 

sunny, dry  68.9% 64.0% 80.0%  65.2% 62.8% 71.1%

sunny, wet  1.0% 1.2% 0.0%  1.3% 1.4% 0.7%

rainy  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

cloudy, dry  27.5% 31.4% 20.0%  28.8% 30.4% 25.9%

cloudy, wet  2.6% 3.5% 0.0%  4.7% 5.4% 2.2%

snow  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Appendix	D:	Tabulation	of	Mode	Count	Data	Collection	
The following pages contain the tabulation of results to the Mode Count data collection. 

Table 137: Number and percent of modes per hour 

Modes per hour 

Number of Modes Percent of Modes

Average Median Average  Median

Westbound bikes per hour  12 10 6.1%  4.3%

Westbound pedestrians per hour  178 165 75.2%  70.8%

Westbound vehicles per hour  65 82 19.1%  26.3%

Northbound bikes per hour  8 7 3.6%  3.2%

Northbound pedestrians per hour  132 129 56.7%  56.6%

Northbound vehicles per hour  93 87 41.5%  40.9%

Eastbound bikes per hour  6 5 2.6%  2.3%

Eastbound pedestrians per hour  102 96 48.8%  48.1%

Eastbound vehicles per hour  101 98 48.6%  50.0%

Southbound bikes per hour  6 6 2.8%  2.6%

Southbound pedestrians per hour  105 105 45.3%  45.7%

Southbound vehicles per hour  120 118 51.9%  51.5%

Bikes per hour  32 30 3.5%  3.3%

Pedestrians per hour  512 502 55.7%  55.5%

Vehicles per hour  374 374 40.8%  41.1%
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Appendix	E:	Survey	Instruments	and	Data	Collection	Forms	
The following pages contain the survey instruments and data collection forms used for the Spring 
2014 UHGID Surveys. 
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Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. 

University Hill Preliminary Market Assessment

See Document Attached to the Following Pages
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M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Ruth McHeyser; City of Boulder Planning Department 

From: Dan Guimond and Matt Prosser; Economic & Planning 
Systems 

Subject: University Hill Preliminary Market Assessment 

Date: November 18th, 2014 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize Economic and 
Planning Systems’ preliminary findings regarding the market potentials 
for future development in the University Hill area of Boulder, CO. The 
intent of the summary is to highlight the market opportunities and 
barriers for potential development including multifamily housing, student 
housing, retail, and office uses. 
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Dem ogra ph i c  F r am ewor k  

The socioeconomic characteristics make-up of the University Hill area was evaluated to qualtify 
the split of student and non-student residents. The make-up of the Hill area residents was also 
analyzed to assess the retail market potentials in the University Hill commercial district. A 
University Hill Market Area (Market Area) was established and is shown in Figure 1.  

Figure 1  
University Hill Local Market Area 
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The population of the Market Area is 11,343 residents in 4,305 households, as shown in Table 1. 
The majority of households (66 percent) in the Market Area are renter occupied, which is 
expected due to the proximity to the University of Colorado. The average household size in the 
Market Area is 2.44 for owner occupied units and 2.38 per renter occupied units.  

Table 1 
Market Area Population and Households 

 

The majority of residents (57 percent) of the Market Area are enrolled in undergraduate or 
graduate school, as shown in Table 2. The number of residents enrolled in undergraduate school 
is nearly 6,000, which is over half of the market area population and makes up the majority of 
enrolled students.  

Table 2 
Market Area Population Enrolled in School 

 

# % HH Size

Population 11,343
Households 4,305
Housing Units 4,619

Occupied Housing Units 4,305
Owner Occupied 1,449 34% 2.44
Renter Occupied 2,856 66% 2.38
Vacant 314 7%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Pop and HH

Enrolled in School #

Grade School/Preschool 729
Undergraduate College 5,969
Graduate or Professional College 365
Total in School 7,063

% of Total Population 63%
% of Population in College 57%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]school pop
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The average age of residents of the Market Area is 23.5 years old. Fifty percent of the residents 
are between the age of 20 and 24 years old, as shown in Table 3. Twenty-six percent of 
residents are over the age of 35 years old.  

Table 3 
Market Area Residents by Age 

 

  

Residents by Age # %

Under 15 724 7%
15 to 19 1,038 9%
20 to 24 5,501 50%
25 to 34 866 8%
35 and older 2,869 26%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Age
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The households in the Market Area have a varied economic status. The average household 
income of Market Area residents is $89,489, while the median household income is $37,461. The 
average household income by age of householder is shown in Table 4, and indicates the widely 
divergent income levels of residents. Households with head of householders who are between 45 
and 64 years old earn on average $131,017 annually. The college age householders, under the 
age of 25, have an average annual income of $17,730.  

Table 4 
Market Area Household Income 

 

The Market Area, demographically, is therefore split between college students and relatively 
wealthy residents generally older than 35. These two resident types have significantly different 
market preferences and demands. The wealth of non-student residents illustrates the high-end 
demand for housing in the Market Area, specifically single-family households. The current retail 
mix in the University Hill commercial district illustrates that the commercial uses are oriented to 
the student residents of the hill. The high incomes and related high spending power of non-
student residents should generate demand for higher end retail uses, which are all but non-
existent on the Hill. 

 

 

  

#

Less than $15,000 1,114 26%
$15,000 to $24,999 521 12%
$25,000 to $34,999 378 9%
$35,000 to $49,999 579 13%
$50,000 to $74,999 517 12%
$75,000 and greater 1,197 28%

Median HH Income $37,461
Average HH Income $89,489
Per Capital Income $34,893

Householder Age under 25 $17,730
Householder Age 25 to 44 $57,560
Householder Age 45 to 64 $131,017
Householder Age over 64 $58,219

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Income
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H o us ing  Deve lo pm ent  

The Market Area is evenly split between single-family housing and attached/multifamily housing. 
Single-family detached housing is the most prevalent with 43 percent of all units. Multifamily 
units (buildings with 5 plus units) are the second most prevalent with 34 percent of units, as 
shown in Table 5. As shown previously, two-thirds of the households are renter occupied in the 
market area, which would indicate that there are likely nearly as many single-family rental units 
as multifamily rental units.  

Table 5 
Market Area Housing Units by Type 

 

The BBC Housing Market Analysis completed in 2013 found that students occupy 30 percent of 
the rental units in Boulder. Within the Market Area, students are estimated to occupy about 
90 percent of rental units. The BBC study estimated that 21,000 students live in Boulder and 
approximately 15,000 live in rental housing throughout Boulder in approximately 7,500 units. 
EPS’ estimate of 2,800 to 2,900 student units in the Market Area would therefore account for 
about 35 to 40 percent of all student rental housing in the City. 

The rental market in Boulder is historically one of the tightest markets in Colorado due to the 
student demand and lack of supply of units in Boulder. The current vacancy rate in Boulder is 3.1 
percent according to the Denver Metro Apartment Association Survey of Vacancy and Rents. The 
Boulder University submarket vacancy rate is 2.3 percent. Boulder rental units also have among 
the highest average rental rates among submarkets in the Denver metro area. The average 
rental rate for apartment units is in Boulder (excluding the university areas) is $1,388 and 
$1,339 in the Boulder University submarket, as shown in Table 6.  

Units by Type # %

Single Family Detached 1,998 43%
Single Family Attached 195 4%
2 to 4 Units 859 19%
5+ Units 1,567 34%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Units by Type
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Table 6 
City of Boulder Average Apartment Rent by Unit Size 

 

The newly constructed rental units built in the University Hill district are student-oriented units. 
These units are rented by bedroom with separate leases for each renter. The average rental rate 
for the new units is $1,000 to $1,100 per bedroom. These units are typically three or four 
bedroom units, which equates to $3,000 per month for a three bedroom unit and $4,000 per 
month for a four bedroom unit. These rates are significantly higher than the average for 3 
bedroom and larger units in the Boulder-University submarket. A cursory analysis of rental units 
listed on Craigslist within the Hill area indicated that bedrooms rent for an average of $1,000 to 
$1,300 monthly. The units found vary greatly by size, quality and building configuration.  

Housing Considerations  

The assessment of housing conditions in the Market Area indicates the demand for multifamily 
housing is almost completely for student oriented housing. Units in the Market Area and near the 
University Hill area rent for higher rates on average than the City as a whole meaning renters 
pay a premium to be located on the Hill. Multifamily housing is most typically and economically 
provided within larger 50 units or more buildings. Recent developments in the Hill district have 
been smaller but have been able to achieve top of the market rental rates. There is likely a limit 
to the demand of high end, student units. The majority of student housing demand is for lower 
cost units, which would likely need to part of larger redevelopment projects.  

There is a demand for affordable housing throughout Boulder. Rental units that have rental rates 
below market rate are in high demand despite the location, but are even more attractive in areas 
near downtown or the campus. Housing restricted to non-students is possible on the Hill but 
would need to be rented at or below market rate. Market rate or above rental or for-sale 
products are not likely viable because renters/buyers would prefer options that are located 
elsewhere in Boulder and can likely find cheaper, higher quality options elsewhere in the City.   

Submarket Studio 1 Bed
2 Bed 

1 Bath
2 Bed 

2 Bath 3 Bed Other All

City of Boulder - Except University $1,183 $1,132 $1,198 $1,801 $2,137 $1,850 $1,388
City of Boulder - University $822 $1,355 $1,555 $2,473 $2,417 $1,339

Boulder/Broomfield Counties $914 $1,147 $1,200 $1,517 $1,618 $1,287
Metro Denver $893 $1,006 $1,078 $1,370 $1,592 $1,145

Source: Metro Denver Assoc. Apartment Survey; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Apartment data.xlsx]Sheet1
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Ret a i l  Deve lopm ent  

The University Hill District retail development conditions and potentials are analyzed below with a 
focus on the demand for retail uses serving the Market Area.  

Boulder Retail Conditions 

Retail conditions have been improving since the ending of the recession in 2010. Vacancy rates 
for retail space in Boulder have dropped from 9 percent to under 4 percent from 2009 to 2014, 
as shown in Figure 2. Vacancy rates for retail spaces along Pearl Street (7th Street to 19th 
Street, Canyon to Walnut) and the University Hill district were 12 percent in 2009 and higher 
than the City average. Vacancy rates have decreased in University Hill District to close to the 
City average currently.  

Figure 2  
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Vacancy Rates 

 

Despite a slightly higher vacancy rate, rental rates for retail spaces along Pearl Street are 
significantly higher than retail spaces elsewhere in the City of Boulder and on University Hill. 
Average rental rates for spaces along Pearl Street are over $30 per square foot (triple net) and 
approached $40 per square foot in 2012. The average rental rates for space on University Hill 
was slightly higher than the City average from 2012 to 2014, and currently stands at about $25 
per square foot, as shown in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3  
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Rental Rates per Square Foot 

 

According to CoStar, the inventory of retail space on University Hill is 211,396 square feet as 
shown in Table 7. The retail vacancy rate on the Hill currently is 3.2 percent which is lower than 
the City average of 3.5 percent. The average rental rates is $25.10 per square foot, which is 
higher than the City average but over $7.00 per square foot lower than the Pearl Street average 
($32.80 per sf) and the average for newly constructed (retail built after 2005) retail space in the 
City ($26.96 per sf). 
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Table 7 
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Inventory 

 

Interviews with University Hill property owners and developers were completed to augment the 
data analysis. The property owners quoted retail rental rates between the low $20’s to low $30’s 
for their retail spaces. The newer or renovated retail spaces were able to achieve higher rental 
rates. The presence of newer retail has allowed for owners to achieve higher rates and pulled the 
average rates for the area higher than the City average. The turnover of retail on the Hill is 
higher than elsewhere in the City. The frequency of turnover does not appear to be result of 
building age or condition but rather the retailers/restaurants ability to achieve adequate sales 
volumes to cover the rental rates.  

The lack of non-student oriented retail was acknowledged as a concern by some property 
owners. Possible reasons given for the lack of non-student oriented retail uses and restaurants 
included existing perception of the Hill, streetscape and aesthetic of the Hill, and lack of parking.  

University Hill Market Area Retail Demand 

Retail expenditure potential was estimated for the four market segments that could be attracted 
to the Hill: Market Area Student and Non-Student residents, CU students and faculty, and 
Boulder residents. 

University of Colorado Generated Demand 

The demand for retail generated by weekday CU students, faculty and staff was estimated based 
on the existing campus population and average spending patterns. The current student 
enrollment at CU is 30,265, as shown in Table 8. There are also 4,146 faculty and 3,609 staff 
persons employed by CU and therefore are part of the daytime campus population.  

Retail Space Univ. Hill Pearl Street Boulder

Inventory 211,396 2,762,264 6,209,974
Vacancy 3.2% 4.5% 3.5%
Average Rental Rate (NNN1)

All Buildings $25.10 $32.80 $22.26
Built after 2005 --- --- $26.96

1 Net of taxes, insurance, and maintenance feeds
Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Office-Retail.xlsx]Summary
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Table 8 
University of Colorado Boulder Campus Population 

 

EPS used average weekly spending data for national office workers from 2013 provided by the 
International Council of Shopping Centers to estimate demand for retail from the campus. 
Estimates for weekly office worker spending were used to approximate faculty/staff and student 
spending. The population of faculty/staff and students was discounted by 25 percent to account 
for students and employees who are part time and may work/study not on the main campus. The 
faculty/staff are estimated to generate an annual retail expenditure potential of $13 million and 
the students generate an estimated retail expenditure potential of $55 million, as shown in 
Table 9. 

CU Boulder Population

Student Enrollment 30,265
Freshman Enrollment 5,869

Faculty 4,146
Staff 3,609
Total Population 38,020

Source: University of Colorado Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]CU Pop
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Table 9 
University of Colorado Boulder Campus Retail Expenditure Potential 

 

University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential 

The expenditure potential for retail and restaurants on the Hill is comprised of four consumer 
groups the Market Area residents (students and non-students), CU Campus students or 
employees, and the City of Boulder. The estimated student population in the Market Area is 
6,334 people, who reside in 2,866 households. Using the median household income for the 
market area of $37,000 the total personal income for this group is estimated by multiplying 
households by average household income. The average Colorado household spends 20 percent of 
their income on retail goods at neighborhood and community oriented retail centers and shops 
within three store categories; convenience goods, other shopper’s goods and eating and 
drinking. The total personal income is multiplied by 20 percent to estimate retail expenditure 
potential for this group, which is $22 million.  

The permanent population in the Market area is estimated to be 5,009 people in 1,439 
households. The average household income for householders over 25 years old is estimated to 
be $107,000. The estimated retail expenditure potential is $31 million, as shown in Table 10.  

Weekly 
Spending

Annual 
Spending 1 Faculty/Staff 2 Students 3

Population 5,816 24,396

Restaurants $26.29 $973 $5,657,641 $23,730,721

Goods and Services
Drug Stores $6.13 $227 $1,319,184 $5,533,257
Grocery $15.98 $591 $3,438,916 $14,424,379
Clothing $3.25 $120 $699,404 $2,933,619
Shoe $2.43 $90 $522,939 $2,193,444
Sporting Goods $2.16 $80 $464,835 $1,949,728
Electronics/Phone/Computers $4.86 $180 $1,045,878 $4,386,889
Jewelry $3.92 $145 $843,589 $3,538,396
Office Supplies $7.37 $273 $1,586,033 $6,652,545
Other Goods $3.95 $146 $850,045 $3,565,475
Personal Care $7.83 $290 $1,685,026 $7,067,765
Personal Services $3.16 $117 $680,036 $2,852,380
Goods and Services Total $83.55 $3,091 $17,980,064 $75,416,575

Total $61.04 $2,258 $13,135,884 $55,097,878

1 - Annual is estimated as 29 w eeks to reflect school schedule
2 - Discounted 25 percent to reflect part time w orkers and persons employed off main campus
3 - Does not include Freshman w ho have a prepaid meal plan. Discounted 25 percent to reflect students studying part-time or abroad
Source: ICSC; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]Campus Population Spending
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As shown previously, the estimated retail expenditure potential from the CU Campus is $68 
million including spending potential from staff, faculty and students. Lastly, EPS estimates the 
Hill area captures approximately $10 million in sales from Boulder residents who are not 
students and do not live in the Market Area.  

 

Table 10 
University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential 

 

The percent of retail expenditure by each consumer group is shown in Figure 4. The retail 
expenditure potential from daily visitors to the campus, both students and staff, constitutes half 
the retail demand. The Market Area student residents are an estimated 18 percent. Combined 
nearly 70 percent of the potential retail demand on the Hill is from students or campus workers. 

Group
TPI / Exp. 
Potential

Market Area Student Residents
Estimated Population 6,334
Estimated Households 2,866
Estimated HH Income $37,000
Student Total Personal Income $106,044,344
Retail Expenditures (20%) $21,587,250

Market Area Permanent Residents
Estimated Population 5,009
Estimated Households 1,439
Estimated HH Income $107,000
Non-Student Total Personal Income $153,966,222
Retail Expenditures (20%) $31,342,618

Potential CU Campus Spending
Faculty $13,135,884
Students $55,097,878
Total $68,233,762

Estimated Capture from Boulder Residents $10,000,000

Source: ESRI; Economic  & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]TPI
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Figure 4  
University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential by Consumer Group 

 

The estimated retail expenditure potential was translated into demand for retail space within the 
three major retail categories present on the Hill, convenience goods, other shopper’s goods 
(retail goods non including general merchandise), and eating and drinking. Based on average 
household and office workers expenditure patterns in each retail category, the estimated demand 
for retail space generated by each group was estimated to further illustrate the demand from 
each group.  

The demand from Campus weekday users accounts for 65 percent of the retail space demand, 
with demand for 280,000 square feet. The demand from Market Area permanent residents is 
83,000 square feet, as shown in Table 11. This estimated demand is the total retail demand 
generated within store categories that could potentially located on the Hill and also does not 
account for existing retail on the Hill or elsewhere in Boulder and Colorado. The Hill competes 
with Pearl Street Mall, 29th Street and Flatirons Mall for retail sales in many of these categories. 
These three areas are major retail destinations with major retail anchors and attractions. 
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Table 11 
University Hill Retail Supportable Space 

 

Retail Development Considerations 

The demand analysis for retail on the Hill illustrates that students constitute the majority of 
demand for retail. The student orientation also complicated by the seasonal nature of demand for 
students, with the Hill business struggling through periods when students are not on campus, 
especially the summer. The potential demand from Market Area residents that are non-students 
is a major component but not sizeable enough to drive the retail demand on the Hill. This group 
could generate demand for a modest commercial district embedded in the neighborhood but the 
sheer size and market power of the student population has driven the Hill to be predominately 
student oriented.  

There a limited demand for non-student oriented retail or restaurants, but these retailers may 
not be able to overcome the stigma of the Hill as a student area and the rental rates that other 
retailers are able to pay. Parking is another barrier to non-student oriented retail. The majority 
of shoppers access the district on foot from surrounding housing and the campus. The district is 
not well suited for a larger number of customers to come in cars from outside the Market Area. 
While the UHGID does provide two lots with rates and hours that accommodate retail, the 
parking that supports the Hill is limited to a small number of on-street spaces, a small number of 
private spaces, the CU owned lot at 13th and Pennsylvania, and the two UHGID lots. The UHGID 
lots are both difficult to access and are not visible from Broadway, 13th Street, or College 
Avenue.  

The Hill also lacks in attractions or “go to”/destination retailers or restaurants that are attractive 
to outsiders. In its past, the Hill had a collection of theatres and entertainment venues, including 
Tulagi’s, the Flatirons Theatre, and the Fox Theatre, which drove visitation from throughout 
Boulder and even the region. The Fox Theatre is the only remaining entertainment venue. 

Store Type Per Sq. Ft. MA Students
MA Non-
Students

Campus 
Demand

Boulder 
Demand

Total 
Demand

Convenience Goods
Supermarkets and Other Food Stores $400 16,577 24,068 44,658 0 85,302
Convenience Stores $400 2,386 3,464 11,039 0 16,889
Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $300 3,216 4,669 0 0 7,884
Health and Personal Care $400 4,454 6,467 21,882 0 32,804
Total Convenience Goods 26,632 38,668 77,579 0 142,879

Other Shopper's Goods
Clothing & Accessories $350 3,460 5,023 18,141 0 26,624
Furniture & Home Furnishings $250 3,266 4,742 0 0 8,009
Electronics & Appliances $500 1,419 2,060 10,866 0 14,344
Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Music Stores $350 2,078 3,016 6,899 0 11,993
Miscellaneous Retail $250 2,961 4,299 82,274 1,372 90,905
Total Other Shopper's Goods 13,183 19,141 118,179 1,372 151,875

Eating and Drinking $350 17,090 24,814 83,967 7,917 133,788

Total Retail Goods 56,906 82,622 279,725 9,288 428,542

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]Supp. Sq. Ft.
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Visitors to Boulder, game day CU fans, and campus visitors are not attracted to the Hill 
businesses with the exception of perhaps The Sink. These visitors are more often attracted to 
Pearl Street or elsewhere in Boulder. 

To increase demand for non-student oriented retail the City can explore ways to grow the market 
potential from groups that are not students and address ways to make the area more easy to 
access and attractive. The two potential approaches are to increase the number of non-student 
households or increase the number of non-student visitors to the Hill. There does not appear to 
be ample buildable land in the Market Area to generate enough non-student households to 
significantly impact demand. The other approach is to generate demand from visitors. This 
approach could include attracting an employment base, increase the quality of retail offerings, 
increasing access and parking, increasing visitation to the campus, and/or increasing visitation to 
the Hill to the existing destinations (i.e. Fox Theatre) or a potential new attraction or anchor use. 
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Of f i c e  Deve lopm ent   

Office Trends and Conditions 

Figures 5 and 6 below summarize office inventory, vacancy and rent trends in the City from 
2004/2006 to 2014. The office space inventory in Boulder decreased from 2009 to 2014. There 
has been approximately 31,000 square feet per year of new Class A and Class B office space 
built in Boulder over the last decade. No true Class A office space has been completed in Boulder 
since 2008, and only 60,200 was built in the last decade Similarly, only 36,000 square feet of 
Class B office space has been built since 2008. 

One broker interviewed stressed the need not only for additional Class A office space in Boulder, 
but more specifically for large floor plate options. Such options might help retain some of the 
Boulder start-up companies that are being pushed out of the City to Interlocken or other metro 
Denver locations that can offer larger contiguous spaces.  

The average vacancy rate for office space has fallen from above 10 percent in 2009 to 4 percent 
in 2014, as shown Figure 5. Class A office space is essentially 100 percent occupied as of 2013 
and occupancy rates have increased approximately 10 percent over the last 5 years. The current 
market benchmark of 100 percent occupancy is unusual for any market and is well above the 
equilibrium threshold. Class B occupancy rates have increased 16 percent over the last 10 years. 

The average lease rate for office space in Boulder is $23.59 per square foot (full service rent). 
Class A lease rates have increased $15.32 from the bottom of the cycle in 2007, an increase of 
77 percent. The average for Class A office was $36.10 at the end of 2013, as shown in Figure 6. 
One broker interviewed even noted a $5 per square foot increase in Class A office space in 
Downtown Boulder between mid-December, 2013 and late January, 2014. This recent spike in 
Class A lease rates shows the effects of “100%” occupancy. 
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Figure 5  
Boulder Office Space Inventory and Vacancy Rate, 2006 to 2014 

 

Figure 6  
Average Gross Office Lease Rates, City of Boulder, 2004-2013  
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Figure 7 shows the square feet of office space built by quarter from 2006 to 2014. There was a 
limited amount of new office space built from 2006 to 2010. However, in the past two years the 
office space development in Boulder has increased significantly, with new office space brought to 
market in 10 of the past 12 quarters including over 200,000 square feet in first quarter 2014. 

Figure 7  
New Office Space Built in Boulder by Quarter, 2006-2014  
 

 

EPS analyzed office square footage along Pearl Street and the Hill to compare to the City of 
Boulder averages, which is shown in Table 12. There is 28 million square feet of office space in 
Boulder, with 2.1 million along Pearl Street. Both areas have a vacancy rate of 4 percent. The 
downtown/Pearl Street area is the most attractive office location in Boulder and office space in 
this area achieves the highest rental rates. The average rent for office space in Boulder is $23.59 
per square foot (full service or gross) while the average for Pearl Street is $33.51 per square 
foot. New office space (space built after 2005) rents for an average $27.54 per square foot. 
There were two spaces listed for lease on the Hill within the CoStar inventory, a small, 1,500 
square foot space in the Buchanan’s Coffee Pub building and third floor office space in the Hilltop 
Building at 13th Street and College Ave. The average listed lease rate for the two spaces was 
$21.00 per square foot. 
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Table 12  
Boulder Office Space by Subarea, 2014 

 

A review of significant office projects proposed in the Boulder development “pipeline” indicates a 
potential for approximately 560,000 square feet if all projects were completed (Table 12). 

The proposed Baseline Zero and the Eleventh and Pearl redevelopment under construction at the 
former Daily Camera building will, together, add significant supply (320,000 square feet) to the 
market. The list of projects in Table 13 illustrates an interesting divergence in office 
development in Boulder and nationally – large floor plate office needs in contrast with the 
emerging trend for “micro” office spaces and more innovative and collaborative office 
environments. The Daily Camera project may succeed at both ends of that spectrum with the 
ability to offer larger spaces, as well as housing the second Colorado outpost of Galvanize, a 
collaborative workspace and community. The office space at Spark is proposed to be 
accommodated among several smaller buildings, and the proposed The James development is 
included in this list not because it would add significant inventory to the Boulder market, but 
because it responds to the increasing demand for smaller/”micro” office spaces and collaborative 
work environments. 

Table 13  
Proposed Office Development Projects, City of Boulder 

 

Office Space Univ. Hill Pearl Street Boulder

Inventory --- 2,055,922 28,110,661
Vacancy --- 4.1% 4.0%
Average Rental Rate (Full Service)

All Buildings $21.00 $33.51 $23.59
Built after 2005 --- --- $27.54

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Office-Retail.xlsx]Summary

Project Name Location
Approximate

# Sq. Ft.

1738 Pearl Street - addition 16,655
The James 1750 14th Street 8,517 Office

&   1,570 Micro-Offices
909 Walnut 909 Walnut 8,900
Spark Old Sutherland's Site 207,168
Baseline Zero 2700 Baseline Road 180,000
Eleventh & Pearl Former Daily Camera Building 140,000
Total 562,810

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems
Note:  Eleventh & Pearl Off ice space is an estimate out of the total 180,000 square feet
H:\133043-Boulder Foothills and Pearl Redevelopment Market and Feasibility\Data\Task 2-6 - Uses Analysis\[133043-Boulder Project Pipeline.xlsx]Office
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Office Broker Interviews 

EPS interviewed office real estate brokers active in Boulder to assess the trends in office space in 
Boulder and to try and get an understanding of the office potentials on the Hill. The information 
and the data points shared in these interviews is summarized below. 

Generally, the office market in Boulder is concentrated in three locations: Downtown/Pearl 
Street, Central Boulder, and East Boulder. The average rental rates decrease and vacancy rates 
increase farther east. The market for office space is fairly diversified among different businesses 
types including; technology companies, start up businesses in all industries, bio-technology and 
“clean” technology firms, the outdoor recreation industry and natural foods companies. The 
majority of office development is resultant of either growth of small, start up companies, or 
acquisition of existing Boulder companies by larger outside firms, both of which also lead to 
natural growth of professional services firms (i.e., lawyers, accountants). The minimum office 
rents need to support new office construction was estimated to be in the mid-twenty dollars per 
square foot range and higher.  

Downtown/Pearl Street has the desired amenities for many companies including the place 
making and worker amenities along with a high concentration of employment, professional 
environment, and adequate parking within a mixture of private and public structured parking 
lots. However, there is limited amount of office space in the area and it is largely smaller spaces. 
As companies grow and expand in employment, the area and Boulder is often unable to retain 
employers who seek large buildings and floor plates in offices spaces in eastern Boulder or 
outside of the City.  

The brokers interviewed all expressed that the Hill was not a good multitenant office location and 
generally did not think trying to attract office uses was viable. There is currently only a handful 
of office uses on the Hill, which are primarily campus/student oriented with few exceptions. 
Several factors were cited as barriers to office users being attracted to the Hill including; lack of 
a professional environment, lack of parking, lack of access, difficulty and traffic accessing the 
Hill, the perception of the area as only a student area and a lack of interest from employers in 
the area.  

Despite current perceptions, some brokers identified the potential for Niche Office Space for 
smaller businesses needing small or flexible spaces of less than 3,000 square feet. Creative, 
start-up, computer oriented, and technology firms may seek out the Hill if space is less 
expensive than the Pearl Street area and if their business had a nexus or benefited from locating 
next to campus. Incubation space was cited as potential uses, but lower rents are needed to 
make it attractive to new firms. In general, to attract office users to the Hill both an attractive 
rental price and some sort of incentive/motivating factor is needed. Co-working or shared office 
space type configurations may work well to support the incubation nature of potential office 
users. This type of development would need to be of high quality, highly attractive, and have 
associated professional amenities.  

A market anchor or destination was cited as a way to potential change the culture and dynamic 
of the Hill enough to attract some office spaces. A hotel was cited as a potential use that could 
be developed in concert with office space to help catalyze the market. The brokers interviewed 
did not think that a stand-alone office building could be developed and that any development 
with office space needed to be done in connection to another driving use such as a hotel or 
destination retail/restaurant.  
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Fut ur e  Mar ket  a nd  Deve lo pm ent  Co ns ider a t io ns  

The future market potentials on the Hill can be accommodated by two types of development; 
redevelopment of existing buildings or rehabilitation or expansion of existing buildings. There are 
major barriers to both types of development.  

Redevelopment of existing uses and businesses requires in most cases the purchase of an 
existing income producing asset whether it be a retail space, rental housing, or parking. The 
price for land or development sites on the Hill is generally higher than $200 per square foot due 
to the relatively high rental rates even the lowest quality retail space can capture on the Hill. To 
support new development on these sites, the use or at least one of the uses needs to be able to 
achieve rental or sale prices that are higher than market averages and demand a premium. The 
only two uses that have shown to achieve higher than average market rates are student housing 
and student housing with first level retail. Retail space is limited to only street fronting, ground 
floor space and is not viable on basement or second story locations. Office spaces on the Hill 
currently are rented for less than City averages and new space would need to be priced low 
enough to generate demand. Market rate rental or for-sale housing that is not student housing 
lacks demand from the market and rates are likely more attractive in other areas of Boulder.  

The rehabilitation or expansion of existing buildings also has barriers that are driven by the 
market for uses on the Hill. An increase in the quality of retail spaces on the Hill could generate 
demand for non-student oriented retailers, which could be achieved within existing buildings. 
However, existing rental rates for retail provide little incentive for owners to invest significantly 
into buildings, especially since the price premium gained from new space is not substantial. Many 
of the existing buildings have second floor residential units. The conversion of these spaces to 
office uses would be difficult because office uses likely cannot support rental rates high enough 
to pay for renovation costs or increase revenue for the owner. The building owners interviewed 
cited many functional and structural issues that become a problem once expansion is considered. 
The requirement to bring buildings to current building codes, and provide access needs and ADA 
amenities are needed and costly. Many of the buildings lack adequate parking currently, which 
would be exacerbated if they expanded without parking. Like redevelopment, the expansion of 
buildings needs new uses that can demand a price premium to support costs.  

Further examination is needed to understand the feasibility of redevelopment and 
rehabilitation/expansion. This analysis will help identify the financing gaps present and help show 
potential approaches the City could take to incent or require change. This analysis needs 
definition and alignment with the City’s planning process, but potential development forms to be 
tested should include: 

• Expansion of existing buildings with office and housing, both student and workforce oriented, 
uses.  

• Redevelopment projects with a mixture of either retail and office uses or retail and housing 
uses. 

• Rehabilitation existing buildings to create better quality and functioning retail spaces. 

Other issues need to be examined to determine the costs and feasibility addressing barriers. 
These issues include the role of parking and identification and feasibility of anchor/destination 
uses.  

Lastly, the impact of potential land use and development policies need to be analyzed in context 
of the development scenarios tested to understand the pros and cons of each approach. These 
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policies should include incentives provided by the City, requirements or restrictions on uses, and 
alternative financing approaches and sources. The ultimate goal is identify potential actions the 
City should take to get the current condition of the Hill to better reflect the City’s vision for the 
Hill. 
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University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Draft Phase 2 Report2

UNIVERSITY HILL MORATORIUM PROJECT
PROCESS AND SCHEDULE

Purpose of this Report
This University Hill Moratorium Phase Two Report provides an overview of the project process and 
outreach efforts and summarizes the public feedback as of the end of the second phase of the 
project. 

Project Process and Schedule
The University Hill Moratorium Project was designed to be completed in a short timeframe so as not 
to prolong uncertainties for affected property owners and interested stakeholders. The process was 
therefore designed to be extremely efficient and concise as shown in the five phases below.
 
Project Phases and Schedule

Phase 1:  Project Start Up, Information Gathering, Issue Identification
Sept. and Oct. 2014  

• Form interdepartmental staff team
• Define scope of work and hire economic consultant
• Develop a communications and outreach plan, including 

online information and feedback options
• Refine project work plan
• Preliminary outreach to affected property owners
• Gather Information, for example:

 º Analyze Business Main Street (BMS) zoning district 
standards, uses, and boundaries

 º Analyze existing uses and square footages in the BMS 
district

 º Analyze what can and has occurred under existing 
zoning-- by right and by site review; and what has 
worked well and not worked well

 º Gather peer city information-- are other communities 
facing a similar issue? How have they addressed it?

• Summarize the key issues and results of the economic analysis

Phase 2:  Preliminary Options and Outreach to Stakeholders
Nov. 2014     

• Develop and analyze preliminary options
• Vet options with stakeholders
• Check in with Planning Board and UHCAMC

Phase 3:  Refine Options and Develop Staff Recommendation 
Dec. 2014   

• Refine options
• Develop staff recommendation
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Phase 4:  Board and Commission Public Hearings and Recommendations
Jan. 2015   

• Finalize materials for Planning Board and UHCAMC meetings
• UHCAMC public hearing and recommendation: Jan. 21
• Planning Board public hearing and recommendation: Jan. 22

Phase 5:  City Council  Public Hearings and Decision
Feb. and March 2015    

• City Council first reading: Feb. 17
• City Council second reading and public hearing: March 3
• City Council third reading, if needed: March 17
• Ordinance expires: March 18

Outreach Process
Public outreach was designed to keep stakeholders 
informed and to get their input at key points in 
the process.  The following key stakeholders were 
identified:

• Affected property owners
• Hill merchants and business owners
• University of Colorado Boulder (CU)
• CU staff
• CU students
• University Hill neighborhood
• Community at-large

The process was designed to reach out to 
stakeholders at each phase of the project through 
a combination of methods, including individual 
contacts, open office hours, small group meetings, 
and online communications, as outlined on the 
chart on the next page.

The purpose of Phase 1 outreach was to provide information about the project purpose, scope, and 
process and to get preliminary feedback from affected property owners about their concerns and 
perspectives on the issue.  A project website was designed and FAQs were developed and distributed 
to stakeholders.

The purpose of the Phase 2 outreach was to get feedback on the analysis and findings presented in 
the Phase 1 Report as well as potential strategies to address the findings. The Phase 1 Report was 
presented to the public at an open house and during drop-in “staff open hours” on the Hill from 
Nov. 19 - 20. This material is currently posted online. Staff sent a link to report, highlighting the 
opportunity for the public to fill out the online survey through Dec. 31, to over 100 University Hill 
stakeholders.

This draft report presents the results of the public outreach and comments to date.  It will be updated 
again once all comments have been received.
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University Hill Moratorium Public Outreach
Phase 1 Phases 2 - 3 Phases 4 - 5

Property 
Owners

• Individual interviews by 
economic consultants  on 
Oct. 16

• Individual meetings and 
phone conversations with 
staff on Oct. 15 and 23, and 
Nov. 10

• Emails
 º Open House on work in 

progress (see flyer on the 
next page):  Nov. 19, from 
5 - 7 p.m.

 º Staff “Open Hours” : Nov. 
19 - 20

• Public input at Dec. 10 
UHCAMC agenda item

• Public input at Dec. 18 
Planning Board agenda item

• Online survey
• Continued individual outreach

Letters and emails about:  
• When and how to access the 

staff recommendations 
• When the public hearings will 

be held 

Website will include:
• Staff memos
• Recommendations
• Information about the public 

hearing process and schedule

Open House:
• About staff recommendations
• Date to be determined
• Prior to Jan. 21, 2015

Hill Merchants • Informal “drop-ins”  Oct. 16
• Hill Boulder Breakfast  Oct. 

23

• Flyers on the Hill and emails to 
stakeholders

• Open House  Nov. 19, 5 - 7 
p.m. (see flyer)

• Staff “Open Hours” for informal 
drop-ins Nov. 19 - 20 (see 
flyer)

• Public Comment opportunity 
at UHCAMC meeting Dec. 10

• Public input opportunity 
at Planning Board meeting 
Dec.18

• Online survey

CU Staff Individual outreach to Jeff 
Lipton and Ben Webster (CU 
Facilities)

CU Students 
(through student 
government reps)

• Meeting with CU Director 
of City and Neighborhood 
Relations and Student 
Representative at-Large): 
Nov. 7

• Email contacts of different 
departments and student 
groups

Uni Hill 
neighborhood

UHNA meeting Oct. 16

Community
at-large

Online

Earned Media
The news media helped to publicize the project by publishing several articles. As well, staff 
proactively placed pieces to help disseminate information to the public.

• Meltzer, E. (2014, August 17). Boulder: Extend University Hill residential building moratorium to March. Daily 
Camera. Retrieved from http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_26346166/boulder-extend-hill-
moratorium-march.

• Meltzer, E. (2014, August 19). No residential building on Boulder’s University Hill until March. Daily Camera. 
Retrieve from http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_26369294/no-residential-building-boulders-
university-hill-until-march.

• Meltzer, E. (2014, November 14). Boulder to hold meetings on University Hill building moratorium. Daily Camera. 
Retrieved from http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_26941047/boulder-hold-meetings-university-hill-
building-moratorium 

• Meltzer, E. (2014, November 19). In wake of development moratorium, Boulder seeks University Hill solutions. 
Daily Camera. Retrieved from http://www.dailycamera.com/news/boulder/ci_26970013/wake-development-
moratorium-boulder-seeks-university-hill-solutions.

• Inside Boulder News. (2014, November 21). University Hill Moratorium Open House. Retrieved from https://vimeo.
com/112531527.
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“Open House and Open Hours” Invitation Flyer
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Question 1
(Answered: 37, Skipped: 1)

What do you think of the overall finding from the City’s work so far that “The biggest gap between 
the city’s adopted vision for the Hill and the current situation is in providing a rich mix of uses to 
serve a diversity of users”?

Response

1 I agree.  Safety is already being addressed, with a continued plan to increase operations & lighting 
improvements.

2 Creating a reason to come to the Hill; a city muni offices should move to the Hill.  Attract shared office like The 
Hub a new technology offices.  Create non-profit community development to get buy in from residents.

3 Agree.  Need some analog of the old “Tulagi” and the 2 actual movie theaters, plus more restaurants catering to 
adults.

4 I believe a more diverse mix of users will benefit the Hill commercial district

5 I agree 100%.  The Hill currently serves students; there is very little mixed use.  I like interacting with students, 
but I would like to see more balanced use of the Hill.

6 I agree.

7 I agree with the finding.

8 True but very vague and not that useful in changing the culture.

9 The city needs to continue to halt development of new student residential housing in order to attract more 
diversity to the Hill

10 I concur with the finding.

11 The Hill certainly seems to have become less diversified in its commercial offerings over the years. This is 
probably due to the fact that the residential mix in the surrounding neighborhoods has also become much 
more homogeneous. I think that unless the neighborhoods around the Hill commercial district diversify, the 
commercial area will continue towards serving a narrower demographic.

12 I do not know

13 There is a big gap & I would like to see a bigger diversity.

14 I guess it’s ok; it seems very general, so it’s hard to evaluate…

15 Providing a rich mix of uses to serve a diversity of users is a priority.

16 I wonder how much physical movement between the two areas also plays a role.  I suspect people don’t 
consider the Hill when downtown because of the effort traffic setting to the Hill.

17 I think the biggest challenge will be enacting residential and zoning aspects.  There is limited ability to affect 
some of the key issues.

18 Totally agree.

19 Agreed.  Finding a way to still keep the student culture welcome while bringing in locals and tourists.

20 This seems correct.  There are only student services and student housing on the Hill.  Embrace the hill for what 
it is….a student spot.

21 I agree.

22 That is part of the problem but wishing it or wanting it is not the solution.

23 To the detriment of long term residents more single family houses are becoming.  Rentals in a low residential 
area.

Survey (Online and Print)
Below are the preliminary results from the survey that was distributed during the open hours/open 
house event. A link to the online version of the print survey (with identical questions) was placed on 
the project website and distributed via email.
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24 Yes

25 Sounds accurate.  Also in creating more of a collaborative co-existence between those users.

26 The devil is always in the details.  To what extent do you constrain housing in an area with high demand for 
housing. Does this address the main issues for lack of diversity?

27 Fully agree.

28 “Providing a rich mix of uses to serve a diversity of users” = Glib platitude!  Focus on students and university 
as primary market.  Core vision should be non-auto oriented development or higher density residential/
commercial /office.

29 Current situation = student housing?  It’s true.

30 I agree but “The Hill” comprises much more than just the CBD. Any plan should wholelistically address the 
entire Hill – not just the CBD.

31 I don’t love this.  Does it reflect the perception of city staff only or does it reflect the perceptions of business 
owners/residents, etc?

32 I think that its not a huge diversity of users.  Most people using Hill’s services are students.  That being said, 
we do not need more housing.  We need adverse array of shops and food.  Make same restaurants, nice, some 
cheat clothing to attract other Boulder people and maybe parking.

33 What does this mean?

34 I think this sounds accurate, but also think that we have a rich diversity of businesses and feel passionate that 
we need to promote this even further.

35 What is the missing is the diversity of users.

36 This may be a bit ambitious.  A “rich” mix of sues may not be feasible.  But certainly a worthy goal.

37 This is a bullshit survey just like the one from last year that showed a huge majority of the people thought 
it was a mistake to move forward with Ken Wilson's prohibition curfew rules. The results of that survey were 
discredited and ignored. Will you be doing the same with this one if it doesn't result in your narrative? I strongly 
suspect the answer is yes. FU Boulder government.

Question 1
(continued) 

Question 2
(Answered: 36, Skipped: 2)

The issue that precipitated the temporary moratorium on adding residential uses in the Hill 
business district is that the current economics favor student rental housing over all other uses 
allowed on the Hill. Given the information presented here about the number of residences and 
other uses on the Hill today, what do you think of the finding that “there is already an over-
concentration of housing in this small commercial district”?

Response

1 No, there could & should be controlled increase in moderate housing to encourage movement out of unsafe 
and unfairly priced housing in single family neighborhoods.  Those houses can become available for renovation 
by young adults as permanent family homes.

2 Absolutely – NO MORE STUDENT HOUSING.  Spread the students around to other neighborhoods within 
Boulder.  NO MORE FRATS OR SORORITIES ON THE HILL.  These groups need to be spread around the entire 
parameter of the CU campus rather than concentrated in/around the Hill.

3 Surprised by “103 units” figure.  You don’t notice them for the street.

4 I do agree that over the past half dozen years there has been an over-concentration of residential housing on 
the Hill.
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5 I agree with this assessment. The Hill needs more balanced use. I understand the need for student housing 
on the Hill and like interacting with students, but it is detrimental to the historic character of the Hill and to 
neighborhood stability when use is not balanced. Students learn how to be good neighbors by living in a 
neighborhood with a mix of ages.  I think that living in a mixed neighborhood broadens students' sense of 
community and raises their level of interest in civic engagement.

6 The facts confirm this.

7 I completely agree. Placing a moratorium on adding residential uses is the correct thing to do.

8 I don't have problems with housing as long as there is still room for other uses.

9 AGREE!  There is DEFINITELY over concentration of housing in this small commericial district.  We can't allow any 
new housing to be added or it threatens the neighborhood and diversity as a whole

10 I agree.

11 The problem is not more resodences, it is the homogeneous demographic that these residences attract that is 
the problem. I think that some form of incentive program to encourage a more diverse population is needed. 
I'm not sure how this would be done within the legal requirements for selling or renting homes that are, 
ironically, intended to prevent discrimination and the segregation that results from it. But there has to be some 
way to incentivize young professionals and families to live in the area. This is the key to solving many of the 
problems on the Hill.

12 yes

13 The other population stretches onto the residential part of the Hill which is dense and lonepact – no more over 
occupancy in residential areas.

14 If the objective is to provide a mix of uses, the city needs to step up and provide the parking – structured – to 
facilitate other uses – office, etc.

15 Taking a consideration for affordable housing.

16 I agree it seems like a place where students live, rather than a true business district.

17 I completely agree, and this fits with my previous point.

18 Totally agree.

19 I don’t really agree.  The Hill is under developed in all ways.

20 Yes, but I liked an old idea of housing for professors.  As a way to tamper some of the problems with too much 
student housing.

21 I believe a residential component needs to be allowed in new development to help with the economic viability.

22 Absolutely correct.

23 TRUE

24 Is there a way to still support housing for more non-students to live & be part of the Hill community?

25 I don’t think this is a necessary conclusion.  It seems more logical that need is creating this demand.  The 
moratorium  seems a bit confined about concrete details on how diversity gets created.

26 Agree as well!

27 Not true.  More housing is good.  Problem is rules preventing commercial development.  Increase the density 
without increasing parking.

28 Not long ago conventional wisdom said there should be much higher residential to keep students out of the 
neighborhood.  I think there is room for more housing but office space is very important.  All of it requires 
getting parking built.

29 I agree – further too much housing on the Hill has become “student housing” aka “business that rent residential 
homes for profit”.  And not single family homes.

30 In my opinion it is an over concentration of lush-end student housing => huge need for “affordable” housing 
for working middle-class professional and families could be met with housing here.

Question 2
(continued) 
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Question 2
(continued) 

31 I agree.  It’s ridiculous.

32 Don’t agree – Student/other housing over retail at street level (i.e. Starbucks) would locate students in center of 
Hill district.

33 103 residences is mind boggling.  Bring more retail please.

34 Marginally true.

35 I agree with this finding.  Not only is there an over concentration of housing, there is an over concentration of 
students in many of the residences.  There is a need for more and better enforcement of occupancy limits.

36 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.

Question 3
(Answered: 37, Skipped: 1)

What do you think about the suggestion of trying to attract more office uses on the Hill?

Response

1 Good idea – easy access during normal business hours without using private cars.

2 Good idea as I think it could attract different businesses (vendors) for office staff * customers.  It could raise the 
maturity of the guests coming to the Hill.

3 Definitely good idea, but how do you convince most adults (office owners/workers) they’d want to share 
sidewalks (!!!!) with boarders and cyclists.  Safety issue!  Police need to patrol sidewalks and ticket violators.  Our 
next door neighbor was struck by a college student “long-board” rider as she was coming thru the Broadway 
underpass.  She broke her hip, been using a walker for past month.  Student was “late for class” and didn’t see 
her.

4 I strongly support attracting more office use on the Hill.  Before there can be any success with office space on 
the Hill, a parking resolution must be found.

5 This is a good idea.

6 Agree with this suggestion although development economics may require a mix of uses which include some 
residential and of course some retail.

7 I think it's a great idea and, if successful, will drive a more diverse set of users in The Hill area.

8 Would be great but you must have visible parking.

9 Great suggestion

10 Both more office uses and a better mix of retail (non-fast food and non-student retail) also need to be attracted 
to commercial locations on the Hill.

11 The Hill should be an attractive place for startups and creative class businesses if affordable and flexible space 
is available. My guess is that it is not affordable and the space that is available is probably not well suited to the 
kinds of businesses that might locate there. The price of creating suitable new spaces would likely price them 
out of the market for the kinds of businesses that would want to have an office there.

12 I do not know

13 Maybe along with more parking

14 See above

15 Mix use will definitely benefit office and housing.

16 I think that will draw more upscale lunch restaurants, but I wonder how much more.
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Question 3
(continued) 

17 I like it.  Particularly having business that then interacts and is visible to the student population, young working 
professionals could be a good example and pos. affect on students if they don’t reify the party culture.

18 Totally support this.

19 Positive.  It will bring traffic to the restaurants and shops.  Greatly increasing revenue.

20 Sure, good luck.  Why would a business want to be on the Hill?  Business on the Hill is stupid just like housing 
downtown.

21 Ok, but better is something for the neighborhood just outside the Hill.  We’d utilize senior and food for families.  
A dry cleaner and things we’d all use.

22 Requires changes to make those uses viable and sustainable.

23 Good idea – if they supply parking.

24 Good idea – Some real barriers have been identified.  Massage, nails, therapy, keep these small businesses.  In 
mind, not just “office “ businesses?

25 While office spaces may attract a more diverse range of people during the daytime, I think it is unlikely they 
would inhabit the Hill afterward or participate in other business.

26 I like the idea in theory but I am not sold on density bonuses for office space

27 I like the idea in theory.  Will be hard to convince landowners though.

28 Good idea.

29 Strong but it needs parking to support it.

30 All for it.

31 Excellent idea requiring parking

32 Office uses are just as bad as housing although it would bring in a different age group.  This area should be for 
students primarily.

33 Great.

34 I think it would be a better use than additional residential.

35 Ok to try.  Doubtful success.

36 It would be ok – parking on issue for officers or any other uses that might attract a non-student population.

37 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.

Question 4
(Answered: 25, Skipped: 13)

Do you have comments about the economic and market study to date? (www.bouldercolorado.
gov/links/fetch/22958) Among the consultants’ findings are that key barriers to expanding the 
diversity of uses and users on the Hill are insufficient public parking, particularly for professional 
office uses, and lack of another attraction or anchor that could change the current market 
perception of being just for students and market demand to attract a broader visitor mix.

Response

1 Limiting all residential development will only drive up prices of existing housing and drive more students into 
family neighborhoods. Vitality of Hill requires a decent percentage of permanent residents.

2 Median Age Data is not correct even in 2010. Way off. Look at the Academy block for example. My block is not 
correct.

3 Nice job of exploring the issues graphically.
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Question 4
(continued) 

4 Completely agree with the findings. In order to have a strong commercial district, the market must attract non-
student members from the community. 

5 We need a parking garage on the Hill; it should be compact and designed to fit in rather than stand out so as to 
preserve the Hill's character.

6 "Determining the appropriate parking necessary for development is the crux of all new projects. Utilization of 
existing UGHID parking properties through integration into new development will both contribute to parking 
supply and encourage new development with preferred uses. 
 University Hill development should continue to be CU oriented. Commercial office and retail uses will likely 
continue be related to the academic institutions, students, and faculty. There are few properties suitable for 
additional dimensionally efficient parking locations; therefore much of future development will need to be 
reliant on transit and other alternative modes. This will influence the type of tenants and customers."

7 Agree with parking issues -especially since the parking we have is not visible. Not only is the hill only for 
students but a minority of students who want fast food and cheap coffee. 

8 I believe that the parking issue would not matter so much if the area is made desirable enough. There are 
places all over the country where parking is tight and expensive, yet everyone seems to live and work there. 
The Hill is well served by transit and probably one of the most walkable places around - things that both 
Millennials and retirees are looking for. I think the parking issue is a short-sighted one. The presence of an 
attraction that would draw a diverse crowd would help immensely. An urban-style grocery, with underground 
parking accessed from Broadway and a pedestrian entrance on 13th Street would be ideal, but is probably 
a pipe-dream for now. But not an impossible dream. An example of this is the Harris Teeter in downtown 
Charlotte, NC. Of course, the 50-story luxury condo building across the street probably helped Harris Teeter 
decide to open there. I'm not suggesting a 50-story condo building for The Hill, but Boulder may need to think 
outside the box we have created for ourselves and let go of a few sacred cows to solve some of its problems. 
Something a little more realistic would be a brew-pub or tavern that would attract a more diverse crowd, but 
this has been shot down already and I doubt any potential operators would be willing to try it again.

9 I agree with the consultant's findings

10 "The parking question is silly. Most people in Boulder walk. 
 Consultants always want more parking??? 
 I think that we are a University area; General studies ummm? 
 The Hill is not a general area."

11 Sorry; I need to read it in more detail before commenting.

12 No.

13 Not sure I fully understand all of the economic factors.

14 Seems right on.

15 Focus should be on buildings not uses. If they are offices today and houses tomorrow that is fine.

16 They have over built on the Hill with apartments.

17 High end student housing is a short term boom, but community destroying in the long run.

18 Without connecting this to an overall strategy to bring others here and address the parking, noise, perception, 
nothing works.

19 Haven’t reviewed the material in detail enough to make comment.

20 Have not found it.  Where is it?

21 I think that limiting the scope of the study to the CBD was a bad idea.  Given that the other plans such as the 
campus (Gov’t) from 9th-14th about the Hill - For example.

22 Some of your population, age & density info is not correct for surrounding neighborhoods!

23 I’m not informed.

24 It appears to have identified major issues.

25 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.
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Question 5
(Answered: 9, Skipped: 29)

What comments do you have about potential strategies to consider and evaluate 
further in the next phase of the project? (Note: List of potential strategies can be 
found at www.bouldercolorado.gov/planning/uh-moratorium)

Response

1 Lift the moratorium with guidelines to “acceptable” residential.

2 Great idea. Who defines affordable senior housing and what is workforce hosing? Less residential city based 
housing? 

3 I think the highest priority should be to figure out how to proceed with a public/private parking project. Once 
the parking issue is figured out, attracting office users becomes more realistic.

4 I support strategies A, B, C, and D. I support limiting residential uses but am undecided about how best to go 
about achieving that goal. Considering National Register Historic District status is well worth looking into. My 
favorite strategy is to create an Innovation/Arts District that brings people of all ages together. We need more 
places to interact.

5 Public Private opportunities are associated with UGHID properties. Consolidation and assemblage of properties 
should be ncouraged where possible.Tax abatement (both for properties and tenants) and density bonuses 
can be effective incentives for office development given unproven market conditions. Attraction/anchor/office 
development should inherently be considered public benefit; Boulder's development standards and rigorous 
entitlement processes insure public benefit. Context sensitive infill is necessary for remaining development 
parcels. Development economics should be integral to decisions; property owners and probable real estate 
developers should be included in the process as should qualified architects to understand the physical 
consequences of ordinance changes. Conclusions by EPS should be reviewed and confirmed by those who may 
develop properties.

6 See my comments in #4. But I really believe that the best way to diversify the commercial mix on the Hill is 
to diversify the mix of the neighborhood around it. As I said earlier, this may be difficult but not impossible, 
especially if the University would be willing to participate. For example, could CU create staff and faculty 
housing distributed throughout the neighborhood? They already seem to own properties around there. What 
if they created housing that was available only to university staff and faculty? This would bring in more diverse 
residents. Could the City of Boulder do the same and create staff hapising for city employees? Or how about 
an incentive program for buyers similar to the ones that allow buyers in transit-friendly locations to qualify for 
larger loans? The program could offer incentives (low cost loans, easier qualifying, etc.) to people with full-time 
jobs located within walking distance of the Hill, or something like that.

7 Businesses have to be good for students and permanent residents. We may not overwhelm either. A strategy of 
uniting the town arts associations and the internships at the CU with the Dairy or BMoCa in an arts building. We 
could rent the parking at the Lutheran Church.

8 Include the whole Hill

9 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.

Question 6
(Answered: 23, Skipped: 15)

Do you have other comments about or suggestions for this project?

Response

1 It’s about time! I have watched the deterioration of the Hill in general, but especially the commercial district for 
2 decades. We want city support. An updated but safe & friendly and financially viable district.
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Question 6
(continued) 

2 Changing image of the Hill will be challenging….Many of the CU students feel that living on the Hill is a 
rite of passage and have little respect for any of the properties on the Hill.  Landlords need to be held more 
accountable in terms of condition of property and now removal, trash, etc…Other neighborhoods in Boulder 
do not have near the problem of upkeep of rentals as the Hill.

3 See #3 above

4 I do not support an outright ban on residential because I believe it will discourage new development.  However 
I do support limiting new residential to the third floor of new developments.

5 We need to keep the conversation going--talking across differences and coming to understand multiple 
perspectives is key to achieving a better balance on the Hill.  Could the City hold a series of dialogues--not 
discussions or debates, where people come in with a position and aim to defend it--but open conversations 
with no "agenda" where people can exchange perspectives--share their own experiences and perspectives and 
listen to the experiences and perspectives of others.

6 Focus on vacant properties or likely assemblages of properties that are available for redevelopment or as 
catalytic sites. These are the properties that will likely most influence the future of the Hill. This would include 
the CU property. Select and evaluate similar university oriented mixed use districts in college towns as case 
studies. Other college communities have dealt with the same issues and staff may learn from these precedents. 
Would be helpful to talk to other planning directors and staff for insight. The efforts to date by staff, Ruth 
McHeyser, and others are impressive. The Phase One report is excellent as are the graphics and communication. 
Bravo!

7 I would like to see CU being a vital part to this project. Would CU staff come over if it was more desirable - I'm 
talking about business's not window dressing such as lighting or planters.

8 Only that I am skeptical that truly innovative solutions will result from this process. It will take more radical 
solutions than the band-aid ones that are likely to get enough support to move forward. But kudos for trying.

9 "A good food market would be good forthe students and the non students. The basemar market (WF) is full 
with students. 
To add a town Art Association together with the internships at the U and The Dairy classrooms may be an idea 
for the old History Museum. This idea would  attract all people. A strategy of a multipurpose Arts building for all 
residents and students as Aion has done."

10 Florist, office space, university continuing education center.

11 Please consider a gondola system connecting the Hill with Pearl St. I think this would create a more fluid 
pedestrian movement between the two areas.

12 No.

13 Increase the FAR for Offices. Allow 4 floors on Broadway w/ a mix of housing/office.

14 How about a “hill delivery” to bring things to families in adjacent neighborhoods?

15 Beach Park – belongs to City of Boulder – if you want us residents to walk, you need to clear the pathway of ice 
and keep the lighting in the Park.  2 lights were out and I had to visit the emergency as I slipped on the ice and 
injured my pelvis on Nov. 18. 2011.

16 I like option J the most.

17 Move away from the “too many student” rhetoric.

18 Create incentives for landlords to rent to desired uses.

19 Work closer with university to encourage more student housing on campus.

20 The city has a credibility /trust problem with stakeholders. Get them involved sooner than later!

21 Biggest problem for retail/services is the boom/bust of student presence (summer vs. school yr., vacation 
periods, etc.)

22 The area around the business district is solid student rentals to a distance between ¼ and ½ mile.  Older people 
do not feel welcome.

23 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.
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Question 7
(Answered: 35, Skipped: 3)

Menu of Ideas: Please tell us what potential strategies you think should be 
considered further.

1 Office space should be encourages as it fits well with access availability by bus, bike, foot, eliminating many 
private care arrival & departure. Approve residential, 2nd & 3rd floors only, some affordable, some market rate. 
As a senior, I do not see how this is a good choice for designated senior. Young employees of Hill businesses, 
who may or may not also be students deserve affordable options. They should be a target market.

2 Get more adults to work here, to create a market for “non-exclusively collegiate” enterprises. “Aion” is not 
enough.

3 Consider parking to be central to redevelopment and TDM as part of the efforts moving forward.

4 Get the University involved. Get the Dairy involved. 

5 Here is a slam-dunk. The Hill commercial district needs a Paul Hester type (the former Downtown Mall 
maintenance manager) and crew – on the street, five days a week. This crew would clean graffiti and stickers, 
clean sidewalks, planter pots. They would know the managers of businesses and apartments, keep an eye out 
for bad behavior (notify the police when needed). They would “own” the Hill commercial district and care for 
it. Currently, neighbors/adults stay away from the Hill because it’s a DUMP. No one cares! When the Hill is once 
again cared for, users/customers/neighbors will start coming back.

6 Gondola between Pearl St and the Hill

7 I think all of the proposed ideas are part of a comprehensive approach that would be needed to create 
successful change.

8 Make the hill an entertainment district. Bring back Tulagi! Bring back bars. Buy windows & AC for homeowners 
in noise zone.

9 Make it Tennison (?) St w/ restrictions on surrounding houses

10 A clear vision on identity needs to be established for the district.

11 Keep the liquor laws and not after 10pm if possible.

12 Close down 13th between Penn & alley south of College. Allow kids to party in the district.

13 Less government visioning. More acceptance of private sector initiatives. They know what works. Where can we 
find info on: Residential Service District pilot? Catalyst sites? Sustainable Organizations?

14 Allow zoning leniency for programmed entertainment

15 Tax the rental properties outside the CBD at a MUCH higher rate! Not just on the hill, but also along Arapahoe, 
etc. There is a housing shortage for permanent residents in Boulder and the dilapidated rentals in this town 
suffering from deferred maintenance need to be encouraged to revert to single family residences. These 
residences also happen to be in “prime” locations relative to both the hill CBD & downtown.

16 What is the plan/strategy to engage stakeholders who will be necessary to create/support the new “sustainable 
organizational structures”? And will they be engaged at the front end of the project planning? (p.13-14)

17 Please focus on students

18 Residential density has to go hand in hand w/ owner occupied upkeep of premises.

19 More parking would be beneficial for businesses and students. We really appreciate the push to conserve the 
business district that we love so much. No residential unless it is above the 1st floor please!!

20 CU adult ed classes

21 *Repeat answer of previous comment by same respondent.
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Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

78.79%
26

12.12%
4

9.09%
3 33

Comments

• Maybe try finding a plan for the northern location which is in a higher density area – IF nearby businesses are in favor 
– southern location lot is too close to lower density residential and a transition zone.

• Yes; if the requisite parking to “fuel” sufficient other uses (office, etc.) maybe the city needs to use the 2A monies to 
purchase additional property – rather than a too-small “event street” hidden on Penn. Ave.

• Yes! Very important
• No added parking
• Suspicious of “catalyst developments”.

A) Promote public/private redevelopment on the two UHGID surface parking lots to 
add more parking and provide catalyst developments to bring new uses the to the 
Hill:

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consider further

Neutral

Do not consider
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B) Consider pilot tax rebate program for properties that add desired uses that are 
difficult to attract or that provide a “public benefit” that helps implement the BVCP 
vision:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

73.53%
25

17.65%
6

8.82%
3 34

Comments

• No developer bonuses or tax rebates

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consider further

Neutral

Do not consider
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C) Create a density bonus for office uses:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

55.88%
19

35.29%
12

8.82%
3 34

Comments

• No developer bonuses or tax rebates

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consider further

Neutral

Do not consider
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D) Create an overlay zone in the adjacent RH-5 residential zone to encourage office 
uses in existing residential structures:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

57.58%
19

27.27%
9

15.15%
5 33

Comments

• On the Hill? Office with students living in the same structure? Good luck leasing that!
• Maybe…urban planners know more about the impact of these strategies. Hard to see how it would be more lucrative 

than rentals though
• Add options for cafes, studio space
• Expand beyond RH-5 to get more 9th & College, 5th & Highland type stores & services
• Could get out of hand

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consider further

Neutral

Do not consider
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E) Prohibit new residential uses:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

26.47%
9

26.47%
9

47.06%
16 34

Comments

• Yes, no more housing
• It will stop viable projects

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Consider further

Neutral

Do not consider
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F) Prohibit new residential, except Permanently Affordable or Senior Housing:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

23.53%
8

32.35%
11

44.12%
15 34

Comments

• It will stop viable projects
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G) Prohibit new residential, except Permanently Affordable or Senior Housing and 
only above the first floor:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

35.29%
12

32.35%
11

32.35%
11 34

Comments

• The Hill has a behavior problem – a terrible mix with Senior housing.
• Seniors on the above ground floors?
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University Hill Commercial District Moratorium Project: Draft Phase 2 Report22

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

38.24%
13

38.24%
13

23.53%
8 34

Comments

• I think you need to consider market-based strategies (like more quality parking) rather than legal/zoning strategies. It 
starts sounding a bit like East Germany.

• Another developer perk
• Boulder makes too many exemptions which favors developers over the populace

H) Allow market rate housing only on partial third floors if in conjunction with 
rehabilitation of an existing building, or in new buildings when in conjunction with 
a use or “public benefit” that helps implement the Hill vision:
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I) Consider National Register Historic District designation, allowing eligible 
properties to take advantage of up to 50% income tax credits (20% for federal 
income tax credits plus 30% state income tax credits):

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

51.52%
17

27.27%
9

21.21%
7 33

Comments

• If it’s economically viable.
• Would people take advantage of this given the powerful market forces driving development?
• We all have seen how well that has worked on Mapleton Hill! Having lived/or have relatives in historic cities 

(Charleston, SC; New Orleans; Nantucket). Boulder has laid poor groundwork for this.
• No perks, tax credits, bonuses
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J) Consider the creation of Innovation/Creative/Arts District. To build on the 
essential, innate qualities of the Hill including creativity, youthfulness, and energy, 
and expanding it to foster creativity in the broadest sense for a diversity of users:

Consider Further Neutral Do Not Consider Total

76.47%
26

8.82%
3

14.71%
5 34

Comments

• Sorry, this language is so mushy! What does it really mean? What, specifically, is the city willing to actually do? Too 
often, the city engages in “promo-speak” to make it appear that something is being done when it’s not. What are you 
(city) willing to do?

• Best option
• Artificial
• Too artificial. However, some galleries would be nice.
• Usual word is “vibrant” more talk. Tell us the specific.
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AGENDA TITLE:   
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 2015 Major Update – Assessment and Options for 
Scope of Work and Update on Resilience Strategy 
 

 
 
REQUESTING STAFF: 
David Driskell, Executive Director, Community Planning & Sustainability (CP&S) 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director, CP&S 
Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager, CP&S 
Greg Guibert, Chief Resilience Officer, CP&S 
 

 
 
 
 

 
OBJECTIVE: 
Provide an update on the Assessment for the 2015 Major Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 
and discuss ideas for input on the work plan for BVCP and Resilience Strategy.   

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) is adopted jointly by the City of Boulder (“city”) 
(Planning Board and City Council) and Boulder County “county” (County Commissioners and Planning 
Commission) in their legislative capacities.  A link to the 2010 plan and maps is located at 
www.bouldervalleycompplan.net.  The BVCP is updated periodically to respond to changed circumstances 
or evolving community needs and priorities. In 2015, the plan is due for its major five year update. 
 
The purpose of this information packet is to describe the 2015 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 
update assessment and scoping process; provide background and feedback regarding the update process; and 
summarize the consultant assessment of the 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  (See Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan Assessment report, Attachment A.)  The draft report identifies strengths and 
weaknesses of the Plan and offers suggestions for improvement.  This packet builds upon the Oct. 14, 2014 
joint study session with City Council and Planning Board and the Nov. 3, 2014 joint study session with the 
Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commission, incorporating feedback from all four bodies as 
well as others.  It also provides a draft a process and timeline for the 2015 update in preparation for the work 
plan discussion in January and ideas for community engagement.  (See Attachments B and C.) 

 
In addition, the memo provides an update on the city’s Resilience Strategy next steps and work plan and 
materials from 100 Resilient Cities (100RC) (Rockefeller Foundation).  (See Attachment D.) 
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BACKGROUND 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 2015 Update 

Plan Assessment and Scoping Process 
In June 2014, the city issued a Request for Proposals, received five proposals, and hired a consultant team 
(Clarion Associates/Godschalk) to conduct research and analysis in support of an assessment of the 2010 
Plan, understand community goals for the update, and to provide fresh ideas about how communities make 
plans highly strategic and effective.  The consultants have completed most of their assessment and the draft 
report is attached.  (See Attachment A.) 

2010 BVCP Background 
Since 1970, the city and county have jointly adopted and regularly updated a comprehensive plan that guides 
land use decisions in the Boulder Valley.  Each five years, the city and county undertake a review to 
determine how to ensure the plan remains responsive to evolving conditions, needs and priorities.     
 
The last update in 2010 addressed demographic challenges, recommended ramping up climate action, and 
addressed economic challenges.  Two broad areas were strengthened during the update:  (1) Sustainability 
polices encompassing social equity, environmental health and economic vitality, and (2) urban form and 
community design policies.  The city and county also discussed clarifying the process for considering service 
area expansion into the Area III-Planning Reserve but did not ultimately change the plan requirement for 
four-body review of service area expansions (i.e., City Council, County Commissioners, Planning Board and 
County Planning Commission). 
 
The plan is framed as the overarching policy guide for the community that is implemented by departmental 
strategic/master plans (over 20), subcommunity and area plans, Priority Based Budgeting, the Capital 
Improvements Program, and Development Standards and Zoning.  The Land Use Code and zoning is largely 
instrumental in guiding development to achieve plan goals consistent with the land use map. 

FEEDBACK 

Board of County Commissioners and Planning Commission – Nov. 3 Study Session 
The County Commissioners and Planning Commission held a joint meeting on Nov. 3, 2014 to review 
preliminary observations from the consultant and provide input regarding the scope and extent of the plan 
update.  The summary is located in Attachment B1.   Joint county input regarding the upcoming BVCP 
update is summarized as follows: 
 

1. Select a limited range of topics that are important to the community and do them well.  A mid-range 
BVCP update effort is appropriate.  

2. Make the document accessible, visual, and readable to encourage the next generation to engage.  
3. Maintain the long standing partnership between the city and county (while expanding systems 

thinking and regionalism). 
4. Add resilience as a core concept in addition to sustainability.   
5. Create clear linkages to metrics and/or regulations.  It is important to set baselines and be able to 

measure progress toward goals.   
6. Give the plan a clearer link with the land use code and implementation – make it easier to use when 

reviewing development proposals.    
7. Examples of urban form would be helpful.  It will be important for the city to determine what level 

of density is acceptable for the county’s rural policies to work. 
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City Council and Planning Board – Oct. 14 Study Session 
The City Council and Planning Board met on Oct.14, 2014 to review preliminary observations from the 
consultant and provide input regarding the scope of issues and extent of the plan effort.  The approved 
summary is located in Attachment B2.   Points of input regarding the Plan included but were not limited to: 
 

1. Support a mid-range BVCP work effort with focus on implementation tools (with some opting for a 
minor work effort, and others supporting a more major effort in 2015).   

2. Integrate resilience with sustainability.  
3. Do not redefine the vision or rehash values, but make the plan more graphic and less wordy and 

clarify policies in some cases. 
4. Integrate metrics and outcomes. 
5. Add new or emerging topics, such as built environment clarification, climate commitment, arts and 

culture, and local foods.  
6. Engage the community widely, including neighborhoods (coordination with the city’s new 

neighborhood liaison) and include vulnerable or under represented populations. 

City Boards and Commissions 
All board and commission meeting summaries are located in Attachment B3. 
 

• Transportation Advisory Board discussed the update on Oct. 13, 2014.   
• The Environmental Advisory Board discussed the update on Oct. 1, 2014. 
• The Planning Board met on Sept. 18, 2014 in preparation for the Study Session with City Council on 

Oct. 14, 2014.   

Other Input  
The consultants and staff conducted interviews and scoping sessions with city board members and with staff 
from city and county organizations, including the following (summarized in Attachment B4):     
 

• Two members from the Arts Commission 
• Two members from the Open Space Board 
• Two members from Downtown Management Commission 
• Growing up Boulder staff 
• City staff from all departments that provide community services, including master plan coordinating 

committee and ecological planning team 
• County staff from multiple departments 

CONSULTANT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 
To assist with discussions in October and November, the consultant prepared initial assessment observations.  
The draft report summarizes these observations as well as input received from the city and county over the 
past few months. It is presented in five parts:   

 
1. Introduction – describes the BVCP Plan analysis and provides general background on the history, 

successes and strengths of the Plan.   
2. Analysis of Plan and Themes for Improvement – includes seven key themes identified during the 

Plan analysis that guide the recommendations for the 2015 Plan update process. 
3. Best Practices – provides general background on features of effective community plans, and 

includes a set of “best practices” around some of the key themes to help inform the Plan update 
process.  

4. Work Plan and Community Engagement Recommendations – includes sequence of steps for the 
Plan update, including initial ideas about phasing of tasks in 2015 and 2016 and ideas to engage the 
community. 
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5. Possible Structure(s) for Plan Update – includes options for a revised structure for the Plan to 
incorporate consultant recommendations, with two outlines presented in the appendix 

Recommendations for Plan Improvement—Key Themes 
While the consultant report recognizes many long time strengths of the Plan, it also identifies potential areas 
of improvement, including:   
 

• Include 21st century challenges and opportunities, such as resilience and unpredictable change, 
climate mitigation and adaptation, planning for energy needs, and others; 

• Present the vision in a more compelling way;  
• Include outcomes and metrics to help track progress towards reaching the community’s goals; 
• Illustrate desired urban form of the city;  
• Strengthen linkages between the plan and  implementation tools; 
• Clarify policies in key areas; and  
• Integrate resilience during the update process and throughout the Plan. 

 
Each of these themes is discussed in more detail below and in the report (See Attachment A.) 

1—Include 21st Century Challenges and Opportunities and Expand Systems and Regional 
Thinking 
The Plan has its origins in the primary challenges facing the community in the 20th century; growth 
management, containment of sprawl, and preservation of open lands.  The city and county are nationally 
renowned for achieving “best-in-class” results in tackling these challenges. However, the Plan’s scope now 
needs to broaden if it is to serve the community’s current needs and challenges, and vision for the future.   
While the Plan’s core values and vision from the 1970s are still solid, a new and evolving set of challenges is 
now before the community, such as: 
 

• resilience and the dynamic and unpredictable pace of change and disruptive events; 
• climate adaptation and mitigation and planning for fundamental energy system transformation; 
• equity, income disparity, and aging population;  
• housing affordability;  
• expanding on local and regional partnerships to leverage scarce resources and plan to achieve mutual 

goals; and 
• community arts and culture. 

 
Some of these topics can best be addressed through work that is underway while others may need to be 
addressed through alliances or other initiatives. 

2—Recast the Document Format to Present the Vision in a More Compelling Way   
The Plan contains many powerful and innovative ideas, each of which can lead the city towards a better 
future.  Opportunities include making the format more user-friendly and less wordy, doing a better job of 
telling the Boulder story, and conveying the vision in a more graphic way. 

3—Address Outcomes and Metrics in the Plan 
For the most part, the current plan and its policies do not have direct and well defined measures of outcomes, 
results, and actions. While this encourages flexibility of implementation, it discourages public understanding, 
accountability, collaboration, and organizational learning. For more specifics, one must look to the various 
Master Plans created for transportation, public safety, and other functional areas. The Plan could serve a 
stronger role in integrating the various plans as well as by including a set of high level outcomes and metrics.  

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 4 of 91



4—Illustrate the City's Desired Urban Form  
The Plan does not clearly illustrate the desired sustainable urban form and how it will be affected by 
individual projects or public policies.  The Plan needs to use new tools to show what the desired outcome is 
(e.g., graphic images, pictures, perhaps 3D modeling).  This will help inform ongoing efforts to update the 
city’s development regulations and procedures and provide a clear picture of the types of change that are 
expected. The report presents opportunities to illustrate or modify the land use plan to focus on desired 
physical characteristics for places and to illustrate how all areas of the city fit together. 

5—Strengthen Linkages between the Plan and Implementation Tools  
The Plan should serve as the guiding document for the tools that are used to implement planning in the 
community, including master plans; area and sub-community plans; priority-based budgeting that drives 
programs and services; and development regulations contained in the Land Use Code. More could be done to 
strengthen and more clearly articulate the Plan’s role and linkages especially to the code.  

6—Clarify Policies in a Few Key Areas   
The Plan contains a large number and range of policies. While for the most part they are clear and well-
written, users of the Plan will say that at times they can be all things to all people.  The 2015 update could 
focus on clarifying a narrow range of policies.  

7—Integrate Resilience  
Community resilience is generally defined as the ability of a city to bounce back after a shock or stress or the 
sustained ability of a community to use available resources to respond to, withstand, and recover from 
adverse situations.  Resilience and sustainability are closely related; a sustainable city is resilient and a 
resilient city is sustainable.  The city and county leaders were supportive of including resilience in the Plan, 
and opportunities for the update include integrating resilience throughout the Plan update by leveraging the 
100 Resilient Cities effort, network, and analysis (described later in this memo) to develop a new model for 
addressing resilience in a comprehensive plan.  

Proposed Approach and Schedule to Update the BVCP 
In October and November, the consultant presented different approaches and levels of effort to address the 
Plan update, ranging from minimal (e.g., retaining the current plan and focusing on related implementation 
tools) to much higher levels of effort (e.g., potentially significant changes to the plan and repackaging, with 
extensive engagement of the community and key partners).    
 
Given the multitude of other initiatives and high priority work items and also ideas to improve the BVCP and 
address current conditions, in October and November the city and county leadership generally supported a 
moderate scope for the update to focus on aspects of the plan that could be successfully completed (as noted 
in key themes above) as well as focusing on parallel or subsequent implementation tools, including Design 
Excellence code changes and growth management implementation.   
 
The 2015 BVCP update is anticipated to take 18-24 months with major phases that roughly coincide with the 
Resilience Strategy phases and that will be solidified after work plan discussions with City Council and the 
county in January 2015:   
 

Phase 1—Foundation Work and Community Engagement Plan (tasks described below) 
Phase 2—Issues Focus and Community Kick off  
Phase 3—Policy and Map Updates 
Phase 4—Draft Plan and IGA Renewal  

 
The draft Timeline for the Plan and Resilience Strategy is also located in Attachment C. 
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Because the topic of four-body review of service expansions or changes to Area III/Planning Reserve was 
not discussed or supported during city and county Study Sessions, staff does not anticipate revisiting the 
topic that was previously unresolved.   
 
Additionally, because the City of Boulder/Boulder County Comprehensive Development Plan 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) expires on Dec. 31, 2017, staff suggests the city and county 
extend/renew the IGA after the plan update is complete in 2016.   
 

 
Draft 2015/2016 Timeline for BVCP Update 

Foundation Work (Phase 1 – Early 2015) 
Staff anticipates certain steps that are part of a five year update regardless of its overall scope plus some 
additional proposed foundation work in response to the key themes and recommendations identified as part 
of the initial plan assessment and discussions.  The following tasks are planned for early 2015:     
 

1. Finalize the work plan with the city and county (Jan. 2015) with consideration of other work plan 
priorities. 

2. Update community profile and demographic information.  
3. Prepare map-based (Geographic Information System) analysis of growth capacity considering 

current land use plan and zoning and other regional forecast information. 
4. Evaluate 3D mapping options and prepare 3D mapping analysis.  
5. Develop a Community Engagement Plan that will be creative, transparent, and involve all segments 

of the community around key issues.  (See Attachment A, p. 35, and Attachment B for additional 
community engagement ideas.) 

6. Prepare approach to including metrics in the Plan, including those currently in use in Boulder and 
exploration of how other communities have included metrics in plans.  

7. Coordinate with new neighborhood liaison to identify best ways to involve neighborhoods. 
8. Invite requests for land use map changes as part of phase 2. 

 
Tasks for the subsequent three phases of the update effort will be defined as part of Task 1 above (finalizing 
the work plan). 

RESILIENCE STRATEGY 
As part of the Rockefeller Foundation’s 100 Resilient Cities (100RC) campaign, Boulder will be devoting 
considerable attention and work effort over the coming two years toward becoming more resilient to the 
physical, social, and economic challenges of the 21st century. (More information is available in Attachment 
D.)  100RC supports the adoption and incorporation of a view of resilience that includes not just the shocks 
the community faces – fire, flood, disease – but also the chronic stresses that persistently weaken the city and 
sap our full potential. The 100RC program supports resilience building activities at the city level along four 
pathways: 
 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 6 of 91



• Chief Resilience Officer: Financial support for the creation of a new position in the government 
who will lead the effort. This position was filled in the Fall of 2014 with the hiring of Greg Guibert 
as Boulder’s first Chief Resilience Officer. 

• Tools and Methods: Technical and logistical support for the development of a resilience strategy 
that will serve as the city’s roadmap to resilience activities and priorities 

• Platform Partners: Access to tools and specialized partnerships to help developed a sophisticated 
understanding the city’s risks, assets, weaknesses, and opportunities and how they interlink in 
unanticipated ways 

• Network: Inclusion into a network of 99 other cities from which best practices, innovation, and 
peer-to-peer learning can advance the practice of resilience globally  

 
100RC has developed a general approach and methodology for developing resilience strategies that Boulder 
with three stages that Boulder will need to customize according to its individualized needs, community goals, 
and capacity and develop in tandem with the BVCP scope of work.    
 

• Phase I can be generally characterized as foundational and included a workshop with 100RC staff in 
April 2014 and the hiring of the CRO in September 2014. The first major process phase, however, 
began in late October 2014 and it will include a series of diagnostic and analytical activities designed 
to more comprehensively assess the city’s risk profile, catalogue the existing portfolio of resilience-
related projects, policies, and programs, and map a robust and inclusive stakeholder engagement plan 
for subsequent phases.  

• Phase II will deliver the resilience strategy by identifying specific priorities and initiatives for 
implementation.  

• Phase III will be dedicated to early implementation activities and ensuring the financial 
sustainability of the effort beyond the initial 100RC investments. 

 
The success of the resilience strategy process for the city will rest in the ability to integrate the tools and 
methodologies pioneered by 100RC with the needs, processes, and priorities of the Boulder community. 
While the diagnostic, assessment, and engagement tools will undoubtedly surface important contributions to 
the overall strategy, it must build on a foundation of existing city efforts and successes. Some early 
opportunities for integration include incorporation of resilience principles and metrics into the BVCP Update 
and the development of the Local Food policy. Similarly, some of the mapping and assessment tools 
proposed by 100RC, such as the creation of a stakeholder map, have the potential to add real value to other 
efforts across city departments, including the 2015 Plan update.  
 
As part of the 100RC program, Boulder will have access to a series of specialized technical partners known 
as Platform Partners. The type and level of service will vary among Platform Partners, with some making 
specific ‘off the shelf’ tools available for city use, such as SwissRE’s catastrophe modeling software. Other 
opportunities will be co-developed in consultation with the city and a partner. In Norfolk, for example, the 
city has partnered with Palantir, a data innovation and management company, to develop information 
architecture that will allow the city to digest vast quantities of data to improve situational awareness during 
disasters. Similarly, Norfolk has also partnered with Sandia National Labs to develop a cutting-edge full cost 
accounting method of Cost-Benefit Analysis for various development pathway options to maximize their 
resilience to climate change and sea level rise. Finally, Boulder’s resilience strategy development process 
may indicate specific technical analysis not yet supported by the 100RC Platform in which case the city will 
have the opportunity to work with 100RC to locate suitable partners whose services can be replicated across 
the Network. Engagement with Platform Partners is largely envisioned for Phase 2 and 3, once priority areas 
have been identified through community input and interaction. However, Boulder is partnering with Ushahidi 
(http://www.ushahidi.com/), an open-source location-based community engagement technology platform, in 
early phases as intentional expansion of the engagement effort to local technologists, tech start-ups and 
entrepreneurs, among others.  
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On December 3, 2014, 100RC announced the second round of cities into the Network. As part of the 
inaugural class announced in 2013, Boulder is relatively well advanced in the planning process. A smaller 
subset of cities were designated as pilot cities and provided useful input and modification to the draft tools 
and methodologies now being replicated across the Network. Because Boulder is already engaged in a 
number of resilience building activities independent of the 100RC effort (in many cases due to the 2013 
Flood recovery efforts), we have made important early contributions to 100RC tools and guidance 
documents, suggesting significant modifications to the stakeholder engagement and “shocks and stresses” 
assessment tools, for example. The expectation remains that Boulder will continue to be a peer leader having 
made early connections with Melbourne, AUS; San Francisco, CA; Berkeley, CA; and Rotterdam, NL 
around areas of mutual interest, including climate impact assessments, cyber-security and infrastructure, and 
equity and housing affordability, among others.  

 
Draft 2015/2016 Timeline for Resilience Strategy 

IMMEDIATE NEXT STEPS 
Jan. 2015 Finalize work plan for 2015 BVCP Update and Resilience Strategy 
Jan. 23, 2015 Council retreat discussion of work plan 
Early 2015 Phase 1 Plan Update and Resilience Strategy technical work; Develop Community 

Engagement Strategy 

ATTACHMENTS 
A. Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Assessment - Report from Consultant 
B. Summary of Feedback and Input  

B1. Boulder County, Nov. 3, 2014 Joint Meeting of the County Commissioners and Planning 
Commission 
B2. City of Boulder, Oct. 13, 2014 Joint Meeting of the City Council and Planning Board  
B3. Board and Commissions Summary  
B4. Summary of Interviews and Staff Input  

C. Draft Timeline for BVCP 2015 Major Update and Resilience Strategy 
D. Updated Resilience Strategy Materials   

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 8 of 91



 
 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 9 of 91

meiss1
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT A



 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................1 

Project Description.................................................................................................................................... 1 

Project Process .......................................................................................................................................... 1 

Organization of this Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 2 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Overview ......................................................................................... 2 

Summary of Preliminary Findings ............................................................................................................. 6 

Analysis of Current Plan and Recommendations for Improvement ......................................................7 

Introduction .............................................................................................................................................. 7 

Elements of “Cutting-Edge” Plans ............................................................................................................. 7 

Key Themes and Areas for Improvement ................................................................................................. 9 

Best Practices .................................................................................................................................. 21 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 21 

Urban Form Best Practices ...................................................................................................................... 21 

Outcomes and Metrics Best Practices .................................................................................................... 28 

Resilience Best Practices ......................................................................................................................... 30 

Action Plans Best Practices ..................................................................................................................... 32 

Work Plan and Community Engagement Recommendations ............................................................. 34 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 34 

Work Plan Recommendations ................................................................................................................ 35 

Recommendations for Public Outreach .................................................................................................. 35 

Recommended Structure for Plan Update ......................................................................................... 37 

Appendix ......................................................................................................................................... 38 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Outline, Based on Current Structure ............................................ 38 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Outline, Based on Sustainability Framework ............................... 41 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 10 of 91



1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Project Description 
The City of Boulder retained Clarion Associates and David Godschalk, national planning consultants, to 
complete an assessment of the 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive (plan) in anticipation of its five-year 
plan update.  The intent was to provide a third party review of the plan identifying strengths and 
weaknesses of the document, and offering suggestions for improvement based on national best 
practices and community-identified concerns.  It will set the foundation for the plan update 
commencing in 2015, which planning staff will largely conduct in-house.   

Project Process 
The Plan Assessment project consisted of three primary tasks as follows.  

Task 1: Preliminary Assessment 
To begin the project, the consultants met with city and county staff from multiple departments over the 
course of several days, and reviewed background materials. Consultants and city staff also met with 
boards and commissions to get their input.  Consultants then reviewed the plan document and prepared 
a set of preliminary observations. These served as the basis for study sessions with city and county 
leadership during Task 2. 

Task 2: Review Preliminary Findings 
The consultants met with city and county leadership to review and discuss their preliminary findings. 
Meetings included a study session with the Boulder Planning Board; a joint study session of the Planning 
Board and City Council; and a joint study session with the County Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners. Participants at the meetings discussed a wide variety of issues and concerns for 
Boulder and their relationship to the 2015 plan update.  

Task 3:  Preliminary Report 
During the final phase of this project, the consultants refined their findings and recommendations for 
proceeding with the 2015 plan update. The result is this analysis, which includes the following:   

• Key Themes – Analysis of Current Plan and Recommendations for Improvement 
• Summary of Best Practices Related to BVCP Update Issues 
• Work Plan Recommendations 
• Recommended Structure for Updated Plan 
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Organization of this Analysis 
This Analysis is organized in five parts plus an appendix: 

Introduction – describes the plan analysis effort and provides general background on the history and 
successes and strengths of the plan.   
 
Key Themes – provides general background on elements of “cutting-edge” plans, and describes seven 
key themes identified during the Plan analysis that guide the recommendations for the 2015 plan 
update process. 
 
Best Practices – includes a set of “best practices” examples to help inform the plan update process.  
 
Work Plan Recommendations– includes a recommended sequence of step for the plan update, 
including phasing of tasks in 2015 and 2016, as well as ideas for community engagement. 
 
Recommended Structure for Plan Update – includes recommendations for a revised structure for the 
plan, to incorporate our recommendations. 

 
Included in the appendix are outline examples of a revised BVCP based on the recommendations 
contained in this report.  Also available under separate cover are summaries of issues identified during 
consultant/staff interviews, and a summary of study sessions with city and county elected and 
appointed officials. 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Overview1 

Early Planning Efforts 
Boulder has long valued its surroundings at the base of the Front Range foothills. After examining the 
city for the Boulder Civic Improvement Association, Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. recommended in 1910 
that the foothills of the city be preserved in their natural state. Boulder's first urban service boundary, 
the "Blue Line," was established in 1959 as a citizen-initiated City Charter amendment. The purpose of 
the Blue Line is to protect the foothills from development which was considered imminent and 
extremely detrimental to the natural beauty of Boulder. It insured that city water service could not be 
used to further urban development up into the foothills by prohibiting the supply of county water to 
areas lying above a certain elevation. Effectively, this line prevented the city from annexing or serving 
the land west of its municipal limits. 

                                                           
1 Note: this section is based on “Growth Management in Boulder, Colorado: a Case Study”, prepared by J.Raismes, 
H. Hoyt, P.Pollock, J. Gordon, And D. Gehr, 1999 
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Once the city had adopted the Blue Line as an urban growth boundary along its western side, it began 
planning for its utility capacity to serve new growth. The city’s primary planning document was called 
the "Guide for Growth," adopted in January, 1958. It consisted of a land use and circulation map, a 
summary of basic studies, plans for circulation, land use, schools, recreation, central district and utilities, 
and action programs.   

Other early planning documents included "Boulder's Fringe Area Objectives" (1964) and "The Service 
Area Concept: A Program for Boulder's Planned Development" (1965), often referred to as "The Spokes 
of the Wheel." The assumption of both of these plans was to guide growth in the fringe areas, to 
prevent disorderly sprawl, through contracts for water and sewer service outside of the city's 
boundaries. 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan – a New Beginning City/County Cooperative 
Planning 
The adoption of the 1970 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan was important in that it set the stage for 
city and county cooperation and introduced the concept of staged urban growth in the Boulder Valley. 
The plan was primarily a land use and service area map which also defined future open spaces around 
the city. It largely placed the burden on the city to implement the plan through annexation and utility 
service policies, since the current plan was first adopted in 1977. Since then, six major updates have 
been completed: 1982, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010.  

With the adoption of the 1977 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, the city changed its service area 
concept to one that is based on staged development. It divided Boulder Valley into three service areas: 

• Area I, land within existing city limits, which were receiving all municipal services; 
• Area II, land eligible for annexation within the next fifteen years; and 
• Area III, land not planned for urban development within the fifteen year planning period. 

Also adopted was a land use map that specifically defined the type and intensity of land use. The county 
agreed to zone the unincorporated areas in a manner that was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Ultimately, in 1984, county staff brought forward a proposal to implement the comprehensive plan's 
recommendations through downzoning most of the unincorporated area of the county. Much of the 
county had over the years been zoned to various residential and commercial districts, and most of this 
rezoning had been done on a speculative basis, resulting in large areas zoned for urban uses and 
densities, but only scattered, and minimal actual development. The county’s rezoning of 25,340 acres in 
1985 and 1986 was a bold step in implementing the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, and is one of 
the major factors for its success. Both the city and the county have lived with a stable Comprehensive 
Plan framework since 1977, with periodic updates approximately every five years. The most recent 
update was in 2010. 

Successes and Strengths of the Plan 
By most measures, Boulder's growth management strategy clearly has been successful. It has helped 
preserve important elements of the natural environment. It has focused community attention on the 
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relationship between development and the infrastructure necessary to support that development. The 
sense that both the valley’s natural beauty and its urban form may be protected over time has 
contributed to the desirability of the city as a place in which to live and work. 

Unlike many cities that sprawled into the countryside, Boulder has created a sharp edge between urban 
and rural development. The definition of areas where services are provided allows a direct link between 
land use planning and infrastructure planning. The urban service areas also help to focus investment on 
redevelopment within the city. Through redevelopment of underutilized areas and infill development, 
the city has been able to capitalize on its existing public investments in infrastructure, and has 
transformed many of its corridors and centers into vibrant, urban places. 

The city’s coordination of planning efforts with the county is the bedrock foundation upon which all of 
these planning efforts have been implemented. The city and county have maintained relations that led 
to cooperative planning efforts from the days of the Boulder Regional Planning Commission in the early 
1950's to today. City and county cooperation has prevented leapfrog development patterns in the 
Boulder Valley and other problems that occur when governments compete with each other rather than 
cooperate. City and county cooperation also set the stage for the highly successful Open Space Program 
that to date has preserved more than 70 square miles of city open space land, with an additional 150 
square miles administered by the county. The result has been the preservation of two-thirds of the 
Boulder Valley. 

While Boulder has been successful in preserving a ring of open space around its borders and limiting 
outward sprawl, many working people now find it challenging to live within the city due to the high cost 
of housing.  Infill and redevelopment opportunities within which to retain some demographic balance 
are limited, therefore the city faces the challenge of making sure that the city's planning does not lead 
to social elitism and other unintended changes in the quality of life and character in Boulder, due to high 
costs of housing and other factors such as high levels of workforce in-commuting. The city has 
continuously revisited the question of balance between housing and jobs over the years, and has made 
adjustments to the BVCP land use plan in response. However, the dynamic between places to live and 
work is now a regional issue, as are transportation challenges, and Boulder will need to continue to 
engage with other communities as well as regional partners on this topic. 

Current Status and Policy Directions 
The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan provides a general statement of the community’s desires for 
future development and preservation of the Boulder Valley, and is largely a policy document. The 
principle of sustainability drives the overall framework of the plan. The sustainability framework 
contained in the current plan is primarily based on the Triple Bottom Line: environmental sustainability 
(energy, climate, agriculture and food, and natural environment); economic sustainability (economy and 
transportation); and social sustainability (housing and community well-being). More recently, City 
Council has adopted a comprehensive sustainability framework that is based on seven broad categories:  
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1. Safe Community 
2. Healthy and Socially Thriving Community 
3. Livable Community 
4. Accessible and Connected Community 
5. Environmentally Sustainable Community 
6. Economically Vital Community 
7. Good Governance 

The core components of the plan are: 

Policies: The bulk of the plan contains policies that guide decisions about growth, development, 
preservation, environmental protection, economic development, affordable housing, culture and the 
arts, urban design, neighborhood character and transportation. The policies also inform decisions about 
the manner in which services are provided such as police, fire, emergency medical services, water 
utilities, flood control and human services. 

Amendment Procedures: This section of the plan describes the procedures for various types of 
amendments to the Plan, including five-year updates. 

Land Use Map Description: The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Area I, II, III maps 
define the desired land use pattern for the Boulder Valley regarding location, type and intensity of 
development. 

Implementation: This section describes the various master plans, subarea and community plans that 
provide a more detailed framework for implementation of the plan. 

Referral Process: Establishes the referral process for land use and public improvement activities. 

Urban Services Criteria and Standards: Describes the urban service criteria and standards that are used 
to determine adequacy of services for land use and public improvement activities in Area II as well as for 
annexation. 

The most recent update to the plan, completed in 2010, focused on three areas: 

1. Sustainability policy changes throughout the document, with a particular focus on urban 
form/community design; 

2. Land Use and Area I, II, and III map changes, particularly the consolidation of Area IIA and IIB 
designations; and 

3. Process changes for amendments to the Area III Planning Reserve; these were ultimately not 
approved by the County Planning Commission, thus these changes were not included in the 
2010 update. 
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Summary of Preliminary Findings  
Overall, the plan contains a number of strengths that serve as a positive foundation for the update.  
These include: 

• A solid foundation in growth management and land conservation, with a track record of success 
that is widely supported by the community; 

• A long-term, successful track record of cooperation between the city and county in planning and 
implementation; 

• A compact development pattern with policy support for diverse housing types; 
• A comprehensive set of master plans, subarea plans, and other detailed documents that help 

implement the BVCP; 
• Regular updates to the plan (five years) to keep it current and relevant; 
• A multi-modal transportation network that is well on its way towards implementation; and 
• A wide range of topics related to sustainability and other contemporary issues to build on for 

the update. 

In addition to these strengths, we have identified a number of key themes for improvement to be 
considered during the upcoming update process. These include the following: 

• Include 21st century challenges and opportunities in the update, such as resilience, climate 
mitigation and adaptation, planning for energy needs in the future, and others; 

• Present the vision in a more compelling way;  
• Consider including outcomes and metrics to help track progress towards reaching the 

community’s goals; 
• Make the desired urban form of the city more clear, and illustrate it so that all can understand 

it; 
• Strengthen linkages to implementation tools and actions; 
• Clarify policies in key areas; and  
• Integrate resilience throughout the plan during the update process. 

Each of these themes is discussed in more detail in the next section of this report. 
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ANALYSIS OF CURRENT PLAN AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Introduction 
The following observations from the consultant team are based on our assessment of the plan, 
interviews with board members and city staff, and observing other community discussions regarding 
planning policy.  They are based on the personal experience and national research of the authors about 
best practices related to effective and cutting-edge comprehensive plans.  Our preliminary observations 
were reviewed in study sessions with city and county planning commission members and appointed 
officials, and our recommendations below reflect the input and discussions from these study sessions.  

Elements of “Cutting-Edge” Plans  
Based on our experience with plans that have been prepared in recent years, we believe that cutting-
edge, successful plans should include the following:   

Compelling Vision:  The plan contains a clear and compelling vision for the future of the community that 
is easy to identify and describe. 

Strong Rationale for Plan Direction and Policies:  Effective plans include strong, clear rationale for 
recommended policies and actions. Elected officials and citizens must understand why a particular 
course of action is needed or desired if they are going to support its implementation. 

Visually-Oriented and User-Friendly:  The plan should use state-of-the-art graphics and images as much 
as possible to depict planning concepts.  Maps should be legible and useful, conveying desired 
outcomes, not just land use categories. 

Contemporary Planning Issues and Opportunities:  The plan should also advance best practices in the 
planning and development fields for contemporary issues such as resilience and sustainability, 
neighborhood design and mixed-use development, partnerships and coordination, and social equity.  It 
is also important that plans incorporate such topics in compelling and meaningful ways.  

Integrated Approach:  The plan should serve to tie together other plans in the community.  

Clear-Cut Implementation Strategies:  An effective plan should include a clear set of actions and 
strategies to carry it out.  In many instances, elements of plan implementation can be carried out 
concurrent with the planning process, setting the stage for action and demonstrating early progress 
towards plan goals.  

Outcome-Focused and Include Measures for Progress:  Successful plans set clear, desired outcomes and 
include mechanisms for tracking progress. 
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Cutting-edge plans for communities integrate multiple aspects of a community’s sustainability goals 
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Key Themes and Areas for Improvement 
While recognizing many long time strengths of the plan, this assessment identifies a number of potential 
areas of improvement. Each is described below. 

Include 21st Century Challenges and Opportunities in the Update 
The plan has its origins in the primary challenges facing the community in the 20th century; growth 
management, containment of sprawl, and preservation of open lands.  In its current form, the plan is 
largely a land use and preservation plan, and has been so dating back to its origins in the 1970’s. The city 
and county are nationally renowned for achieving “best-in-class” results in tackling these challenges. 
However, the plan’s scope now needs to broaden if it is to serve the community’s current needs and 
challenges, and vision for the future. While many of these challenges and opportunities are being 
addressed in some way through separate initiatives, the 2015 update could serve to bring together 
many of these topics in a cohesive, unified manner. Opportunities include:   

1. Address new century challenges. While the plan’s core values and vision are still solid, a new and 
evolving set of challenges is now before the community, such as: 

• resilience and the dynamic and unpredictable pace of change 
• climate adaptation and mitigation and planning for energy needs of the future 
• equity, income disparity, and aging population  
• housing affordability  
• expand on local and regional partnerships to leverage scarce resources and plan to achieve 

mutual goals 
• the role of arts and culture 

Some of these topics can best be addressed through work that is now underway, such as the ongoing 
housing strategy and through efforts to integrate the City’s ongoing resilience strategy with the plan 
update process. Other topics will need to be addressed through other initiatives or alliances to address 
topics such as social equity, or arts and culture, which could be integrated with the city’s cultural plan. 

2. Expand systems and regional scope. In our discussions with city and county leadership, they noted 
that many of the systems that serve the community and demographic and growth influences that affect 
it (e.g., water, transportation, air quality and climate, natural systems, energy infrastructure and supply, 
population growth) have a geographic scope that reaches beyond the boundaries of the plan. With an 
increased emphasis on resilience, it may be appropriate during the update to consider these systems in 
their larger context, beyond the boundaries of the plan area. This will be particularly important to 
consider as part of the resilience strategy. Note that this recommendation does not imply that the plan 
needs to be recast as a regional plan; rather, what we are suggesting is that many of the built and 
natural systems that support the city are part of a larger regional framework that needs to be 
considered. However, it may be appropriate for some of the maps in the plan to be more regional in 
scale. 
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Recast the Document Format to Present the Vision in a More Compelling Way   
The plan contains many powerful and innovative ideas, each of which can lead the city towards a better 
future.  However, they are imbedded in the Plan document in a rather disconnected manner, not stated 
as a unifying vision with a clear, strategic structure.  Simply stated, Boulder has a great story to tell 
about its vision for the future, and we believe that the Plan is the right place for this to come together. 
We have found in our experience with other progressive communities that a cohesive vision can serve as 
a unifying element of the plan.  The Vision and supporting Core Values can be part of a strong section 
that can also stand-alone outside of the plan document, and serve as a guide for high-level policy and 
decision-making.  These relatively simple changes could go a long way towards unifying the plan update 
and enabling it to serve as a unifying document for the community’s development. Opportunities 
include: 

1. Make the format more user-friendly. The plan in its current form it is not presented in a manner that 
is a compelling read for much of the community, particularly non-planners, because it is heavy on text, 
contains few graphics and maps, and is organized in standalone chapters or elements that do not relate 
to a broader vision for the city. A fresher format that is more visually oriented, in addition to other 
recommendations outlined below, could help make the document more appealing to readers. 

2. Do a better job of telling the Boulder story. Boulder has an incredible story to tell – its past, present, 
and future – and the plan can present so much more in a way that is more inspirational and accessible to 
the broader community. This can help build a greater understanding of the purpose of the plan. This 
could include a retrospective section that explains what the plan has done to shape the community over 
time, and how its values have been maintained over the 40+ year history of planning in the Valley. For 
example, a graphically illustrated timeline of areas of land conserved over time would help give the 
reader a better sense of accomplishments related to the vision contained in the Plan. 

3. Convey a compelling vision. The plan and other documents (Sustainability Framework, for example) 
contain much that speak to the community’s values and vision, but this is not presented in a clear, 
cohesive, form that gives meaning to most people in the community. In the current form of the plan, 
there really is no identifiable vision per se. City and county leadership have told us that they would like 
to see the vision be more obvious and clear in the document. The community’s vision for the future 
could be more evident, setting the tone for the plan and carrying forward in some manner throughout 
the document.  Note that our recommendation does not imply that the underlying elements of the 
vision needs to change, but rather that it could be made more obvious and clear. Simply stated, the 
vision should set the aspirations of the community, and the rest of the plan should describe what it will 
take to get there.  

For Boulder, a new, creative approach to its vision might include elements of the past, present, and 
desired future in a series of “big idea” statements, including graphics and illustrations to fully convey the 
desired future vision.   
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For example, Portland’s draft Vision for 20352 (see figure below) is a simple narrative statement.  It is 
supported by seven key directions to achieve the vision, that help to frame up the rest of the plan’s 
content: 

1. Create complete neighborhoods 
2. Encourage job growth 
3. Create a low-carbon community 
4. Improve natural areas and open spaces 
5. Provide reliable infrastructure 
6. Improve resiliency 
7. One size does not fit all 

 
 

                                                           
2 http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/57352 

Source: Portland 2035 Comprehensive Plan Proposed Draft 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 21 of 91



12 
 

Another example is found in The Auckland Plan – a recently completed plan for Auckland, New Zealand3. 
Its vision is found in a section of the plan called “Auckland Now and Into the Future”. The vision 
statement is a simple one: 

Auckland’s vision is to become the world’s most liveable city. As the world’s most liveable city Auckland 
will be a place that: 

Aucklanders are proud of, 

they want to stay or return to, and 

others want to visit, move to, or invest in  

The vision; the outcomes (what the vision means in 2040); and transformational shifts needed to 
achieve the vision for Auckland are all contained in the simple diagram below. What distinguishes both 
of these examples from the BVCP is that there is a clearer link between the vision stated in the plans and 
the actions and outcomes that are needed to achieve the vision over the longer-term. 

                                                           
3 http://theplan.theaucklandplan.govt.nz/auckland-now-and-into-the-future/#b-1-the-vision-for-auckland 

Source: The Auckland Plan 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 22 of 91



13 
 

 

Use the Plan to Address Outcomes and Metrics 
The current BVCP is primarily a general policies plan. For the most part, the policies do not have direct 
and well defined measures of outcomes, results, and actions. While this encourages flexibility of 
implementation, it discourages public understanding, accountability, collaboration, and organizational 
learning. A written policy that can be interpreted as either supporting or opposing a proposed action is 
not a useful decision guide. For more specifics, one must look to the various Master Plans created for 
transportation, public safety, and other functional areas. While these other supporting plans represent a 
strong approach to implementing programs and policies, we believe that the BVCP could play a stronger 
role in integrating the various plans (see below, Strengthen Linkages Between the Plan and 
Implementation Tools) as well as by including a set of high level outcomes and metrics. In our 
discussions with city and county leadership, we were told that the current plan does not answer the 
question of “how are we doing” because it does not incorporate a process or have metrics to help 
answer that question in an ongoing manner. Opportunities include: 

 

1. Include outcomes and metrics. Planning has been defined as the transformation of knowledge into 
action. Contemporary best practices-based plans make this transformation possible by defining the 
community's desired outcomes and linking them to measureable metrics that assess the results of 
actions. Without outcomes and metrics, planning goals are abstract concepts without ties to practical 
actions. Experience shows that what gets measured gets done. 
 
Plans that bring together goals, outcomes, metrics, and actions have several benefits:  

• they make clear to the public how the community's planning vision will be defined, measured, 
and acted upon 

• they lay out an agenda for government decision-makers and staff in order to activate the plan's 
goals 

• they provide a basis for collaboration between the public and private sectors, including 
developers, neighborhoods, and non-profit organizations 

• they support learning and understanding about the effectiveness of community development 
strategies in order to adapt and revise them as necessary to meet adopted goals. 

 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 23 of 91



14 
 

The Imagine Austin Plan includes a number of urban form indicators that are related to proximity 
from residences. These include percent of households within a half mile of: 

• a full-service supermarket/grocery store (Livable) 
• a park or accessible open space (Natural and Sustainable) 
• an art/cultural venue (Creative) 
• a school (Educated) 
• transit (Mobile and Interconnected) 
• retail and mixed-use centers (Prosperous), and 
• medical services (A Community that Values and Respects People). 

 

2. Indicators for baseline measures and desired targets. Metrics are prepared on the basis of the 
community's goals and needs. They are stated in terms of baseline measures of starting conditions as 
indicators-- qualitative or quantitative measurement tools that allow comparisons of outcomes and 
changes over time among government units, projects, and objectives, and benchmarks that lay out 
desired targets (e.g., future objectives). Metrics may be derived from scientific or technical 
measurements such as air quality, as well as more general composite indices such as the ecological 
footprint. Increasingly, communities are not only publishing metrics report cards on a regular basis but 
also displaying them on website dashboards where the public can track the effectiveness of planning 
Initiatives. 

3. Opportunities for linkages to desired outcomes in master plans. Cutting-edge plans contain 
projections, outcomes and metrics used to set objectives and track progress. Linking these to maps and 
other visual tools would help convey and track outcomes in a more graphic style. Opportunities include: 

• include information about growth projections and land use information, to set a foundation for 
understanding the city's capacity for growth. This could also include information on growth 
rates, cost of growth, etc., as desired to support and inform the plan’s policy directions. 

• include high-level outcomes or objectives in the plan to provide stronger linkages between the 
BVCP and the many city master plans that are used to implement the BVCP (for example, the 
Transportation Master Plan and Fire-Rescue Master Plan) 

• create linkages to the city's budgeting process 
• set the stage for tracking progress over time (possibly through an expansion of  the dashboard 

being coordinated through the City Manager's Office) to reflect community trends as well as city 
performance. 

4. Integrate outcomes and metrics for each chapter of the plan. The updated plan could integrate 
outcomes and metrics into each major plan chapter, or in a combined section of the plan as part of the 
Action Plan. The 2010 BVCP states that the city and county will establish sustainability indicators specific 
to the Boulder Valley to measure progress in the health and well-being of the community, environment, 
and economy, including changes related to elements of sustainable urban form.  These could be 
formulated for the plan update, along with outcomes and measures for other plan elements, and be 
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added to over time as appropriate indicators are developed and vetted (see Best Practices information 
on metrics and indicators in section III of this report).  Fort Collins has implemented a Performance 
Measurement and Community Dashboard that integrates and displays a periodic snapshot of the 
community’s progress in attaining key outcomes (see figure below). The outcome categories are the 
same as the city’s performance-based budgeting system, as well as the organizing structure of Plan Fort 
Collins, the city’s comprehensive plan. The dashboard is a work in progress; as metrics are refined, they 
are added to the dashboard. Performance results are updated quarterly; the most recent results shown 
below are from the 3rd quarter of 2014. 

 

 

Illustrate the City's Desired Urban Form  
When asked about issues that the plan update should address, one of the most oft-heard comments 
from staff and city leadership was about urban form and the lack of clarity about the desired future form 
and shape of the city. While the plan includes broad policies and a narrative definition of “sustainable 
urban form”, it does not clearly articulate and illustrate what the desired sustainable urban form might 
look like, and how it might be affected and implemented by individual projects or public policies.  Words 
alone cannot convey this vision – the plan needs to use new tools to show what the desired outcome is 
(graphic images, pictures, perhaps 3d modeling, either city-wide or for targeted sectors).  This could help 
inform ongoing efforts to update the city’s development regulations and procedures, as well as provide 
a more clear picture of the types of change that are expected in the city’s physical realm. Opportunities 
include: 

Source: City of Fort Collins Community Dashboard, 2014 
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1. Illustrate desired urban form outcomes. A clear statement and image of the desired future urban 
form could help to inform public expectations and assist staff, decision-makers, and developers in 
judging the appropriateness of potential changes to Boulder’s regulations and ultimately built urban 
form. This could be done at several levels – visual models to illustrate build out of centers, prototype 
buildings and blocks, or perhaps visuals that conceptualize build out of sectors of the city, if desired.  
Auckland’s plan includes excellent examples of how visuals can be used to convey differing levels of 
intensity.  This could be particularly useful in illustrating that the various areas of the community may 
have different outcomes for their built form – that there is no “one size fits all” approach.  Urban form 
policies, with accompanying illustrations, could be prepared for prototypical districts, neighborhoods, 
and major corridors. As part of this approach, it would be useful to clearly identify and distinguish areas 
where change is expected (and desired), from areas that are expected to remain largely stable, with 
little change in their current physical form. The urban form policies should clearly illustrate the 
differences between transforming and stable areas.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The Auckland Plan (Auckland, NZ) uses 3D graphics and drawings to illustrate the desired urban form for 
different sectors of the city. 
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2. Consider reinventing the Future Land Use map to focus on desired physical characteristics for 
“places” rather than by land use type. One emerging trend in comprehensive plans is the concept of 
form-based or place-based land use plans. Place-based planning is a way to shape the future of the city 
by concentrating on the look, feel, form, and character of places instead of focusing on conventional 
categories of land use. In general, they are organized around “place-types,” the characteristic patterns 
of development that citizens live with every day.  Typically, they are built around three place-types: 
neighborhoods, districts, and corridors. This approach to a future land use plan is less concerned with 
the specific use of each parcel, but rather is more focused on the collective uses within an area to 
establish a “place”. This approach, if applied to the BVCP, could help create a stronger linkage between 
the desired physical form of areas of the city and the land use maps. As a relatively new approach, there 
are few examples of communities that have used this approach over time, since the completed 
examples are all recent. For more information on this approach, see section IV of this report – Best 
Practices for Urban Form. 

3. Consider including a structure or framework plan that illustrates how all areas of the city fit 
together. Many contemporary plans include an illustrative plan that conveys how various centers, 
corridors, open lands, and other community elements fit together. Depending on the desired usage, this 
could replace or supplement the Future Land Use Plan map. Portland 2035, the city’s draft 
comprehensive plan, includes an excellent example of a framework plan that illustrates the city’s overall 
physical framework (see figure below).  For Boulder, a framework plan approach could be expanded to 
illustrate the many systems that support community life, such as layers for natural systems and open 
lands; multi-modal transportation corridors, trails and pathways; community facilities (schools, parks, 
etc.); and neighborhoods and districts. This approach would reinforce the interconnectedness of these 
elements. 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Portland’s newly adopted plan update includes an Urban Design Framework diagram that locates centers and corridors 
(areas that are expected to grow and change) within the City’s physical context. 
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Strengthen Linkages between the Plan and Implementation Tools  
The plan should serve as the guiding document for the tools that are used to implement planning in the 
community. These include: departmental master plans and strategic plans; area and sub-community 
plans; priority-based budgeting that drives programs and services; and development regulations 
contained in the Land Use Code. In its present form, the plan does not clearly describe how it relates to 
the implementing tools. More could be done to strengthen and more clearly articulate this role for the 
Plan. Although there is a separate Action Plan document that was prepared as part of the 2010 plan 
update, it is not clearly linked to the BVCP. Opportunities include: 

1. Strengthen linkages to other plans and implementation tools within the Plan. Although the 
Introduction section and the Implementation section of the plan describe the various other plans and 
regulatory tools that are part of the implementing mechanism for the BVCP, it does not describe how 
they related to the policies contained within the plan. The BVCP is the place for the conversation about 
how all of the pieces fit together. The update could provide stronger linkages to the various master 
plans and other operational plans and tools, to illustrate more clearly how all of the component parts of 
the community’s vision and planning framework are integrated.  This could be done in a number of 
ways, such as a matrix that illustrates linkages and connections between the policies in the plan and the 
implementing plans and regulations and programs; an expanded section in the plan Introduction that 
more fully explains the relationships between the plan and implementation tools; or perhaps “bridge” 
language at the beginning of each chapter that describes the plans and other tools that implement the 
topics in the chapter. 

2. Increase the Plan’s focus on implementation by retooling the Action Plan.  In its current form, the 
Action Plan for the BVCP is prepared as a separate document.  It is structured on the seven themes of 
the Sustainability Framework and does not clearly describe linkages between the BVCP’s policies and the 
implementation items contained in the Action Plan. While implementing actions generally are contained 
in master plans and other documents as well as the Boulder Revised Code, it may be appropriate to 
include high-level strategies within the plan itself so that it serves as a unifying element, to show how 
the master plans and other implementing documents are linked to it, and how they serve to carry out 
the overall vision contained in the plan. Even if the Action Plan remains as a separate document, it could 
be more clearly connected to the vision, policies, and directions in the BVCP as well as to the overall 
directions contained in the master plans and other implementing plans and regulatory tools. The Action 
Plan could provide the direct linkage between desired policies and outcomes in the BVCP and the 
actions that are needed to be taken to implement them. The Action Plan could also identify near-term 
as well as mid and long-term strategies, and continue to be subject to a mid-term review to ensure that 
it is aligned with work plans and available resources.  
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Clarify Policies in Key Areas   
The plan contains a large number and range of policies. While for the most part they are clear and well-
written, users of the plan have told us that it can at times be all things to all people; that policies can be 
used to both advocate and repel proposed actions. Opportunities include: 

1. Make the intent of policies in key areas clearer. Sharpening the focus of key policies can help make 
them less subject to interpretation. For example, the Growth Requirements policy states: 

“The overall effect of urban growth must add significant value to the community, improving quality of life. The 
city will require development and redevelopment as a whole to provide significant community benefits, achieve 
sustainability goals for urban form, and to maintain or improve environmental quality as a precondition for 
further housing and community growth”. 

While well intentioned, this policy leaves a number of unanswered questions. What does it mean to add 
value, improve quality of life, provide significant community benefits, achieve sustainability goals, and 
maintain or improve environmental quality? The policy would be clearer if it specified outcomes and 
metrics for the desired qualities of proposed growth. Example outcomes could be a measureable 
increase in affordable housing and transit usage in new development. Target metrics could be an 
increase in affordable units and transit ridership in growth areas, both of which are contained in master 
plans and could be incorporated into the BVCP.  

A second example is the policy on Preservation of Floodplains, which states that: 

“Undeveloped floodplains will be preserved or restored where possible through public land acquisition of high 
hazard properties, private land dedication and multiple program coordination. Comprehensive planning and 
management of floodplain lands will promote the preservation of natural and beneficial functions of floodplains 
whenever possible”. 

While the written policy specifies the intent of floodplain preservation, it would be clearer if 
accompanied by a map of floodplains and their land use, including those areas already in public 
ownership. It would be more effective if it were integrated with the subsequent floodplain policies on 
Flood Management, Non-Structural Approach, Protection of High Hazard Areas, and Larger Flooding 
Events into one unified floodplain policy, rather than a series of separate policies.   

2. Address development issues at the urban edge. One specific policy area identified during initial 
discussions with county staff is related to development at the urban edge (i.e., in Area II) and update 
policies and regulations for these areas. As part of the update, the plan could include updated policies 
and regulations to govern annexation and the management of parts of Area II at the urban edge where 
development connected to urban services may be desirable, in order to clarify what form of 
development is appropriate, and how it is to be processed under joint city/county procedures. This 
could also include describing how the boundaries are determined, to clarify why properties are included 
(or not) in these areas. 
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Integrate Resilience   
Community resilience is generally defined as the ability of a city to bounce back after being struck by a 
severe shock. Another definition is the sustained ability of a community to utilize available resources to 
respond to, withstand, and recover from adverse situations.  “Evolutionary resilience” recognizes that 
community systems constantly shift between states of equilibrium. Under changing conditions, 
continual adaptation is required. 

Resilient cities aim for development that can withstand major disruptions without failure of critical 
systems; they are concerned with survivability, reducing impacts from future crises on their populations, 
infrastructure, and institutions. Sustainable cities aim for development that balances the demands of 
environmental protection, economic growth, and human equity.  They are concerned with 
intergenerational equity, meeting the needs of present residents without disadvantaging future 
populations. Resilience and sustainability are closely related; a sustainable city is resilient and a resilient 
city is sustainable. This interdependence shows up in overlapping goals, policies, and metrics of 
comprehensive plans. Opportunities include: 

1. Integrate resilience throughout the BVCP by leveraging the Resilient Cities effort. As the recipient of 
a Resilient Cities grant from the Rockefeller Foundation, Boulder is committed to develop its resilience. 
The updated plan could be an important tool in achieving this goal by addressing resilience throughout 
its policies and topics. Boulder has previously committed to becoming more sustainable. Both resilience 
and sustainability require foresighted planning, aware and prepared populations, and relevant outcome 
measures, though their main goals are somewhat different.  

2. Develop a new model for addressing resilience in a comprehensive plan. Boulder has the 
opportunity to develop a new model for incorporating resilience in the comprehensive plan, based on its 
own hazards and vulnerability. The model should recognize that a resilient city is a complex network of 
physical systems and human communities requiring combinations of apparent opposites: redundancy 
and efficiency, diversity and interdependence, strength and flexibility, autonomy and collaboration, 
planning and adaptability.  Because the most vulnerable populations are the weakest links in resilience, 
there is an opportunity to integrate hazard mitigation, economic development and social justice. In 
addition to traditional physical system hazard mitigation, Boulder could seek social and institutional 
resiliency by monitoring vulnerability reduction, building distributed hazard mitigation capability, 
developing broad  hazard mitigation commitment, operating networked communications, adopting 
recognized equity standards, assisting vulnerable neighborhoods and populations, and mitigating 
business interruption impacts. 
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BEST PRACTICES  
Introduction 
As part of the assessment process, the consultants prepared a set of best practices to help inform the 
update process by providing examples of what other communities are incorporating into “cutting-edge” 
plans for progressive communities. The topics below – urban form, outcomes and metrics, resilience, 
and action plans – were chosen to align with the recommendations contained in this report. Each best 
practices topic includes a general description; a discussion of applicability to the BVCP update; and 
several summary examples, with links for additional information. 

Urban Form Best Practices 
Urban form best practices focus on the integration of urban form and character into the realm of 
comprehensive plans, as a means of implementing a community’s vision for its desired built 
environment. One of the key issues for Boulder is how to achieve high-quality design that fits the 
context and scale of the different types of places in the city.  Best practices plans are focused on 
including standards and principles that make areas more livable, more vibrant, and more people-
oriented. These principles include walkability, connectivity, mixed uses, housing diversity, character 
protection, neighborhood form, and transportation alternatives, to name a few.  A sophisticated and 
nuanced approach is required, as there is no “one size fits all” solution. The Boulder community already 
has numerous excellent built examples of districts and neighborhoods that embrace these principles, 
including both historic areas (e.g., downtown districts and neighborhoods)as well as more recently built 
examples (such as North Broadway). The challenge is to integrate information about the desired built 
environment into the BVCP as a form-based “toolkit,” to provide both policy and visual guidance for new 
projects as well as redevelopment.  

Applicability to BVCP 
Boulder could adapt many of the approaches in the examples below as a means of better integrating 
urban form into the plan update. Including a framework plan with a series of overlay illustrations, similar 
to the concept contained in the Portland Design Framework, could help illustrate the linkages and 
relationships between the various elements of the built and natural environment. This would build on 
many of the concepts already contained in the Plan, such as centers and corridors, but would present 
them in a more interconnected manner. This framework could also be used to develop a series of 
character districts for each of the various place-types that would address and illustrate basic urban form 
characteristics. Similarly, the use of drawings, urban framework diagrams, visual models, etc. would 
reinforce the narrative objectives that are already contained in the Plan, and could serve as a guide or 
“roadmap” for the preparation of more tailored policies and regulations for the city. While some of 
these areas would continue to be supported by design standards and other implementing tools, the 
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urban form framework would help develop a greater understanding of the desired built form for areas 
of the city. 

Examples of Urban Form in Comprehensive Plans 
St. Albans, Vermont  

As part of an innovative approach to establish a renewed direction for this small community in Vermont, 
the city sponsored a charrette-based effort to develop a fresh vision and “toolkit” for the community. 
They developed a character and form-based toolkit that establishes a vision for the community; a set of 
character area directions and illustrations; and a toolkit for implementing the plan in a strategic manner. 

 
The toolkit includes a set of character area diagrams that are a good example of illustrating urban form 
policies in a visual manner, containing information on building character, configuration, setbacks, 
building/street relationships, and parking. For more information, see St. Albans Character and Form-
Based Planning Toolkit. 
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Portland, Oregon 

As part of its ongoing Comprehensive Plan update (see http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/57352), 
the city prepared an Urban Design Direction document, to illustrate how the goals and policies of the 
city’s draft comprehensive plan are supported by an urban design direction and framework. As stated in 
the document, the purpose is “….to provide a clear sense of what these design directions will look and 
feel like at the level of streets and neighborhoods”. In addition to describing the city’s physical evolution 
over time, the framework identifies current design issues and urban design objectives that inform the 
shape of growth and change. The five objectives include: 
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1. Create Complete Neighborhoods 
2. Plan and Design to Fit Local Conditions 
3. Connect People and Neighborhoods 
4. Improve Natural Areas and Open Spaces 
5. Encourage Job Growth 

The urban design framework outlined in the document (see figures below) is based on a network of 
place-types; centers, corridors, transit station areas, city greenways, urban habitat corridors, and 
employment areas. It also identifies a set of “pattern areas” – broad geographies that are defined by 
existing patterns of natural and built features, such as the central city, neighborhoods, and inner ring 
districts, and provides basic urban design characteristics and comparisons for different types of centers, 
corridors, and other features. 

Finally, the document includes a series of urban design framework maps that illustrate how these 
corridors, greenways, and other features are connected together to provide a basis for the city. While it 
is not clear from the document how these maps will relate to zoning, it does state the urban design 
framework materials will be used to help tailor more specific policies and regulations to better respond 
to each area’s unique natural and built assets and characteristics. 
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Flint, Michigan 

 As a part of its new master plan adopted in 2013 (see http://www.imagineflint.com/), the city of Flint, 
Michigan developed a creative approach to its future land use plan that focuses on a place-based land 
use map, based on the concept of place-making. The plan identifies 12 different place-types within the 
city. This approach was particularly relevant for Flint since like many communities in the Midwest, its 
population is shrinking and their planning effort is focused on revitalization and redevelopment of 
existing, traditional development patterns. One of the more interesting aspects of their approach was 
the development of an Intensity Wheel (see below) that illustrates each place type’s relationship to 
other place types with regard to development intensity and predominant land use. 

Each place type is described in the plan by a series of diagrams and illustrations to capture the intent of 
its land use character and attributes, along with recommendations for implementation. While the 
characteristics of the community are quite different from Boulder, it may be a useful model for a 
different approach to the community’s future land use map. 

 

 

San Francisco, California 

The City of San Francisco’s City Design Group was established in 2005 as a distinct unit within the city’s 
planning department. They focus on multiple projects within the city with an emphasis on placemaking; 

Flint’s recently adopted Comprehensive Plan includes a series of place=based districts that reflect 
character, use-type, and relative intensity. 
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urban design policy development; and design review. There are numerous examples of projects and 
supporting visual materials that can be viewed on the City Design Group’s website located here. 

Examples of visual materials prepared by the City Design Group that may be helpful to inform Boulder’s 
efforts to convey high quality and context-appropriate design include the following: 

Central SoMa Plan. The city recently completed a draft plan for the South of Market (SoMa) 
neighborhood, which is the bridge between the traditional central business district near Market Street 
and the burgeoning activity center of Mission Bay. While the seeds of the Central Corridor Plan began 
under the basic tenet of supporting transit-oriented development, planners recognized that managed 
growth could bring with it a number of tools to transform and improve the neighborhood. Infill fabric, if 
designed with high quality architecture and active ground floors, could increase visual quality as well as 
safety of the areas streets. The plan includes an urban form element that addresses design policies and 
implementation strategies, as well as extensive use of visualization to convey overall desired urban 
form.

San Francisco’s SoMa plan uses visual models to convey changes in the area’s built form. 
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Upper Market Community Vision. In 2007, city residents and planners created a community vision for 
the upper portion of Market Street. While primarily focused on the roadway corridor, it includes 
examples of the use of visual models to convey street character and building/street relationships. A set 
of accompanying Design Guidelines provides further examples of desired attributes of new development 
and redevelopment (see examples below). 
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Outcomes and Metrics Best Practices 
Outcomes and metrics best practices focus comprehensive plans on expected results, linking goals and 
actions.  Leading comprehensive plans provide explicit guidance to stakeholders, decision-makers, and 
the public about what to anticipate as a result of implementing the comprehensive plan. In some cases, 
the connections are strengthened by focusing the plan on a limited number of high priority goals, each 
linked to the community’s overall vision. 

Applicability to BVCP 
The current BVCP includes policies but few outcome measures or metrics. To facilitate implementation, 
the updated plan could add priority outcomes and metrics for each chapter, along with graphic 
examples of desired results.  In some cases, the outcome and metrics could be synthesized from existing 
Master Plans. In other cases, they would need to be derived from best practices and can be added over 
time. The important lesson from Imagine Austin and other similar projects is that the metrics and 
indicators program should be seen as an ongoing process, to be refined and added to over time.  
Austin’s program was designed with the anticipation that metrics would be added, deleted, and changed 
over time. Simply stated, it is not necessary to have a complete set of metrics for all aspects of the BVCP 
as part of the 2015 update. It is more important to get the program underway and set the stage for the 
addition of more metrics over time.  It is also important to develop criteria that are used to identify and 
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rate the suitability of metrics for use in a plan, to avoid using metrics that are inappropriate for this 
purpose (see indicator criteria for Imagine Austin, below). 

Examples of Outcomes and Metrics in Comprehensive Plans 
Norfolk, Virginia 

The Norfolk, Virginia, comprehensive plan, plaNorfolk2030  
(www.norfolk.gov) contains a vision chapter, eleven chapters 
each based on an element of the vision, and an 
implementation chapter. The element chapters start with 
descriptions of current conditions and expected trends, and 
then highlight key issues. They set one or more key goals, 
define desired outcomes, and list related metrics and actions 
for each identified key issue. For example, Chapter 2, 
Identifying Land Use Strategies, notes that Norfolk is 
essentially a built-out city and includes a single goal: Ensure 
that the type and quality of land uses will complement or 
enhance the community’s physical characteristics. An 
outcome for this goal is for future land use to respect 
neighborhood characteristics and meet the demand for each 
type of use.  

Actions include implementing residential land use categories 
that reflect existing successful neighborhood patterns with 
regard to lot width, structure type, setback, and vehicular use 
areas. Desired characteristics are shown described in text and 
shown graphically, illustrating footprints and visual types (see 

figure with Residential Mixed, Multi-Family, and Multi-Family Corridor).  Metrics include change in linear 
feet of un-buffered lower intensity residential land and more intense land uses, percent of development 
within areas with design guideline mandates that comply with design regulations, and others. 

Austin, Texas 

The Austin Texas 2012 Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan (www.austintexas.gov) links policies, goals, 
metrics, and actions in its chapter on Implementation and Measuring Success. For example, under the 
number 1 priority program, Invest in a Compact and Connected Austin, there are two goals; increase 
non-vehicular trips, and improve access to transit.  The metrics for the goal to increase non-vehicular 
trips are: transit-ridership numbers, number of transit stops, percentage of trips by biking and walking, 
and annual trips per capita The metrics for the goal to improve access to transit are: population density 
within ½ mile of transit stops and employment density within ½ mile of transit stops and high capacity 
transit stops. The Imagine Austin comprehensive plan calls for an analysis and assessment of indicators 
or metrics that can be used to measure progress after the plan's fifth year. Many of the indicators that 
were contained in the original plan were suggested and not completely scoped, and some were 

Norfolk’s new comprehensive plan expresses 
its design objectives in a graphic format 
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In selecting indicators to use for Imagine Austin, planners developed the following set of criteria: 
• relevance to the priority programs 
• staff resources  available to support data collection 
• information that can be used by planners and others when faced with decisions 
• measurable information, with achievable results, as opposed to anecdotal information 
• a tendency to show change over a relatively short period of time  
• reliable, consistent, and relatively free sources of data 

 

aspirational or not measurable at the time. More than 100 draft indicators were originally identified; 34 
core measures were selected as the initial set that could reasonably be used by city staff to track plan 
progress. While there is no “right number” of metrics for a community, experience has shown that 
generally, fewer, high-quality indicators are better than a large number of indicators that is hard to 
administer. 

 

Resilience Best Practices 
Resilience best practices in comprehensive plans are relatively rare because the concept of resilience 
has only begun to be applied to community development in the last decade or so. Attention has grown 
since Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans, the Tohoku earthquake and tsunami, and Hurricane Sandy in 
the Northeastern U.S. Current best planning practices focus on disaster resilience: reducing risk, building 
community awareness, and instituting recovery planning, often integrated with sustainability goals and 
policies, as described below: 

• Reducing risk takes the form of integrating hazard mitigation into overall community 
development policies and actions through directing development away from known hazard 
areas and strengthening vulnerable structures and facilities to resist disaster impacts.  

• Building community awareness takes the form of engaging citizens and organizations in hazard 
scenarios and creating neighborhood support networks to function in disaster preparation and 
rebuilding.  

• Instituting recovery planning takes the form of preparing a plan to guide decisions on recovery 
and redevelopment following a disaster in order to increase resiliency and to contribute to a 
more effective and efficient recovery.  

FEMA has published a report, Integrating Hazard Mitigation into Local Planning: Case Studies and Tools 
for Community Officials (2013) with fact sheets on Building Community Resilience by Integrating Hazard 
Mitigation into Local Planning. Topics include: Integrating Hazard Mitigation into the Local 
Comprehensive Plan, The Role of Local Leadership, Social and Economic Benefits, Planning for Post-
Disaster Redevelopment, and Protecting Community Infrastructure.  The report has case studies on 
planning in: Cedar Rapids, Miami-Dade, New Orleans, Tulsa, and other locations. 
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Applicability to the BVCP 
Boulder could follow the traditional examples of other communities in applying disaster resilience 
practices in its comprehensive plan, but it could also extend the resilience lens to cover other plan goals 
and policies. On the traditional front, the BVCP should add resilience to the natural hazards identified in 
the very thorough 2012 City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. It lists: as “highly likely” (happens 
every year) extreme temperatures, thunderstorms, lightning, windstorms, and winter storms; and as 
“likely” (recurrence interval of ten years or less) drought, West Nile Virus, hailstorms, and wildfire. It 
rates dam failure and floods as “catastrophic” (over 50 percent property damage, facilities shut down 
for more than 30 days, and/or multiple deaths), and includes a map of 100 year and 500 year flood 
hazards. A map of buildings in the 500 year floodplain shows that most of the development in the city’s 
central area is located there. All of these factors have significant potential impacts on future 
development, public expenditures, infrastructure, environmental preservation actions, and other 
planning decisions. 

At the same time, the BVCP update could develop a lens with which to view the city’s social, 
institutional, and economic resilience. This means asking “the resilience question” of plan policies and 
actions that affect disadvantaged populations, deployment of city staff and resources, and vulnerability 
to shocks stemming from potential economic breakdowns. This is a broad question with both tangible 
and intangible elements. For example: Does this policy increase our vulnerable neighborhood 
communication linkages? Does this program build our crisis response capability? Does this metric assess 
our ability to come back from the loss of a major element of our economic base? Together with its new 
Resilience Officer, Boulder can creative a pioneering model for formulating and answering the resilience 
question, based on its unique conditions and needs. 

Examples of Community Resilience in Comprehensive Plans 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Norfolk Virginia is susceptible to flooding from coastal storms and sea level rise. A Category 4 hurricane 
would flood the entire city and a Category 3 storm would flood about 70 percent of the city. Its 2030 
Plan (2014) includes resilience under its goals, outcomes, metrics, and actions for Environmental 
Sustainability in Chapter 6: 

Goal: Prepare for the consequences of natural hazards. 

Outcome: Reduced risk and increased resilience to gradual and catastrophic natural events. 

Metrics: Percent of properties in flood zone that do not receive a variance to waive requirements 
related to flood protection; area of wetland restoration projects; change in FEMA Community Rating 
System evaluation. 

Actions: The Plan includes many actions related to this goal. Examples include: evaluate impact of 
potential sea level rise when reviewing development proposals and in preparation of budgets; revise 
development regulations to respond to the impact of potential sea level rise; continue to monitor 
changes in tide data and its effect on flooding throughout the City;  ensure that all new development in 
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designated flood-prone areas complies with the City's flood protection regulations; ensure that 
residents and property owners in flood prone areas are notified of the threat to their properties; 
identify areas of the City that are particularly susceptible to inundation and develop a communication 
strategy to notify residents in advance of and during flood events; among others. 

Lee County, Florida 

Lee County includes hazard mitigation in the Conservation and Coastal Management policies in Chapter 
VII of The Lee Plan (www.leegov.com ).While it does not include a specific resilience goal, the plan 
designates a goal to protect the public from the effects of natural and technological hazards through the 
county emergency plan. It defines the hazards by reference to the County's Hazard Vulnerability Analysis 
and includes policies to inform the public, coordinate governmental emergency programs, protect 
natural systems and water resources, limit public expenditures in high hazard areas, and maintain a 
post-disaster strategic plan. The 2014 Lee Plan is a policies plan; it does not include outcomes and 
metrics. 

Action Plans Best Practices 
Action Plan best practices focus comprehensive plans on the strategies and actions that will lead to 
implementation of the plan policies.  Leading comprehensive plans provide explicit guidance to staff, 
decision-makers, and the public about what specific steps need to be taken to move. 

Applicability to BVCP 
Including the action plan in the BVCP would help achieve several purposes; reinforce the role of the plan 
as the unifying document among all of the city’s master plans and implementation tools, and provide a 
stronger linkage between the vision and policies in the plan and the steps to be taken to accomplish the 
desired outcomes.  

Examples of Action Plans in Comprehensive Plans 
Austin, Texas 

 The Austin, Texas comprehensive plan, Imagine Austin (https://austintexas.gov/imagineaustin) has an 
action program that is organized into eight priority programs that provide the structure and direction to 
implement the plan. The eight programs are: 

• Invest in a compact and connected Austin 
• Sustainably manage our water resources 
• Continue to grow Austin's economy by investing in our workforce, education systems, 

entrepreneurs, and local businesses 
• Use green infrastructure to protect environmentally sensitive areas and integrate nature into 

the city   
• Grow and invest in Austin's creative economy 
• Develop and maintain household affordability throughout Austin 
• Create a Healthy Austin program 
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• Revise Austin's development regulations and processes to promote a compact and connected 
community 

Each priority program has a lead department, cross-disciplinary team, community partners and a work 
plan that is reviewed and revised on an annual basis. Each of the programs is moving forward on the 
plan through a series of actions organized into five categories: education and engagement, internal 
alignment, regulation, capital investment, and partnerships. The city administration is also organizing its 
operations, core services, decisions, and investments around the priority programs in Imagine Austin. 
The eight priority programs are grouped into four topic groups as a way of further consolidating efforts 
in the city towards implementing the plan. 

The city charter requires that the Planning Commission and staff provide an annual report to City 
Council about the implementation of the comprehensive plan. The Planning Commission has just 
published its second annual report since the adoption of the plan in 2012 (see Imagine Austin 2014 Draft 
Annual Report). This is somewhat similar to Boulder’s mid-term review process, but is a more rigorous 
approach, with a detailed review of the Action Plan; metrics and outcomes; and a recasting of strategies, 
in a formal report that is prepared for the Planning Commission. 

Fort Collins, Colorado 

Plan Fort Collins4, the city's comprehensive plan adopted in 2011, contains an Action Plan that identifies 
high-priority actions and strategies for implementing the plan. The Priority Actions and Strategies 
outlined in this section are organized into three key time frames: 

• Immediate actions - Concurrent and ongoing with plan adoption 
• Near-term actions - Following plan adoption, all actions already funded within current budgeting 

cycle 
• Longer-term actions - Several years following plan adoption within the next budgeting cycle  
• The Plan Fort Collins approach is unique in that while it is simple, it is strategic, focused and 

prioritized, and all immediate and near-term actions must be funded to be included in the 
Action Plan. 

                                                           
4 http://www.fcgov.com/planfortcollins 
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WORK PLAN AND COMMUNITY 
ENGAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this section is to provide recommendations for the 
update to the BVCP, including public outreach strategies, and a targeted 
and phased approach to accomplishing the recommendations of this 
analysis. It suggests a strategy for how to accomplish the 
recommendations in the preceding sections of this report.  

During our meetings with city and county officials, we discussed that the 
2015 plan update may be narrow or broad in scope, ranging from 
minimal changes to the plan to a major overhaul of its content and 
structure, with a continuum of options in between. The direction to be 
taken in the 2015 update would depend on direction from city and 
county leadership, based on their perception of need, community 
priorities, and availability of resources.  

In general, most of the city and county leaders believe that the 2015 
update should not constitute a major overhaul, but should comprise a 
moderate level update that incorporates many of the recommendations 
contained in this report as resources allow and as the work plan for the 
update is developed in more detail early in 2015. Particular areas of 
focus that city and county leadership would like to see the update 
address include:  

• Clarifying and incorporating the vision 
• Make policies more clear and succinct 
• Incorporate more direction and visual clarification of desired 

urban form, particularly as it might provide more clear direction 
for needed development code changes 

• Integrate resilience throughout the plan; and  
• Include outcomes and possibly metrics to begin to move towards 

tracking progress towards the plan’s goals. 

Given staff resources and the multitude of other efforts already 
underway, it is likely that the update will be completed in phases over an 
18-month to two-year cycle.  Early in the process, staff should work with 

 

Agenda Item 6A     Page 44 of 91



35 
 

the Planning Board and City Council and County Commissioners and Planning Commission to establish 
priorities for the phasing of tasks during the update process.  

 

Work Plan Recommendations 
Based on discussions with staff to date, we recommend that the 2015 work program focus on 
foundational work for the update process. Foundational work will include: 

• Forecasting (land supply, population and employment projections) 
• Updating map layers needed for analysis purposes and begin work on 3-D mapping 
• Coordinating with resilience strategy foundational work  
• Develop initial concepts for plan formatting 
• Work plan for development of visualization tools for urban form element 
• Work plan/approach for integrating resilience into update process 
• Identification of potential outcomes and metrics to be integrated into the plan (from existing 

master plans and other sources) 
• Public engagement launch with community ideas forum (see outreach section below) 
• Invite applications for land use changes 

We also recommend that the foundational work for the updated vision and “Boulder Planning Story” be 
commenced as part of 2015 activities. As an initial step in the process, staff could develop a working 
version of these two elements to be reviewed at initial community forums. 

Subsequent tasks to be completed during 2016 would include: 

• Policy revisions and additions, including development of new elements as needed (see outline in 
section IV, above) 

• Mapping updates (including development of new approaches to the future land use plan and 
supporting materials) 

• Incorporation of metrics and outcomes into plan draft update 
• Preparation of draft BVCP document (in new format) 
• Preparation of revised City/County IGA 

 

Recommendations for Public Outreach  
Based on our initial discussions and meetings with city and county officials, it is evident that many 
citizens and other organizations will have strong interests in the planning process.  We recommend the 
city consider creative, focused ways to engage the community in the planning process, either in focus 
groups or forums on specific topics.  A targeted approach will allow for input on specific topics of 
interest to all at appropriate points in the process. 
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Our recent experience in dynamic communities like Boulder is that there is no single "best" way to 
accomplish a high level of participation by the community in planning efforts. Based on our discussions 
during the preparation of this analysis, suggestions to consider include: 

1. Public Ideas Forum: Numerous members of the community as well as city and county officials 
have suggested that an Ideas Forum be conducted as part of the kick-off activities for the update 
process. This could involve speakers as well as table discussions and exercises among attendees 
to begin a dialogue about the range of topics to be addressed in the update. Given the diverse 
range of views, we recommend that the forum be convened by an organization that is seen as a 
neutral party by most in the community or co-hosted by several organizations together. 

2. Educational Forums: Given the range of new topics and challenges to be addressed during the 
update, it may be useful to conduct a series of educational forums about a variety of topics. 
These can we recorded and made available via streaming from the website. 

3. School-Based Activities: Workshops involving youth can achieve two objectives. First, they bring 
a fresh perspective to the planning process, and second, activities involving kids often will 
attract parents who are curious about what their children are involved in related to planning. 
Recent planning events in the community, such as the Civic Center planning process, have 
already used this approach with a successful outcome by partnering with Growing up Boulder. 

4. Displays in Public Places: Ongoing displays can be placed in multiple locations around the 
community where people gather, such as the library, cultural institutions, senior centers, 
recreation centers, etc.  If resources allow, kiosk technology can be utilized to capture feedback 
on a range of topics. 

5. Robust Dedicated Website: Today’s technology-savvy community requires a well-constructed 
website for use throughout the process, as a means of gathering input and feedback on various 
ideas and proposals during the plan process.  Techniques such as "topic of the week," online 
surveys, blogs, and virtual meetings can all be used to raise awareness and generate interest.  
Web sites for plans often attract a different audience than the typical meeting-only based 
process-offering both can increase the range of participants and viewpoints heard.  

6. Neighborhood Groups: Both the city and county have established neighborhood groups that can 
be tapped for the update process. In particular, the groups that have formed to focus on flood 
recovery activities may represent a new pool of community members to engage during the 
process and coordination with new neighborhood liaison position.  

7. Creative Engagement of Business Community: In addition to the traditional focus on business 
owners, consider focusing on employees and in-commuters, using focus groups and employee 
surveys. 

8. Take the Plan to the Community: The most effective strategy for engaging hard to reach 
members of the community is to take the planning process to them. This may include senior 
living centers, schools, and places of worship (particularly important for minority community 
members). 
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RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE FOR PLAN 
UPDATE 
Based on the recommendations contained in the report, we have developed two possible options for a 
possible structure for the updated plan document. Our primary recommended structure assumes that 
the current 2010 plan structure will be maintained, with revisions and additions to incorporate new and 
updated material. As an alternative, we have suggested an approach that is based on the city’s 
Sustainability Framework. While resources and priorities may not allow the 2015 update to follow this 
alternative approach, we have included it for consideration as a possible direction for the plan’s 
transformation over time. The approach based on the sustainability framework may be particularly 
beneficial as the city’s priority-based budgeting process is fully integrated with the Sustainability 
Framework, and as the city’s metrics dashboard is implemented. This change would ensure that the 
BVCP, budgeting process, Sustainability Framework, and metrics dashboard were all in alignment by 
sharing a common organizational structure. The two outlines are included in the appendix to this report. 
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APPENDIX 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Outline, Based on Current Structure 
 
Introduction 

• History of BVCP 
• Boulder Valley Today and Tomorrow – Challenges and Opportunities of the 21st Century 
• Summary of 2015 Major Update – and what’s new (including resilience) 
• How this Plan is Structured 
• Incorporating Outcomes and Metrics (note: these could either be in each section or 

consolidated in Action Plan) 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Policies 

Section 1: Vision and Core Values (note: this would be the new consolidated Vision section) 

• Community Vision and Core Values 

Section 2: Built Environment 

• Growth Management (relocated from General Policies in BVCP chapter 1) 
o City’s role 
o Limits on physical expansion 
o Growth projections 
o Growth requirements 
o Jobs/housing balance 
o Framework for annexation and urban service provision 

• Intergovernmental cooperation  
• Partnerships with community organizations 
• Sustainable urban form (note: integrate current work on urban design, include visual 

materials that support and illustrate desired urban form) 
• Community Identity and Land use patterns Neighborhoods 
• Mixed-Use Development 
• Activity centers and corridors 
• Community Conservation 
• Rural lands preservation 
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Section 3: Natural Environment 

• Biodiversity and native ecosystems 
• Urban environmental quality 
• Natural hazards and geological resources 
• Water and air quality 

Section 4: Energy and Climate 
• Climate commitment 
• Energy Conservation and renewable energy production 
• Green building 
• Waste stream management 
• Sustainable purchasing 

Section 5: Economy 

• Strategic redevelopment and sustainable employment 
• Diverse economic base 
• Sustainable business practices 
• Job opportunities, education, and training 
• Fiscal sustainability ( new topic to address city revenues and linkage to budget) 

Section 6: Transportation 

• Complete transportation system 
• Land use integration 
• Air quality 

Section 7: Housing 

• Community housing needs 
• Housing choices 
• Affordable and workforce housing 
• Housing diversity 
• Growth and community housing goals 

Section 8: Safety and Community Well-Being 

• Human services 
• Social equity  
• Diversity and inclusion 
• Community health 
• Community infrastructure and facilities 

o Schools 
o Community facilities and services 
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o Parks and trails 
• Arts and Culture 
• Community safety and police services 
• Fire protection 
• Emergency preparedness 
• Public safety through design 

Section 9: Agriculture and Food 

• Support for agriculture 
• Local food production & access to healthy foods 
• Sustainable agricultural practices 
•  

Amendment Procedures 
• Procedures 
• Changes at any Time 
• Mid-Term Review Changes 
• Five-Year Review 

Land Use Maps and Descriptions (note: could include Framework Plans here) 
• Land Use  
• Open Space 

Implementation  
• Sub community and Area Planning 
• Master Plans 
• Trails Map 
• Action Plan 

o Matrix with all actions organized by element 
o Identification of priority actions  

 
Referral Process 

 
Urban Services Criteria and Standards 
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Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Outline, Based on Sustainability 
Framework 
 

Introduction 

• History of BVCP 
• Boulder Valley Today and Tomorrow – Challenges and Opportunities of the 21st Century 
• Summary of 2015 Major Update – and what’s new (including resilience) 
• Incorporating Outcomes and Metrics (note: these could either be in each section or 

consolidated in Action Plan) 

Section 1: Vision and Core Values 

• Community Vision and Core Values (note: this would be the new consolidated Vision section) 

Section 2: Safe Community  

• Community safety and police services 
• Fire protection 
• Emergency preparedness 
• Public safety through design 

Section 3: Healthy and Socially Thriving Community 

• Human services 
• Social equity  
• Diversity and inclusion 
• Community health 
• Local food production & access to healthy foods 
• Community infrastructure and facilities 

o Schools 
o Community facilities and services 
o Parks and trails 
o Arts and Culture 

Section 4: Livable Community 

• Sustainable urban form  
• Land use patterns (note:  land use categories and land use maps could be consolidated into this 

element or remain in a separate chapter as per the current plan) 
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• Creating and maintaining healthy and vibrant neighborhoods 
• Activity centers and corridors 
• Housing (integrate findings/policy directions from housing strategy) 

o Community housing needs 
o Housing choices 
o Affordable and workforce housing 
o Housing diversity 

• Growth Management (from General Policies in BVCP chapter 1) 
o City’s role 
o Limits on physical expansion 
o Growth projections 
o Growth requirements 
o Jobs/housing balance 
o Framework for annexation and urban service provision 

— Areas I, II, and III 
— Annexation 
— Provision of urban services 
— Phased extension of urban services 
— Utilities 

• Rural lands preservation and community conservation 

Section 5: Accessible and Connected Community 

• Complete transportation system 
o Transit 
o Roadways 
o Bicycle network 
o Pedestrian network 

• Land use integration 
• Air quality 

Section 6: Environmentally Sustainable Community 

• Biodiversity and native ecosystems 
• Urban environmental quality 
• Natural hazards and geological resources 
• Water and air quality 
• Climate commitment 
• Energy Conservation and production 
• Green building 
• Waste stream management 
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Section 7: Economically Vital Community 

• Strategic redevelopment and sustainable employment 
• Diverse economic base 
• Sustainable business practices 
• Job opportunities, education, and training 
• Fiscal sustainability (new topic to address city revenues and linkage to budget) 

Section 8: Good Governance 

• Engaged community 
o Collaborative approach to decision-making 
o Inclusive and accessible  
o Information accessibility 

• Effective local government 
• Intergovernmental cooperation (from General Policies) 

o Regional and statewide cooperation 
o Policy assessment 
o Collaboration for service delivery 
o Compliance with land use regulations 

• Partnerships with community organization 
• Sustainable purchasing 

Plan Amendment Procedures 

• Procedures 

Implementation  

• Sub community and Area Planning 
• Master Plans 
• Trails Map 
• Action Plan 

o Matrix with all actions organized by element 
o Identification of priority actions  

Referral Process 

Urban Services Criteria and Standards 
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Joint Study Session of Boulder County Commissioners and Boulder 
Planning Commission for Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 
Assessment and Scope – Nov. 3, 2014 
 
Board of County Commissioners Present: 

• Cindy Domenico 
• Deb Gardner 
• Elise Jones 

 
Planning Commission Members Present: 

• Michael Baker 
• Dan Cohen 
• Lieschen Gargano 
• Scott Holwick 
• W.C. Pat Shanks 
• Doug Young 

 
Staff and Consultants Present: 

• Pete Fogg, Abigail Shannon, and Dale Case (Boulder County) 
• Lesli Ellis and Jean Gatza (City of Boulder) 
• Ben Herman (Clarion Associates) 

 
P. Fogg:  Provided slides with background of the Plan beginning with the 1970s county zoning in 
the Valley.  He described the urban/rural set up - Area I, II, III maps, etc. and why the city/county 
partnership was created. He also provided an overview of the amendment procedures as 
articulated in the Plan.  
 
D. Gardner:  How was the gray (BVCP planning area) boundary determined in the 1970s?   
 
P.  Fogg:  Depends on the location of the boundary, but it is generally based on topographic 
features, the City’s “blue line” on the west, provision of urban services, other existing service 
providers’ boundaries like Left Hand Water District, etc.  
 
B. Herman:  Provided an overview presentation with consultant observations about the current 
BVCP.  It has more moving parts and applications than does the county’s Plan. Key observations 
prior to the City Council and Planning Board discussion included:   
 
1 – tell story better about the vision in the Plan 
2 – make Plan more informative,  graphic 
3 – opportunity to integrate efforts in Plan 
4 – articulate/define what a clear sustainable urban form is (city only?)  
5 – develop better linkages between p Plan and implementation tools  
6 – clarify policies in key areas 
7 – consider measuring outcomes via monitoring, indicator and metrics tools 
 
He also explained the possible Range of Approaches shown on a slide to update the Plan, from 
minor to more major, and stated that the city discussed an update effort possibly in the range of 
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about 2.5 on a scale from 1 to 5.  The city would like to modernize the Plan and develop stronger 
linkages to implementation and metrics.   
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Questions and Comments:  
 
P. Shanks:  Provide PowerPoints.  P. Fogg will send.  
The relationships between master plans and sections in the Plan is interesting.  Often it’s an 
advisory board that works hard on a master plan – has been done substantially in some areas and 
not at all in others.  What are consultant observations about how these work?   
 
B. Herman:  There seems to be a bit of an unevenness between topics and an opportunity to tie 
them in better with the Plan; some are very plugged into the BVCP while others are not.  Master 
Plans are a good tool to be able to address topics at a level of detail while keeping the BVCP 
approachable and accessible, less daunting.  
 
P. Fogg:  The county does not do area or topical plans in the same way that the city does except for 
in a few areas (e.g., open space or health).   Also, the county does not have the same number of 
advisory boards as the city.   
 
C. Domenico:  Metrics idea is intriguing.  What do they look like in plans that the consultant is 
familiar with?    
 
B. Herman:  Example of Transportation Master Plan that has dozen of metrics and a lot of data.  
Health care has metrics.  At BVCP level, it’s more about the big things that tell us how we’re doing 
overall – big picture.  From there, you can drill into the details.    
 
P.  Fogg:  County staff did a lot of research on this topic while preparing the Sustainability Element 
for the BVCP—mostly considering municipalities where this work has been done.  You can “over-
metric” a plan.  Santa Monica example had over 100, and it became difficult to administer; some 
didn’t fit together well or clashed or were hard to quantify/measure.  Reducing to fundamental goal 
driven metrics can be daunting, but it would be helpful.  Takes diligence and a cold eye to do so.   
 
D. Gardner:   21st Century Challenges and Opportunities slide identifies “Resiliency.”  Because of 
the federal money and interest in this topic, communities will be developing projects to fit the 
resiliency component.  Are the words sustainability and resiliency (or resilience) interchangeable?   
 
B. Herman/L. Ellis:  No, resilience is not a replacement for sustainability.  There isn’t a common 
definition of “resiliency” which is a problem in itself. Needs to be a new overarching concept to 
include in our thinking.  Ties to long term vision.   
 
C.  Dominico:   Long term urban services aren’t sustainable in rural areas.  Resilience is a useful 
new lens.   
 
B.  Herman:  Question for the Planning Commission and Commissioners about what level of effort 
should occur for the BVCP update:  do you agree with the city boards or have different thoughts?   
 
D. Cohen:   To do the full list of issues and challenges presented might be more than 2.75 on the 
scale.  We often don’t go the distance that it takes to make the full list happen.  Glad to see that will 
happen.  The definition of sustainability/resilience is the fundamental question – manage change in 
appropriate way – dealing with density and transit, etc.  Include the boundaries question – city 
boundaries don’t necessarily work with climate issues, etc.  Think a little bigger.  Sometimes there 
is a disjunction between how we count and or versus what our goals are. Example is we kept that 
car out of Boulder so we don’t count it, but the car and its impacts are still out there.   
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B. Herman:  Boundary – may want to address some of these ideas as a system.   Resilience is not 
quite as value laden as the notion of self-sustaining.  Communities struggle with how we define 
boundaries and limits.  Resilience is something people seem to understand a bit more intuitively.  
 
S. Holwick:  Resilience is less value laden. Everyone wants to be resilient.    
 
D. Young:  Like what Dan said:  do one thing or a few and do them well.  Liked the idea of focusing 
on the vision graphically so people can identify with the plan more.  That might carry the plan 
forward through updates to go forward as opposed to yet another thing that fell off the plate.  
Examples of urban form – if you could provide those graphics – options, that would be helpful.   
When people are afraid or don’t have a clear vision, they want or are more comfortable sticking 
with the status quo.   Need to provide a graphic that provides example of status quo, too.  Defining 
city’s urban form will influence the county a lot in things like housing stock, and (as a Planning 
Commission member), I’m not sure what county housing stock should be like—not sure county’s 
vision is solidly articulated either.  City could be a great proving ground.  Agree with colleagues 
about sustainability and resilience; they are not the same thing.  Systems approach might be a great 
way to look at resilience (i.e., need to be able to poke the system and have it bounce back.)  Really 
being sustainable also means being adaptive in the long term.  Sustainability means getting a 
comfort level with the long term vs. “now”.  Sustainability is a longer wave length than resiliency. 
 
E. Jones:   Commenting through the lens as a county commissioner, a Boulder resident, and former 
Planning Commissioner.  I appreciate the conversation about sustainability.  There’s overlap with 
resiliency, but they are two different things.  Sustainability is a desired state (more proactive), 
whereas resiliency is the ability to bounce back (more reactive).  Both are really important, and it is 
important to include both in the Plan.  Appreciate the conversation around topics such as chronic 
issues like poverty.  Urban form might be a bit disconnected from the county, but the partnership 
between city and county on land use and urban/rural is important on this topic.  The partnership 
only works if we can figure out how to make density acceptable in the city – rural can only work if 
density is OK’d.  It has always been a source of frustration that the Plan does not answer “how are 
we doing” because we don’t have process or metrics to address that question.  Could use the Plan as 
a barometer to help answer that question.  Give a shout out for regionalism – that is the single most 
effective aspect of the Plan, and I like that no one is calling that into question.  The BVCP is an 
example in the state, and many pressing issues are regional.  For instance, with transportation we 
have to think big (e.g., BRT, regional air quality, oil and gas emissions).  Local food is another topic 
the city and county have been addressing together.   Making the document more accessible and 
readable is a good idea; we especially need to do so to encourage the next generation to read and 
access the Plan.  We need to move to new technology – to get people to engage.  Finally, let’s 
acknowledge that every update always takes longer and more effort than we want.  
 
C. Domenico:  Visual piece and telling the story.  Visuals of photos of past and present, and 3D 
graphic visuals could really excited people.  Agree on resilience and sustainability components as 
well as metrics.  Would be helpful to look at clarifying policies around Area II. Transit routes – some 
interesting structures and facilities.  Question is how to bring them into the city, and is there a tie to 
affordable housing?  Economic viability.  Partnership is amazing and really important.   
 
B. Herman:  Don’t sell short what needs to be done or the effort it will take. 
 
P. Shanks:  Liked the comments about metrics – really important for setting 
baselines/indicators/accomplishment of goals vs. using lots of words.  Agree with the experience 
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with the Plan policies – it can be all things to all people.  It gets quoted at City Council or Board of 
Commissioners for or against an issue.   Maybe the definitions are not tight enough or enabling 
regulations don’t link tightly enough at the city level.   There may be a closer link between the 
County Comp Plan and county regulations, whereas in the BVCP, there seems to be less linkage with 
the code and regulations (e.g., grow paying its own way is murky in the city).   There seems to be a 
more clear vision for Boulder County (e.g., a series of urban centers with rural areas in between), 
which is pretty much what we have today.  Regional thinking is important.  Boulder gets accused of 
exporting sprawl – how do we reduce/minimize undesirable consequences spinning off from the 
Plan?  Think about urban form, urban centers.  How self-sufficient can we be?  Do centers enable 
transit so people don’t have to drive?  A lot of things like that need to be addressed.  Neighborhoods 
are important.  Right now the Plan doesn’t have much about them.  There’s a lot of annexation 
activity.  That would be a welcome addition to the comp plan.  Agree with everything that’s been 
said.  Pick some of the things that are important and create clear linkages to metrics and/or 
regulations.   At the county, we have been working through the Boulder County Comprehensive 
Plan (BCCP), and shortly thereafter there are regulation updates to reflect that Plan.  It might be a 
little simpler, but it does seem that the BCCP and regulations are more tightly linked.  For the BVCP, 
there may be some items in the Plan that don’t lend themselves to regulations. Maybe they should 
be identified. 
 
D. Young:   The BCCP does seem simpler, whereas the city and its interaction with DRCOG, etc., is 
more complicated.  With the county plan, it has been more like a rolling update, and we can see 
policy changes and regulation changes immediately afterward vs. going through a BVCP Five year 
trauma. This means some sections are less up to date than others, but that’s OK.  Not sure if that 
approach is applicable for BVCP.   It’s a pretty hefty document – daunting for anyone except the 
hardiest of planners.  The BVCP suffers from having people being a bit attached to policies – new 
language and policies get added, not taken out.  
 
D. Cohen:  Agree with Doug and reiterate what Pat says – update the Plan in a conscientious way to 
develop a cleaner link with land use code.  It is hard to use from a development standpoint.  The 
most useful thing about the Plan is the partnership between the city and county, otherwise it is not 
user friendly.  It has weak language in some places, and often gets ignored or pushed aside during 
an argument.  Staff will present a report to Planning Board – the process can be unpredictable.  The 
Plan should be a good basis for the code to implement the vision.  On the metrics side, metrics 
should be informative not prescriptive.  Be careful about drawing a hard line, but instead create 
standards that can evolve.  I concur, the document could be more user friendly.  County and city 
both have great GIS systems.  The BVCP could interface with GIS to provide access and information 
from large to small scale.  
 
M. Baker:  Picking up from there.  Regulations, standards, guidelines – adding that stronger link 
would help the Plan be more user friendly and would provide clarity and certainty.    
 
D. Cohen:  Everyone benefits from clarity in the Plan.   
 
P. Fogg:  Boulder County Healthy Communities annual reports – includes basic metrics and 
indicators.  As example of how a document can use some basic info.  As a primer – look at that 
example.   
 
D. Gardner:  The slide you presented with 21st Century Challenges and Opportunities – these topics 
are also very important to the county.  It would be a missed opportunity if we didn’t work on these 
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issues when we’re doing an update.   It is interesting observation that none of these are called out in 
the Key Observations list – are they implied?   
 
B. Herman:  Yes, at least two are implied, and a few of them such as resilience, climate and energy, 
and workforce housing are parallel efforts at the city.   
 
L. Ellis:  Yes, the city has talked about all these issues quite a bit. We will send you a more detailed 
summary from the city joint study session.   
 
D. Gardner:  Good because if we just focus on the “size of the breadbox” without the key 21st 
Century topics we aren’t doing our job. 
 
D. Cohen:  Be more proactive about these topics not passive about leaving it the same. Use the 
policies to drive outcome accomplishments, not just add more policies. 
 
L. Gargano:  If modernization is a goal, making the BVCP more accessible would help even if a lot of 
it doesn’t change policies much.   
 
B. Herman:  Next steps include preparing a consultant report and scope of work.  Plan launch will 
not start until early 2015.  If you have additional thoughts or comments about the plan, community 
engagement, or other topics please send them to Pete Fogg.    
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BOULDER VALLEY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN – Input from Oct. 14, 2014 City Study 
Session of the Planning Board and City Council 
 
Staff Presentation: 
L. Ellis introduced the project and consultants with PowerPoint slides. 
 
Planning Board Overview: 
A. Brockett provided an overview of Planning Board discussion on BVCP from previous board 
meeting discussions. 
 
Consultant Presentation: 
B. Herman and D. Godschalk provided consultant observations as included in the packet and the 
Range of Approaches, as follows: 

• Retain Current Plan/Focus on Implementation Tools 
• Minor Plan Update with focus on Vision and  

Policy Refinement  
• Plan Repackaging/Sustainability Integration  

and Outcomes  
• Major Update with Community/Partnership Process  

  
Discussion Topics: 
The following questions guided the council discussion:  
 

1. New Topics and Issues:  What new issues and opportunities should the 2015 plan update 
address? 

2. Update Approach:  What is the appropriate level of effort and community engagement for 
the plan update?  

3. Resilience Strategy:  Should the resilience strategy process and/or outcomes be bundled with 
the BVCP update? 

 
City Council and Planning Board provided the following comments and questions:   
M. Cowles:  Like the upper end of range of approaches for the comp plan update, because the 
community has had floods, fires, and seen increased focus on climate change.  The plan should 
address areas of the city that are less resilient and have more vulnerable people.  We should do the 
plan in line with the resilience strategy. It is surprising that the plan is not expressing the vision.  It 
is expressed with heavy text, and many desires without priorities.  It may be time for analysis 
related to outcomes.  
 
J. Gerstle: We have been well served by the plan’s vision and goals of existing plans, and it is not 
obvious that the vision needs attention. It makes sense to incorporate resilience, but it is not clear 
we need to redefine the vision.  It is appropriate to talk about it and ensure agreement. Focus on 
implementation is absolutely appropriate and most useful to issues raised by Planning Board.  
 
M. Young: Seems the plan does not have a correlating Master Plan to the built environment.  The 
text is good, but it needs visualization of the definitions.  Make it clear to the whole community 
what is appropriate. Do a minor update and focus on the implementation of the built environment 
section and then do code changes. Weave in resilience. 
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Consultant response:  The plan could include a more defined version of urban form definition (e.g. 
San Francisco or other examples).  It could be part of the plan or a separate element.  
 
L. May: The value statements are clear if you use it a lot.  I would not call for a minor update, but 
we need to an update with focus on vision and policy requirements. Roll in resilience. As part of 
that, a significant community partnership process needs to be incorporated.  Do a modest update and 
incorporate topics that have not previously been in there, and flesh out the built environment topic.   
 
S. Weaver:  Take a holistic look. The values are there.  The vision is there but is not clear to all.  
The update should be somewhere between minor and major. It needs an urban form component that 
gives more guidance – for both by-right and site review projects.  The climate goal that was adopted 
needs to be included and flow down to implementation.  If not we will miss our goals. The BVCP is 
the place to include big aspirational goals.  Add resilience and net energy goals.  Key is to show 
what goals look like to the community.   
 
A. Brockett: Focus on implementation tools.  Add prioritization particularly in built environment 
and outcomes. A separate built environment plan is intriguing, if it guides the shape of 
development, areas of city, different streetscapes.  Maybe not in this plan if it is to be done.  
Achievability of completing the built environment plan is a concern.  
 
J. Putnam: With plan repackaging, be careful not to lose what is in the comp plan. Policies are 
there, but there are holes in translation.  The plan needs a good definition of compact urban form.  
We have good understanding and policies to prevent sprawl.  With visual and graphic tools we can 
address urban form.  Take a hard look at urban form goals with the public, as people may not agree 
with text.  Then, look at implementation tools and outcomes.  Agree that resilience needs to be 
integrated with the plan to take it seriously.  This may mean that we have something rougher and 
less perfect that can be refined later, rather than wait. Get to implementation.  
 
S. Jones: Agree that the plan has served Boulder well. The values are solid – don’t rehash them.  
But, repackage to tell the story better.  Resilience is important.  Rough out the visualization piece 
where details will happen with other processes.  Other issues have been ripening in the community, 
such as arts.  The plan doesn’t really address, but people seem ready to embrace it more holistically.  
 
L. Morzel: Agree with plan repackaging, sustainability, and outcomes.  The comp plan is great. 
When I was a neighborhood advocate, it got me into planning and action. It will be important to 
integrate sustainability and resilience – they have to be done in parallel.  Don’t do much visioning. 
Sharpening and refining policies could help. It will be critically important to add implementation 
tools.  There is too much wiggle room from Planning Board approval through site review, and we 
need more certainty. Address the map changes.  Want to look at Area III – Planning Reserve and 
where we are going with that.  The last thing we want to do is to loosen our belt and go sprawling 
into Area III. We should not consider developing into Area III. Not something city should go talk to 
county about.  Discuss area II as well. Want to have time to discuss map.  
 
A. Shoemaker: Ditto to what Aaron said, including built environment. Allow the update to evolve 
culturally and reflect demographics.  There is a lot of change in the city – implementation tools are 
critical. If we do not have those tools, we lose opportunity to shape things as they are happening.  
Perhaps the vision statement needs more clarity. Improve the graphics of what is a wonky 
document.  
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B. Bowen: Agree with what others said. Address plan update at the appropriate level of light touch.  
Address urban form more deeply and sustainability and resilience. We have won past battles.  Need 
to be doing a deep enough revision to address current issues and get ahead of them.  
 
C. Gray: The report was interesting and I appreciate the consultant observations. A process with 
resilience integrated into the comp plan update makes sense. Use the new neighborhood liaison to 
have a real involved process in the community.  Community partnerships are important in Boulder 
(e.g., with major employers, university, labs, art and culture).  Not so much about growing the 
community but understanding the needs of those partners.  
 
T. Plass: The bones of the plan are strong. We may be too close to see that the vision is not clear. 
It’s worth looking at how to make it clearer.  Tie in resilience – it’s the next really important thing.  
Would like to also see local food as part of implementation, as it is currently aaspirational, but we 
need to get more specific.  Another more detailed topic is to incorporate better cellular coverage in 
our community, as it is a safety issue and desired by the community.   
 
M. Appelbaum:  Agrees with Tim and John, and would like to address built environment, possibly 
as a master plan or separate element.  Concerned we might focus on built form too much, and it will 
slow down the process.  The comp plan is not just a land use plan – that is what people see, but it is 
much more than that, and we should remind people it is more.  Other sections probably need some 
revision and updating to get them more in sync with other plans.    Sometimes, the land use drives 
other things and sometimes it’s the other way around. Resilience is like that as well. Map is a 
working component but not the only thing.  Not sure about prioritizing goals.  Despite the ability to 
use policies to justify anything, that may not be a bad thing, as we can’t always have it all.  Projects 
(on project-by-project basis) cannot be expected to solve all the problems. A giant battle about 
ranking the goals will not get us far.  Sort out the detailed needs in area plans.  Regional is 
important, but not just for partnerships.  Boulder is part of a bigger metro area.  The way we look at 
implications and the way we measure things is important.  We cannot just look at how things affect 
Boulder. Regional impacts need to be considered, in how we measure (e.g., housing).  We need to 
consider “if it weren’t here what would that mean?” We need a full and accurate picture of not just 
Boulder’s sustainability but the sustainability of the region.  
 
G. Karakehian: Minor update rather than major.  Agree with other comments.  Update and 
modernize, but not interested in seeking a major work effort.  The plan works and needs fine tuning.  
 
L. Payton: Part of the reason we have so little community engagement is because we average 
across the community.  We should have a section on neighborhoods (e.g., a couple of pages per 
neighborhood). Get people involved to describe and set vision for the future, identify ways they are 
vulnerable, resilient, sustainable, or could be more sustainable.  It would get people involved and 
thinking about it.  Policies are too generic and that creates distance between people and the plan.   
 
M. Young: Would like to reiterate support for the arts.  Resilience it has the potential to weave into 
other areas also.  Also, like Liz’s idea of defining neighborhoods and having them define 
themselves.  
 
S. Jones: Agree with Tim on local food; it fits with resilience.   
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G. Karakehian:  Agree with review of maps – confirm they still reflect what we want them to. 
Value of neighborhood planning in general should be stressed – neighborhood plans indicate what 
may be expected of individual developments.   
 
S. Weaver: Like idea of a very light touch of neighborhood plans – preparation for that could be 
useful.  Not going to get so many area plans in the next five years.  
 
L. May: Reinforce maps and neighborhoods. As we look at developing neighborhood plans, we 
need to look at growth and development pressures and the question of growth paying its own way.   
 
M. Appelbaum:  Neighborhood plans are not where the action is.  They have almost no changes 
unless we started some real rezoning or increase in density. Not saying I am in agreement with no 
changes, but we need to focus on where change is happening and where it is likely to change.  For 
most neighborhoods, very little is happening.  For areas where things are changing, that might be 
helpful, but that is different than the conversation we’re having. Neighborhood planning could 
spread us too thin.   
 
T. Plass:  Agrees that the neighborhood planning idea by Liz has merit. It gives the residents more 
buy-in, engagement.  There is value to calling out neighborhood and having pride in where they 
live.   
 
M. Appelbaum:  Need to address scope of what is possible.  
 
L. Morzel:  Agrees with Tim that neighborhoods could help create better social fabric (e.g., flood 
resulted in people getting to know each other).  Buy-in to the comp plan is important. It isn’t just 
land use.   
 
Consultant summary:  Common themes tonight are middle range of level of effort; integrate 
sustainability and resilience; not a redefining of vision, but clarify policies in some cases and make 
the plan more graphic.  Explore integrating metrics and outcomes, and add new or emerging topics, 
such as built environment clarification.   
 
NEXT STEPS  
 
David Driskell closed the meeting by highlighting the following next steps: 

• Consultant will provide recommendations related to Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
Assessment and thoughts on process and scope. 

• Our goal is to get suggestions to you on work plan prioritization and options in advance of 
your January retreat.  

• Didn’t hear concerns around new thinking about engagement strategy for Comprehensive 
Housing Strategy. We will move to implement.   

• Victor Dover is now planned for Dec. 9 with City Council as part of Design Excellence 
Initiative. 
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 Approved Transportation Advisory Board Summary from Oct. 13, 2014 Discussion of 
BVCP 2015 Update 

 
Name of Board/ Commission:  Transportation Advisory Board 
Date of Meeting: 13 October 2014 
Board Members Present: Daniel Stellar, Zane Selvans, Jessica Yates, Dom Nozzi, Andria Bilich 
Agenda Item 6: Staff briefing and TAB input regarding scoping for Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Update 
       
Lesli Ellis presented the item. 
A PowerPoint was presented for this item. 
 
Executive Summary from Packet Materials: 
 
Attached for review and input from the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) is a draft memo to City Council and 
Planning Board prepared for the joint Study Session regarding the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) 
Update.  Also included as attachments are comments received to date from Planning Board, stakeholder interviews, and 
consultant observations. 
 
The purpose of this study session is to review the 2015 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update assessment 
and scoping process; provide information for feedback from interviews and boards regarding ways to make the plan 
more effective, strategic, and aligned with other outcomes; note the parallel resilience strategy; and seek feedback 
regarding issues and options for the 2015 Major Update of the BVCP.  
 
Staff will available to discuss the BVCP memo and comments received to date as well as seek input from TAB during 
the October 13 board meeting.  Input from TAB will be incorporated into the presentation materials shared with City 
Council and Planning Board on October 14. 
 
Board discussion and comments included:                                                                                                   
 

1. What new issues and opportunities should the 2015 plan update address? 
• Comments regarding striving to be a graphics based plan to inspire audience 
• Comments for using plan to move toward more form-based zoning, away from conventional use-

based zoning 
• Suggestions for urban to rural transect visions to provide for all travel choices for 5 and 15 minute 

neighborhoods. 
• Comments on creating housing for families to reduce in-commuter trips 

 
2. What is the appropriate level of effort and community engagement for the plan update? 

• Comments regarding a complete overhaul of the comp plan with the community involved should be 
tackled now. 

• Comments regarding plan update can be helpful in looking at conflicts between goals. 
• Comments regarding all individual plans, housing, trans etc.. The community doesn’t have 

opportunity to provide feedback, not tethered to other plans. Community engagement will bridge the 
plans and information together.  

 
No board action beyond input is requested at this time.  
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Environmental Advisory Board Discussion  
about Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Update 

 
October 1, 2014 
 
Environmental Advisory Board Members Present: Mara Abbott, Tim Hillman, Morgan 
Lommele and Brad Queen. 
 
SUMMARY:   

• The board indicated that the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan is a high-level vision 
document that includes the community’s sometimes-conflicting values, but lacks strategic 
structure and fails to address where Boulder is headed as a city in terms of growth and 
sustainability.  

• Instead of requesting community feedback on the Comprehensive Plan, the board 
suggested holding facilitated community meetings to discuss specific topics such as the 
vision of Boulder, energy, resilience, housing and more. It was believed that people may 
be more inclined to discuss specific issues instead of the entire framework of the plan. 

• While gathering community feedback the board suggested using questions that will result 
in measurable, concrete answers that are not ideological in nature. 

• The main questions that should be addressed are questions around sustainability of 
resources and growth and how to balance the two as well as resilience and how our 
community should respond to anticipated and unanticipated stressors.  

• The board noted the importance of integrating resilience into our sustainability efforts 
and developing terminology that is more widely understood. The board suggested using 
the flood to illustrate the importance of resilience and as a way to build awareness of the 
impacts of less concrete issues like climate change. 

• The board recommended actively utilizing organizations like Better Boulder, Open 
Boulder, Plan Boulder, etc. to convene community engagement events through which the 
city could gather valuable feedback on issues, values and priorities. BVSD could be a 
valuable resource to encourage the next generation to discuss these issues. 

• Consider using scenario planning as a way to help make the future options more tangible 
and provide more concrete alternatives for the community to consider and use to create 
recommendations.  
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Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan – 2015 Update  
Boulder Planning Board – Summary of Key Points (September 18, 2014) 

 
The Boulder Planning Boulder showed support for the following ideas regarding the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Update in 2015.  
 
Format of the Plan 
 
Recognition of its Strengths: 
 

• It includes great aspirational statements and provides an overview of the community (e.g., built 
environment, energy, community well-being).  Many use it to learn about the community.   

• Our partnership with the county and 4-body review provides our only link to regionalism.  

Areas for Improvement: 

1. Improve the format:   Ideas include using graphics and illustrations to convey ideas.  Make it 
more concise, less wordy, lots of visuals. 

2. Tell the Boulder planning story better:  For instance, include a retrospective (e.g., what the plan 
has done to shape this community, and what if we hadn’t had the plan) 

3. Broaden its topics to reflect inclusive community ideas:  Important to be inclusive in the plan, 
beyond land use.  (some topics noted below) 

4. Sharpen its policy focus:  Provide community guidance on priorities.  
5. Include metrics:  Roll in existing and new metrics related to land use, climate/energy, etc.  
6. Partnerships:  continue to build partnerships with CU, federal labs, and other important 

institutional and regional partners.    
7. Bridge to Implementation:  Provide a bridge between the plan’s vision statements, policy, and 

implementation tools (e.g., between land use and zoning) should be strengthened.   Make land 
use map definitions more specific and clear, and link site review criteria with the plan. Address 
form 

8. Clarify density and design:  Define how urban, compact, etc., and what level of quality as 
defined through a community conversation.  Address form-based design. 

Current Issues to be addressed 

1. Workforce housing 
2. Public art, art, and culture 
3. Sustainability goals (integration) 
4. Impacts on government services - community facilities and services (e.g., library, etc).  More 

specificity about offsetting/mitigating impacts. 
5. Regional system and partnerships  
6. Local food 
7. Energy and municipalization 
8. Carrying capacity 
9. Settling  planning reserve questions such as Hogan Pancost 
10. Regenerative design vs. greenfield design 
11. Resilience  
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How Resilience Strategy Might Relate to the BVCP Update 

1. Coordinate resilience strategy and BVCP, at least at high level and for public process, but do not 
sideline resilience.   

2. Let resilience implementation actions move forward without being tied to the plan.   
3. Determine where vulnerable populations can best be accommodated (e.g. reserve land for 

community identified needs). 
4. Address communication strategies (e.g., between city and population, or within neighborhoods), 

as an important part resilience that could also be addressed through the plan.  This is especially 
relevant during floods, fires, etc. 

Community Engagement Process Ideas  

1. Educate the community about the plan. Start out with some common information (e.g., “Comp 
Plan 101” sessions). Public forums to set the foundation, via speakers. 

2. Consider producing a series of short, snappy videos – educate the community in different ways. 
3. Reach out to people not ordinarily engaged (e.g., Mobile home parks, Neighborhood 

associations) 
4. Talk about how the plan actually affects people’s lives – those not interested in zoning, etc. 

Illustrate what it means to people.  
5. Visualization is really important as part of the outreach process.  
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Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Assessment and Update Process 
Summary of Comments from Interviews – Fall 2014 

 
Following is a summary of comments received from a series of interviews and meetings conducted by 
the consultants and staff in fall 2014. During the course of these interviews, the consultant/staff team 
members met with city staff from a broad range of service areas, including staff from Public Works, 
Finance, Fire, Police, City Manager’s office, Community Planning and Sustainability, Energy Future, 
Human Resources, Communications, Housing, Transportation, Environment and Ecology, Open Space, 
Parks and Recreation, and Utilities, as well as Boulder County staff. They also met with the City’s Master 
Plan Coordination Committee; Ecological Planning team staff; and Growing up Boulder staff; members of 
the Arts Commission; Downtown Management Commission; and Open Space Board.  

During the interviews, staff and consultants posed a consistent set of questions to obtain a wide range 
of input in a consistent manner. Topics discussed included the following: 

1. Plan Usage and Awareness - How do you currently use the Comprehensive Plan? How would you 
like to use it in the future, once updated? How widely do you think that the plan is understood 
and used by the community? 

2. Content - What are the strengths of the current plan? What are things in it that are rock solid, 
must remain – format, content, process? What could be improved (format, content, process)?  

3. Issues to be Addressed - What are some of the issues facing the community that you think the 
plan update needs to address? 

4. Update Process - Do you have any ideas for creative ways to engage the community in the 
update process itself? Any organizations or sectors of the community that you think are 
particularly important to reach out to? 

 
The following is a summary of feedback received from the meetings and interviews, organized in the 
same manner as the questions above. 

 
1. Plan Usage and Awareness  

• Usage of the Plan varies widely. Usage of the Plan varies, depending on the role that staff 
or board members play in the city organization. Those involved in development review use it 
regularly as an implementation tool – to provide direction regarding development projects, 
or to justify actions or support actions they are about to take as a city.  Some use it as more 
of a “vision” document, to see if what they are proposing is consistent with the city’s overall 
direction. Some departments acknowledged that they have little knowledge of the plan, and 
do not see it as integral to their work. Many would like to see the Plan have more relevance 
to what they do – to see it serve as more of a “unifying” document, particularly for those 
service areas that rely on a Master Plan to guide their efforts. 

• Awareness of the Plan among the general community is perceived as low. With the 
exception of Planning Board and City Council members, the development community, and a 
small number of planning-oriented citizens (many of whom date back to the initial growth 
management/land preservation efforts in the 1970s), most feel that the Plan is not widely 
understood or perceived as relevant to most residents or businesses. However, many think 
the community has a good understanding of and support for the Plan’s core values (e.g., 
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growth boundary, land preservation, focus on transportation choices, etc.) even if they do 
not know that those concepts are contained in the Plan. 

• The Plan gets used by the community to support (or repel) proposed development 
activities. Many noted that the Plan’s policies tend to be used by the public as either a 
sword or shield, depending on whether they support or oppose a proposed action. 
 

2. Plan Content 
a. Plan Strengths 

• Growth Management/Service Area concept is seen as “rock-solid”. There is 
widespread understanding and support for the Plan’s focus on containing urban 
growth where it can be served and preserving rural areas and open lands. 

• Core Values (sustainability, city/county cooperation, environmental stewardship, 
multi-modal transportation, etc.) are widely supported. Most believe that these 
values are widely supported and must remain as part of the Plan’s foundation. 

• Policies are generally clear and well-founded. However, as noted below, many 
believe that there are opportunities to clarify the Plan’s policies. 

b. Areas for Improvement 
• More focus on implementation. Many think the Plan is weak on implementation 

and actions. 
• Clarify Policies. The Plan’s policies in key areas (e.g., urban form, density) could be 

sharpened to make the intent of the policies clearer. (One comment - “dial up 
enough detail so that 90% of people will agree on what it says”.) 

• Strengthen connections to the university and other partners. Partnerships are seen 
as critically important to the community, yet they are not broadly addressed in the 
Plan. 

• Update the format and content to make the Plan more community-friendly. Many 
think the Plan is too much of a “planner’s plan”, and would like to see it repackaged 
in a way that would make it more accessible to the broader community. This could 
include a stronger vision, as well as a retrospective on how the city has gotten to 
where it is through planning.  Do more physical, geographic planning (more about 
form and character), less narrative. 

• Stronger linkage to City Master Plans. Many city departments rely on a Master Plan 
for their guidance and direction, and see an opportunity to strengthen ties between 
the Plan and their Master Plans, with the BVCP containing high-level actions and 
strategies to help integrate the Plan and Master Plans. Have a less piecemeal 
approach to planning in general.  

• Add Metrics and Outcomes. While opinions vary on this topic, many think the Plan 
should set the foundation for the city’s increasing efforts to set outcomes and track 
progress and build on the c measures that are currently in the Plan (e.g., urban 
service criteria) or in master plans (e.g., Transportation Master Plan, Fire Master 
Plan, and Parks and Recreation Master Plan). Some think metrics should be 
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contained in the Master Plans, and that the Plan should set high-level goals and 
outcomes.  

• Integrate the Sustainability Framework into the Plan. The Sustainability Framework 
is seen as an increasingly important tool for the city. While it is mentioned, it is not 
yet fully integrated into the Plan. However, city departments are beginning to use 
the Framework as a basis for Master Plan updates and the City Manager’s office is 
using it for performance metrics. 

• Regional Mapping and Thinking.  The plan’s maps stop at the borders and many of 
the policies do not stretch beyond the current limits, but the urban area influences 
areas around it and regional factors have bearing on the city.   
 

3. Issues to be Addressed 

As may be expected, the interviews identified a wide range of issues that the update might 
address. These are listed below (in alphabetical order): 

• Arts and culture – little mention in current plan. 
• Climate  – action, adaptation, mitigation 
• Density/urban form – identified as a top issue by many; define what we mean by 

sustainable urban form. 
• Disruptive change – shift focus of plan from growth management to new challenges (e.g. 

climate). How to be more adaptive, dynamic, and fluid? 
• Economic development – does it need a reset? 
• Energy Future – needs to be considered in the Plan. 
• Fiscal health – linkage with budget, capital projects, tracking fiscal health and outcomes. 
• Inclusivity/income disparity – equity issues around income, public health, access, diversity, 

and wealth that can be passed to future generations. 
• Resilience –with two fires, a flood, and a recent recession, resilience is an important topic. 
• Workforce and affordable housing – in conflict with high economic levels and in short 

supply. 
• Youth issues – interaction with nature, places for teens to “hang,” independent mobility 
• “15-Minute” Neighborhoods – transition of neighborhoods over time; Where? How? How 

much?  
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4. Community Outreach Ideas 

There is widespread support for transparent, inclusive, meaningful input from the community, 
and a variety of ideas were expressed about how to accomplish authentic participation. These 
are listed below: 

• Develop a Process Committee to sort through and prioritize best ideas for community 
engagement, including ideas below.  

• Tap into neighborhood groups organized as part of flood recovery efforts. This was 
mentioned as a way to involve many who would not typically be involved in planning-related 
topics.  Also the Long Term Flood Recovery group might be a good resource.  

• Look to recent successful planning efforts (i.e., Transportation Master Plan, Civic Area 
Plan) for ideas that worked. Both of these recent efforts were mentioned by many as 
having using creative new approaches to citizen engagement – both web-based as well as 
activity-based, storefront workshops and gong to where the people are. TMP storefront 
workshops were seen as particularly effective, as were youth workshops organized by 
school district, university, and the city. 

• Look to some older successful planning efforts. North Boulder Subcommunity Plan was a 
citizen-driven project that is also seen as having been successful for its day.   

• Use creative ways to engage the business community. Look to engage business owners, but 
also employees and in-commuters or day population. Consider focus groups, employee 
surveys that focus on economic policies. 

• Traditional meetings/open houses not seen as very effective. These events tend to attract 
relatively small attendance (unless focused on controversial topics) and provide low return 
on investment. 

• Make the Plan “real” to people. Focus on real, concrete examples with visual tools for 
people to understand how changes to the Plan might affect them.  

• Consider a community-wide kick-off event or forum. Bring people together from different 
backgrounds and interests at the start of the process, to generate discussion and interest in 
update topics. 

• Go to where people are and work with trusted groups. Rather than organizing events and 
expecting the community to come out for them, go to where they are – senior living centers, 
schools, places of worship (particularly important for minority communities).  Touch base 
with organizations, including but not limited to:  Better Boulder, Boulder Chamber, New Era, 
Open Boulder, and Plan Boulder County. 

• Involve neighborhoods.  Need to do a better job of informing and engaging with 
neighborhoods.  

• Do “mobile” planning.  Consider a planning truck (like a food truck) to get out into the 
community.  
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• Use newer communication tools, such as video and info graphics.  People get their 
information in different ways – not just written word.  Be creative to hook people with ideas 
that matter to them.   

• Do some Planning “101” sessions for people who are less familiar with the plan.   
• Tap into other local networks.  For instance, police have contacts and networks that 

planning may not have.  
• Consider outreach to county residents specifically.  Go to where the people are, in 

Gunbarrel for instance.   
• Engage with Boards and Commissions.  Facilitate meaningful discussions about planning 

topics.   
• Go to existing organizations’ events and meetings.   
• Attend non-traditional planning events to do brief presentations.  Go to events such as 

New Tech Meet Up (5 minute presentation), Boulder Open Coffee, and Ignite (3 minute 
pitch).  
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1-Foundation Work 
- Inventory, analysis, projections 
- 3D mapping analysis, metrics 
- Community Engagement Plan 
 

2-Issues 
- Issues clarification 
- Community launch 
- Invite land use  
  changes 

3-Policy/ 
Map  
- Update maps    
  and policies 

  

4-Draft Plan/IGA 
- Prepare draft plan update 
- Joint plan adoption 
- Extend city/county IGA 
 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Update  
& Resilience Strategy 

2015/2016 Draft Timeline 

Phase I- Assessment & 
Information Gathering 
•Stakeholder Engagement Plan 
•City and Regional Context 
•Shocks and Stresses 

Phase II – Strategy 
Development 
•Priorities 
•Barriers 
•Engagement 

Phase III – Implementation 
Future – Financial Sustainability, 
Continual Reassessment of Priorities, 
Metrics and Indicators  

Q2 ‘15 Q3 ‘15 Q1-Q2 ‘16 Q3 ‘16 

Resilience Strategy 

BY: 

Q2 ‘15 Q4 ‘15 Ongoing to Q3 ‘16 BY: 

BVCP – 2015 Update 

Attachment C 
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Resilience Strategy Update 
from 100 Resilient Cities 

December 2014 
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100RC Overview 

• Objective: Dedicated to helping cities around the world become more 
resilient to the physical, social and economic challenges that are a growing part of 
the 21st century.   100RC supports the adoption and incorporation of a view of 
resilience that includes not just the shocks – earthquakes, fires, floods, etc. – but 
also the stresses that weaken the fabric of a city on a day to day or cyclical basis.   

• Partners 
– HR&A: http://www.hraadvisors.com  
– Platform 

• Network: www.100resilientcities.org  
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City Resilience Framework 

The CRF  

looks at cities 

 through the lens of  

 

7 Qualities 

4 Dimensions 

12 Drivers 

50 Sub-Drivers 
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Resilience Qualities 

Robust Flexible Redundant Resourceful Integrated Inclusive Reflective 

.... and act Ability to learn 

...conceiving systems & assets that can withstand 

shocks & stresses as well as using alternative 

strategies to facilitate rapid recovery 

...planned to take account of 

city-wide needs and  promote 

coordinated actions 
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The Strategy building process and 100RC resources 

100RC supports: 
Stakeholder Engagement and Community Participation  

Strategy Communication and Awareness Building 

100RC provides: 
Technical Assistance and Capacity Building from Platform 

Knowledge Sharing and Training through Network 

II.D Initiatives 
and Barriers to 
overcome 

Phase II: 14-18 weeks 
Strategy development 

Phase III: Ongoing 
Execution and Iteration 

II.A Resilience 
Diagnostic 

Implementation 
steps and public 
launch 

II.B Risk and 
Opportunity 
Assessment 

II.C Resilience 
Priorities and 
Enablers 

I.A Strategy  
Launch 

Phase I: 10-12 weeks  
Establishing the foundation 

I.B Stakeholder  
Engagement  
Plan 

I.C City  
Context and 
Resilience  
Assessment 

I.D Customize city 
approach and 
define Scope of 
Work 
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100RC Program Elements 

• Chief Resilience Officer: a new position in the 
government who will lead the effort 

• Tools and Methods: Technical and logistical support for 
the development of a resilience strategy that will serve 
as the city’s roadmap to resilience activities and 
priorities 

• Platform Partners: Specialized partnerships to help 
developed a sophisticated understanding the city’s 
risks, assets, weaknesses, and opportunities and how 
they interlink in unanticipated ways 

• Network: Inclusion into a network of 99 other cities 
from which best practices, innovation, and peer-to-peer 
learning can advance the practice of resilience globally.  
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What is the Platform and Why Do We Need it? 

The Challenge: 
• Market has limited information around city needs 

 

• Existing resilience building tools and services are not 

reaching cities 

 

Partner identification 

Implementation of Tools 

and Services 

Tools/Services/ Research/ 

Funding 

 

(the Catalog) 

Uptake off the Catalog 

 

The Solution: 

The Platform 

• The Platform links resilience tools and 

services with city demands 

 

 

• Team identifies, negotiates and 

aggregates resilience-building tools and 

services in a web-based Catalog  

 

 

• Engages with RMs and cities to pair 

Catalog services with city needs 

 

 

• Facilitates and monitors implementation of 

solutions 

Monitoring & Evaluation 
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What are the links between Strategy and Platform?Most Platform partners engage with the strategy process at two specific junctures: after the identification of Focus Areas and the development of Priorities and Initiatives. Many Platform services directly inform the strategy process (e.g. Catnet, Ushahidi, TNC)



The Platform Catalog is composed of 22 Platform Partners, with 29 services for a total 
current value of $81 million 
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Examples of Platform Engagements 
 

We have deployed certain platform offerings where appropriate to facilitate cities’ 
strategy processes 

Status of City Engagements 

Situational Awareness Model 

Norfolk, VA 

Palantir is integrating datasets across many departments, 
enabling the city to quickly understand situational 
awareness during an event and provide planning 
information.  

Flood Mitigation Cost Analysis 

Sandia is looking to conduct an economic analysis to assess 
the costs of sea level rise/flooding in Norfolk allowing it to 
better understand costs/benefits associated with different 
mitigation approaches.   

Resilience Network Initiative 
Crowd Sourcing Porto Alegre 

Ushahidi is providing technical advice on technology for 
citizen engagement to engage marginalized groups and civic 
data more readily available for use by local software 
developers  

Energy and Transportation 
analysis 
Infrastructure 

San Francisco, CA 

Sandia developed a project scope for creating a list of 
actions and investments San Francisco should undertake in 
energy and transportation systems to make the city and 
region more earthquake resilient. 

Catastrophic models San Francisco, CA 

RMS is implementing technology to help the city use 
software models more dynamically to better understand 
risks and potential ways to mitigate them. 
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100RC Outputs and  
Deliverables – Phases 1-2 

 

Phase I 
 

1. Phase I Work Plan 

2. Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

3. Resilience Steering Committee 

4. List of major shocks and stresses 

5. Resilience Assessment Tools outputs 

6. Preliminary Resilience Assessment & Focus Areas 

7. Phase II Work Plan 

Phase II 

1. Focus Area diagnostic and analysis outputs 

2. Cross-Focus Area analysis 

3. Documentation of Field of Opportunity 

4. Documentation of Resilience Priorities, enablers 

and initiatives 

5. Resilience Strategy 
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Phase 1 Tool Example: Stakeholder Map Template 

City Departments 

City Dept A 

City Dept B 

Civic org C 

Civic org D 

Private sector org 
E 

Private sector org 
F 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

2 Diverse 
livelihoods and 

employment 

3 Adequate 
safeguards to 

human life and 
health 

4 Collective 
identity and mutual 

support 

5 Social stability 
and security 

6 Availability of 
financial resources and 

contingency funds 

7 Reduced physical 
exposure and 
vulnerability 

1 Minimal human 
vulnerability 

12 Integrated 
development 

planning 

8 Continuity of 
critical services 

9 Reliable 
communications and 

mobility 

10 Effective 
leadership and 
management 

11 Empowered 
Stakeholders 

Livelihood 
opportunities 

Public health 
management 

Community and 
civic participation 

Deterrents to 
crime 

Economic 
structure Food City monitoring 

and data 

Skills and training 
Access to 

affordable health 
services 

Social 
relationships and 

networks 

Corruption 
reduction 

Inward 
investment 

Environmental Policy 

Water and 
sanitation 

Strategies and 
plans 

Development and 
innovation 

Emergency 
facilities and 
practitioners 

Local identity and 
culture 

Policing and 
justice 

Integration with 
regional and global 

economy 

Safeguards for 
critical infrastructure 

Energy Land use and 
development 

Access to financial 
assistance 

Integrated 
communities 

Approach to law 
enforcement 

Sound fiscal 
management 

Building codes 
and standards 

Housing 

Ecosystem 
management 

Flood risk 
management 

Maintenance 
practice 

Demand on critical 
infrastructure 

Integrated 
transport 
networks 

Information and 
communications 

technology 

Emergency 
communications 

services 

Multi-stakeholder 
alignment 

Intra-governmental 
alignment 

Government 
decision-making and 

leadership 

Emergency 
capacity and 
coordination 

Research, knowledge 
transfer & best 
practice sharing 

Risk monitoring 
and alerts 

Public awareness 
of risk 

Communication 
between government 

and citizens 

Education 

Continuity 
planning 

Business 
continuity 
planning 

Leadership and strategy Health and well-being Economy and society Urban systems and services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The resilience strategy is grounded in the principle to align with existing stakeholders, and to leverage and build upon their work. 100RC defines stakeholders as the individuals and groups within and outside of city government with the influence or capacity to build resilience. Stakeholders represent the diverse interests and needs of the civic, private and public sectors. 100RC recommends mapping these individuals to the resilience framework to identify the specific skills, capacity and influence of potential stakeholders. The stakeholder map will identify the potential groups and representatives to engage in the strategy development process. Rather than being limited to experts or individuals or groups with sectoral specializations, the stakeholder map should include a diverse and representative constituent base, e.g. including vulnerable populations or communities who have previously recovered from a shock or stress. 100RC has developed a template to help generate a list of stakeholders. Stakeholder types and sample sector specializations are included in the template. Key questions to consider when identifying stakeholders are:Who has influence and capacity to build resilience at neighborhood level?Who has influence and capacity to build resilience at the city level?Whose support is essential to building resilience across multiple levels?Who is most affected by resilience developed or supported by other groups?In answering these questions, it is also critically important to address stakeholder dynamics, for example:Who are the major decision makers and influencers in the city? What are their interests, motivations and pivot points?How could they benefit from participating in the 100RC strategy development process?100RC has provided a three-step template for the stakeholder map exercise. Regardless of which method is chosen, 100RC recommends that the Working Team and strategy partner conduct the stakeholder map exercise as a group activity with the Resilience Steering committee validating the map. Alternatively, if the Resilience Steering committee is already mobilized, they could jointly prepare the stakeholder map with the Working Team. Because the map is not intended to be a final document, it should continue to be amended through strategy development, implementation and updating.



Phase 1 Tool Example: Risk Screening 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are various methods available to help cities identify their current understanding about the major shocks and stresses they face. 100RC recognizes that some cities may already have existing hazard assessments and/or reliable disaster/emergency preparedness plans for shocks in particular. In other cities, information about risks may not exist or is unknowable, thus preventing cities from preparing adequate hazard assessments. In some instances, even if the information is known, it may not be possible to be published due to national security concerns or other global threats.�In order to collect these perceptions and information, 100RC recommends conducting multiple risk assessment exercises with Working Groups and stakeholders through workshops, community walks, review of existing plans and data alongside other methods. Those most vulnerable to shocks and stresses should be engaged in the identification and documentation of risks, shocks and stresses as well as their impacts. Findings will be synthesized by the CRO and strategy partner and presented to the Resilience Steering committee for evaluation. Alternatively the Resilience Steering committee could complete this exercise independently. 100RC recommends conducting this activity in tandem with the preliminary asset scan described below given the correlation between these tasks. 100RC may also provide access to Platform services and/or other technical expertise to assist with this activity. 



Initial Areas of Opportunity/Priority 

• Boulder Valley Comp Plan integration 
• Energy systems blueprint 
• Local Foods policy 
• Civic Area design and community discussion 
• Neighborhood level / non-traditional engagement 
• A few others: 

– Flood recovery, disaster preparedness, performance and 
asset gap assessment 

– Climate science planning knowledge infrastructure 
– Data management and cyber infrastructure 
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Potential Platform Partner Linkages 

• Ushahidi – Resilience Network Initiative* 
• Palantir – big data design and assimilation  
• Sandia National Labs – energy system design, 

CBA of resilience interventions  
• Digital Globe – remote sensing, situational 

awareness 
• SwissRE – climate risk screening, risk transfer 

strategies, disaster modeling 
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Network Examples 
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BERKELEY 

 
Berkeley hopes to use 

the strategy process to 

find ways to jointly 

tackle climate 

adaptation and seismic 

retrofits, and link 

planning to the budget 

cycle.  
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NORFOLK 

 
Norfolk is working with 

Palantir and Sandia to 

integrate their 

departments’ data sets 

to better plan for the 

future and model the 

devastating social and 

economic 

consequences of not 

better managing their 

chronic flooding.  
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VEJLE 
Vejle is collaborating 

with private 

businesses and 

100RC Network 

partners to advance 

new thinking on 

energy resilience and 

micro-grid 

technology, being at 

the forefront of 

transitioning from a 

“smart city” to a 

“resilient city”.  
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