
 
 

SPECIAL STUDY SESSION 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1777 Broadway 

Tuesday, September 16, 2014 
5:00 PM – 7:00 PM 

Topic: Planning Policies 
 

BOULDER CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1777 Broadway 

Tuesday, September 16, 2014 
7:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

 
A. Declaration in support of Immigrant Heritage Week 

 
B. Discussion with Boulder County Commissioners regarding ballot items 

 
C. Discussion with BVSD regarding ballot items 

 
2. OPEN COMMENT and COUNCIL/STAFF RESPONSE (limited to 45 min.) Public may 

address any city business for which a public hearing is not scheduled later in the meeting (this 
includes the consent agenda and first readings).  After all public hearings have taken place; any 
remaining speakers will be allowed to address council.  All speakers are limited to three minutes. 
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA (to include first reading of ordinances) Vote to be taken on the 
motion at this time. (Roll call vote required) 
 
A. Consideration of a motion to approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from July 22, 

2014 
 

B. Consideration of a motion to approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from August 5, 
2014 
 

C. Consideration of a motion to accept the study session summary from August 12, 2014 
on the Draft 2015-2020 Capital Improvement Program 
 

D. Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only, 
an ordinance amending Title 1, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “General Administration,” 
Title 2, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “Government Organization,” Title 5, B.R.C. 1981, 
concerning “General Offenses,” and Title 7, B.R.C. 1981, “Vehicles, Pedestrians and 
Parking” 
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E. Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only, 
an ordinance approving a supplemental appropriation for the Open Space 
Acquisition Bonds, Series 2014, in the aggregate principal amount of $10,000,000, for 
the purpose of providing funds for the acquisition of open space real property or interests 
therein and the costs of the Series 2014 Bonds 
 

F. Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only, 
three ordinances designating the buildings and properties at 905 Marine, 1622 9th St., 
and 1630 9th St., to be known as the Wolcott House, the George and Mabel Reynolds 
House, and the Finch-Paddock House, respectively, as individual landmarks under the 
city’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 
 

G. Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only, 
an ordinance vacating and authorizing the City Manager to execute a deed of vacation 
to vacate a public pedestrian and bicycle trail easement located on Naropa University 
property at 2130 Arapahoe Avenue 

 
Applicant: Todd Kilburn 
Property Owner: Naropa University 

 
H. Consideration of a motion to authorize the City Manager to disburse the city’s 

remaining education excise tax revenue 
 
4. POTENTIAL CALL-UP CHECK IN  

Opportunity for Council to indicate possible interest in the call-up of an item listed under agenda 
Item 8-A1.   
 

ORDER OF BUSINESS   
 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS   
 

A. Consideration of a motion to approve the purchase of approximately 80 acres of land, 
the mineral estate, nine (9) shares of Left Hand Ditch Company water, 80 shares of 
Dry Creek-Davidson Ditch Company water, two houses and associated outbuildings 
located at 3285 and 3287 95th St. from the Martinson family for $3,000,000 for Open 
Space and Mountain Parks purposes 
 

B. Second reading and consideration of a motion to adopt Ordinance No. 7992 amending 
Section 9-2-13, “Concept Plan Review and Comment,” B.R.C. 1981, to add a process 
for review of concept plans by City Council 

 
6. MATTERS FROM THE CITY MANAGER   
 

None 
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7. MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY   
 

None 
 
8. MATTERS FROM MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL 

 
A. Potential Call-Ups 

 
1. Landmark Alteration Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory 

building, construct a 6’ x 26’ rear deck, flagstone patio, and basketball court, 
retaining walls and fire pit with concrete base at 437 Highland Ave. Board 
Action: Approved in part and denied in part with a vote 4-1. Last Opportunity for 
Call-up: September 16 Information Packet Date: September 16 
 

2. Landmark Alteration Certificate to remodel and change the roof form to one 
side of the contributing accessory building at 2515 7th St. Board Action: Denied 
with a vote 5-0. Opportunity for Call-up: September 16 Information Packet Date: 
September 16 
 

3. Site Review Amendment application No. LUR2013-00059 and Final Plat 
application No. TEC2013-00073 for the Boulder Municipal Airport to 
subdivide the existing 123.5 acre lot into two new lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 
2C (120.8 acres). The site is located at 3300 Airport Rd. and is within the P and 
IG zoning districts. Board Action: Approved with a 5-1 vote. Opportunity for Call-
up: September 16 Information Packet Date: September 16 
 

4. Site and Use Review application No. LUR2014-00036 to amend the existing Iris 
Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. professional office 
building at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl. The proposed office building would be an 
expansion of the existing ‘Blue Sky Bridge’ non-profit facility located on the 
adjacent site to the west at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl. The proposal includes a request 
for a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 
parking spaces were required. Board Action: Approved with a 6-0 vote. 
Opportunity for Call-up: September 16 Information Packet Date: September 16 

 
B. Discussion of 2015 Council Retreat dates and Council Recess Dates 

 
C. Request for Council Support for Mayor to run for the National League of Cities 

Board of Directors 
 

9. PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS (15 min.) Public comment on any motions made 
under Matters. 
 

10. FINAL DECISIONS ON MATTERS Action on motions made under Matters. 
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11. DEBRIEF (5 Min.) Opportunity for Council to discuss how the meeting was conducted. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

This agenda and the meetings can be viewed at www.bouldercolorado.gov / City Council.  
Meetings are aired live on Municipal Channel 8 and the city’s Web site and are re-cablecast at 6 
p.m. Wednesdays and 11 a.m. Fridays in the two weeks following a regular council meeting.  
DVDs may be checked out from the Main Boulder Public Library.  Anyone requiring special 
packet preparation such as Braille, large print, or tape recorded versions may contact the City 
Clerk’s Office at (303) 441-3002, 8 a.m. – 5 p.m. Monday through Friday.  48 hours notification 
prior to the meeting or preparation of special materials IS REQUIRED.  If you need Spanish 
interpretation or other language-related assistance for this meeting, please call (303) 441-1905 at 
least three business days prior to the meeting.  Si usted necesita interpretación o cualquier otra 
ayuda con relación al idioma para esta junta, por favor comuníquese al (303) 441-1905 por lo 
menos 3 negocios días antes de la junta. Electronic presentations to the city council must be pre-
loaded by staff at the time of sign up and will NOT be accepted after 3:30 p.m. at regularly 
scheduled meetings.  Electronic media must come on a prepared USB jump (flash/thumb) drive 
and no technical support is provided by staff. 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS 

July 22, 2014 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL – 6:00 

 
Mayor Appelbaum called the regular July 22, 2014 City Council meeting to order at 6:00 PM 
in Council Chambers. 

 
Those present were: Mayor Appelbaum, Council Members Cowles, Karakehian, Morzel, 
Plass, Shoemaker, Weaver, and Young. Council Member Jones was absent. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Plass, to approve the agenda as 
amended. The motion carried 8:0, with Council Member Jones absent. Vote taken at 6:05 
PM. 

 
A. ADA DECLARATION 

 
Mayor Pro Tem Karakehian presented this declaration calling for Disability Awareness to 
David Robinson, Executive Director of the Center for People with Disabilities. 

 
B. DECLARATION HONORING CFO BOB EICHEM 

 
Mayor Appelbaum presented Chief Financial Officer Bob Eichem with a declaration 
honoring him as the president of the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) for 
the United States and Canada. 

 
2. OPEN COMMENT AND COUNCIL/STAFF RESPONSE – 6:17 PM 

 
1. Jean Nelson – Spoke about the city’s water system and its strengths. She commented 

that she was concerned with the wastewater system and the recommendation by the 
Water Resources Advisory Board (WRAB) to increase the rates by more than 25 
percent. She also expanded on other concerns she had related to storm and sewer 
issues related to growth and funding. 

 
2. Joy Redstone – Spoke about creating policy based on assumptions, she primarily was 

concerned with policy that had the appearance of being directed at the homeless 
community. 

 
3. Darren O’Connor – Played guitar and sang a song calling for compassion for those that 

are homeless. 
 
4. Madelyn Clair – Spoke about her concerns around public safety when visiting the 

Civic Area. 
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5. Mary Schwaba – Expressed concerns  regarding an article from Longmont about a 
skateboarder that was struck by a car and killed. 

 
6. Rob Smoke – Spoke about the importance of finding humane solutions around the 

problem of homelessness in Boulder. 
 
7. Karey Christ-Janer – Spoke as an advocate in the energy field in favor of renewable 

resources used to create electric power. 
 
8. Don Bryan – Spoke about the impacts of the September, 2013 flood event on his 

family and expressed concerns about the wastewater system. 
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA – 6:42 PM 
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO APPROVE THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

FROM JUNE 17, 2014 
 

B. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ACCEPT THE MAY 13, 2014 STUDY SESSION SUMMARY 
ON THE 2014 HUMAN SERVICES STRATEGY UPDATE 

 
Council Member Morzel recused herself from this item because she was absent from the 
study session. 
 
C. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ACCEPT THE JUNE 10, 2014 STUDY SESSION SUMMARY 

ON THE OVERVIEW OF THE LIBRARY AND ARTS PROGRAMS AND SERVICES AND THE 
COMMUNITY CULTURAL PLAN SCOPE 

 
Council Member Morzel recused herself from this item because she was absent from the 
study session. 

 
D. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ACCEPT THE MAY 27, 2014 STUDY SESSION SUMMARY 

ON ENVISION EAST ARAPAHOE 
 

E. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO ACCEPT A U.S. 
FOREST SERVICE SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR THE BARKER GRAVITY PIPELINE 
 

F. CONSIDERATION OF  MOTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO ENTER INTO AN 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (IGA) WITH BOULDER COUNTY TO ADDRESS JAIL 
OVERCROWDING ISSUES 

 
This item failed on a 5:3 vote with Council Members Plass, Karakehian and Weaver in 
favor. 

 
G. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO THE 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (IGA) BETWEEN THE CITY OF BOULDER AND 
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BOULDER COUNTY FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR COMMERCIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
REBATES 

 
H. SECOND READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE NO. 7981 

AMENDING SECTION 4-20-55, “COURT AND VEHICLE IMPOUNDMENT COSTS , FEES, AND 
CIVIL PENALTIES,” B.R.C. 1981, CHANGING CERTAIN COURT FEES, AND SETTING FORTH 
RELATED DETAILS 
 

I. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO CONVENE THE AUGUST 5, 2014 REGULAR MEETING OF 
CITY COUNCIL AT 5:30 PM 
 

J. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO RESCHEDULE THE NOVEMBER 4, 2014 REGULAR 
MEETING OF CITY COUNCIL TO WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2014 

 
Council had a discussion regarding the proposed IGA with Boulder County regarding 
inmates at the local jail. 
 
Council Member Plass moved, seconded by Council Member Karakehian, to approve 
Consent Agenda item 3A through 3J with Item 3A amended. The motion carried 8:0 for 
Items 3A, E, and G - J,  and 7:0 for 3B & C with Council Member Morzel recused and item 
3F failing on a 3:5 vote with Council Members  Plass, Karakehian and Weaver in favor. Vote 
taken at 7:12 PM. 

 
4. POTENTIAL CALL-UP CHECK IN – 7:13 PM 
 

No interest was expressed in calling-up items 8A-1 thru 8A-3. 
 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS  - 7:14 PM 
 

A. INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ORDER 
PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY, AN ORDINANCE SUBMITTING TO THE REGISTERED 
ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF BOULDER AT THE SPECIAL MUNICIPAL COORDINATED 
ELECTION TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 2014, THE QUESTION OF AMENDING 
CITY CHARTER SECTION 9 TO PROVIDE THAT THE CITY COUNCIL MAY MEET IN 
EXECUTIVE SESSION ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING LEGAL ADVICE AND 
NEGOTIATION STRATEGY RELATING TO THE CREATION OF A MUNICIPAL ELECTRICAL 
UTILITY, WITH SUCH AUTHORITY ENDING ON DECEMBER 31, 2017; SETTING FORTH THE 
BALLOT TITLE; AND SPECIFYING THE FORM OF THE BALLOT AND OTHER RELATED 
DETAILS 
 

City Attorney Tom Carr presented on this item. 
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Mayor Appelbaum asked if the ordinance could be written so there were specific events that 
would cause an end to executive sessions in addition to the sunset date. 
 
City Attorney Tom Carr responded affirmatively and warned that Council may find a need to 
return to voters for further approval if litigation continued beyond the sunset date. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:30 PM, there being no speakers present the public 
hearing was closed. 

 
Council Member Shoemaker suggested alternative language and adding the ability to discuss 
negotiations with Xcel Energy. 
 
Council Member Cowles commented that he would prefer a sunset date of 2019, he was 
concerned that a 2017 sunset would require the city to return to the voters to approve the 
request again. 
 
Council Member Plass stated that he preferred the 2017 sunset date. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Plass, to introduce Ordinance No. 
7983 as presented in the packet with friendly amendments to Section 9: Meeting of Council to 
read: 
 
All meetings of the council or committees thereof shall be public. However, the council may 
meet in executive sessions exclusively for the purpose of obtaining and discussing legal 
advice, including negotiation strategy, with respect to Boulder’s electric utility.   
 
This language to be included on second reading and included in the ballot question language 
and the ballot question short title to read “City Council Executive Sessions Related to 
Boulder’s Electric Utility.”   
 
Council Member Young asked if there was a provision that could be included allowing 
specific groups access to the recordings or allowing the public to obtain signatures for the 
release of the recordings. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum expressed concern that releasing such recordings might be embarrassing 
or have broad implications impacting future litigation. 
 
Council Member Weaver agreed with Mayor Appelbaum’s comments and stated he 
supported the language as amended. 
 
Council Members Plass and Morzel expressed support for the motion. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker spoke as a legal professional and explained the benefits of 
executive sessions.  
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Vote was taken on the motion to introduce Ordinance No. 7983 as presented in the packet with 
friendly amendments to Section 9: Meeting of Council to read: 
 
All meetings of the council or committees thereof shall be public. However, the council may 
meet in executive sessions exclusively for the purpose of obtaining and discussing legal 
advice, including negotiation strategy, with respect to Boulder’s electric utility.   
 
This language to be included on second reading and included in the ballot question language 
and the ballot question short title to read “City Council Executive Sessions Related to 
Boulder’s Electric Utility.”   
 
The motion carried 8:0 with Council Member Jones absent.  Vote taken at 8:05 PM. 

 
B. INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO PUBLISH BY 

TITLE ONLY AN ORDINANCE SUBMITTING TO THE REGISTERED ELECTORS OF THE CITY 
OF BOULDER AT THE SPECIAL MUNICIPAL COORDINATED ELECTION TO BE HELD ON 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 2014, THE QUESTION OF AUTHORIZING THE CITY COUNCIL TO 
INCREASE THE SALES AND USE TAX BY UP TO 0.3 CENTS ON EVERY DOLLAR, EFFECTIVE 
FROM JANUARY 1, 2015 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2017 FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING 
A VARIETY OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS; GIVING APPROVAL FOR THE 
COLLECTION, RETENTION AND EXPENDITURE OF THE FULL TAX PROCEEDS AND ANY 
RELATED EARNINGS, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY STATE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE 
LIMITATION; AND SETTING FORTH THE EFFECTIVE DATE, BALLOT TITLE, AMENDMENTS 
TO SECTION 3-2-5, “RATE OF TAX,” B.R.C. 1981AND RELATED DETAILS 

 
Chief Financial Officer Bob Eichem presented on this item. Staff from departments related to 
all proposed projects were available to answer questions.  
 
The public hearing was opened at 9:00 PM. 
 

1. Chelsea Canada – Spoke as a member of student government at University of Colorado 
in support of the “Pay as You Go” ballot measure. She specifically supported the 
projects adding lighting around The Hill. 

 
2. Jenna Lester – Spoke as a member of student government and active sorority member 

in favor of the “Pay as You Go” ballot measure. She specifically supported the projects 
adding lighting around The Hill. 

 
3. Riachard Polk – Spoke as a member of the board at the Dairy Center for the Arts in 

favor of the proposed ballot measure. He assured Council that the grouping of 
initiatives proposed was complimentary. 

 
4. Bob Yates – Spoke as a supporter of the Boulder Museum and assured Council that his 

staff was working very hard to raise funding to build the museum. He also discussed 
the operations plan for the new museum. 
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5. Dakota Soifer – Spoke as a business owner on The Hill in favor of the proposed ballot 

measure.  
 
6. Susan Connelly – Spoke as the Executive Director of the Colorado Chautauqua 

Association in favor of the proposed ballot measure. 
 

There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed at 9:15 PM. 
 

Council Member Plass commented that the package presented would increase safety and 
cultural opportunities for citizens living in Boulder. He was excited to move forward on the 
Civic Area Plan and funding for the museum. He suggested using alternative terminology 
rather than “pay as you go.” He suggested referring to it in terms of safety and culture. 
 
 
Council Member Morzel noted that “pay as you go” sounded too close to “pay as you throw,” 
which was terminology used in the past related to trash service. She expressed support for the 
projects proposed in the packet. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker expressed excitement around the emphasis on The Hill area and 
that the proposed tax would increase the quality of life for citizens of Boulder.   
 
Council Member Weaver agreed with others comments and asked for more information on 
the underpass at 13th and Arapahoe because he was not sure it was the right solution given the 
cost. He also wondered if the amount of the tax was too high. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum agreed with Council Member Weaver’s comments about the cost of the 
underpass at 13th and Arapahoe.  
 
Council Member Young also agreed with Council Member Weaver’s comments and stated 
that she would support first reading of the ordinance. 
 
Council Member Cowles expressed excitement at moving forward with the proposed projects 
if the tax were to pass at the November election. 
 
Council Member Karakehian noted that he was also excited about the package presented and 
the substantial benefits it would bring to the community.  
 
Council Member Plass moved, seconded by Council Member Morzel to introduce and order 
published by title only Ordinance No. 7983 submitting to the registered electors of the City of 
Builder at the special municipal coordinated election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 
2014, the question of authorizing the city council to increase the sales and use tax by up to 
0.3 cents on every dollar, effective from January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2017 for the 
purpose of funding a variety of capital improvement projects; giving approval for the 
collection retention and expenditure of the full tax proceeds and any related earnings, 
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notwithstanding and state revenue expenditure limitation; and setting forth the effective date, 
ballot title, amendments to section 3-2-5, “Rate of Tax,” B.R.C. 1981 and related details. The 
motion carried 7:0 with Council Member Jones absent and Council Member Shoemaker 
recused. Vote taken at 9:36 PM. 

 
6. MATTERS FROM THE CITY MANAGER   
 

A. UPDATE OF PUBLIC ART: COMMENCEMENT OF COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 
 

City Manager Jane Brautigam presented on this item and updated Council on the steps staff 
had taken since Council had asked to abandon a previous art related project. She explained 
the public process that would be used to engage the community in a conversation about 
public art. 
 
Library and Arts Director David Farnan reviewed the public process and was available to 
answer questions. 
 
Council Member Morzel voiced her approval of the proposed public process. 
 
Council Member Weaver thanked staff for taking the time to reconsider the process for 
selection of public art. 

 
7. MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY  - 9:37 PM  
 
 None 

 
 
8. MATTERS FROM MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL – 9:37 PM 

 
A. Potential Call-Ups 

 
1. VACATION OF A 25 FOOT UTILITY EASEMENT AT 800 28TH STREET 

 
2. LANDMARK ALTERATION CERTIFICATE FOR 730 PINE 

 
3. LANDMARK ALTERATION CERTIFICATE FOR 1507 PINE 

 
No interest was expressed in calling-up items 8A-1 thru 8A-3. 
 
B. Request for Council Member Plass to attend the Library Commission Retreat 
 
Council Member Plass mentioned that he had been invited by the Library Commission to 
participate in their retreat and asked his fellow Council Members to grant the request. 
 
City Manager Jane Brautigam commented that she had also been invited.  
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Library and Arts Director David Farnan explained that the Commission was interested in 
clarifying their role and responsibilities. 
 
Council Member Cowles commented that he was under the impression that Council 
Members did not interact with boards in this fashion. 
 
City Attorney Tom Carr explained his legal opinion regarding requests for Council Members 
to appear before a board and that it was not prohibited. He also explained that this section 
was being updated as part of the review of the code of conduct.  
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Weaver, to allow Council Member 
Plass to appear before the Library Commission at their retreat. The motion carried 8:0 with 
Council Member Jones absent. 

 
9. PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS – 9:50 PM  

 
None  
 

10. FINAL DECISIONS ON MATTERS – 9:50 PM 
Vote was taken on the motion to allow Council Member Plass to appear before the Library 
Commission at their retreat. The motion carried 8:0 with Council Member Jones absent. Vote 
taken at 9:50 PM. 

 
11. DEBRIEF – 9:50 PM 

 
Council agreed the meeting was run effectively and on time. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before Council at this time, BY MOTION 
REGULARLY ADOPTED, THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED on July 22, 2014 at 9:52  PM. 
 
Approved this ___ day of ___________, 2014. 
 
        APPROVED BY: 
            
ATTEST:      ______________________ 

      Matthew Appelbaum 
________________________   Mayor  
Alisa D. Lewis 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS 

August 5, 2014 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL – 5:40 PM 

 
Mayor Appelbaum called the regular August 5, 2014 City Council meeting to order at 5:40 
PM in Council Chambers. 

 
Those present were: Mayor Appelbaum, Council Members Cowles, Jones, Karakehian, 
Morzel, Plass, Shoemaker, Weaver, and Young.  

 
A. BOULDER COUNTY REPORT ON CHILDREN, PRESENTED BY STEPHANIE GREENBERG 

 
Director of Human Services Karen Rahn introduced Stephanie Greenberg who presented the 
Boulder County Report on Children. 

 
B. AUDIT SUMMARY, PRESENTED BY DAVID FREDERICK 

 
Council Member Cowles introduced David Frederick from BKD, LLP who gave the 
presentation on the Audit Summary. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum announced that items 6A and 8A-1 had been added to the agenda. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Morzel, to approve the agenda as 
amended. The motion carried 9:0. Vote taken at 6:21 PM. 

 
2. OPEN COMMENT AND COUNCIL/STAFF RESPONSE – 6:21 PM 

 
1. Steve Pomerance – Spoke about growth of the city and the need to provide quality 

services to citizens. He suggested placing a moratorium around all building while the 
city worked on creating a long-term vision for the city. 

 
2. Sandra Snyder – Spoke about growth of the city and her concern that over-growth 

would decrease the quality of life for citizens in Boulder by creating density that was 
not supported by services.  

 
3. Paula Moseley – Spoke as a citizen of Boulder concerned about density and growth 

within the city. She agreed with the comments of speakers before her. 
 
4. Richard Harris – Spoke out of concern that no public hearing had been held on the 

Comprehensive Housing Strategy (CHS). He asked why reports continued to state that 
Boulder required more housing without giving an explanation. He suggested adding 
growth management to the CHS. 

 
5. Kathleen Adair – Thanked Council Members that had recently attended a 

neighborhood meeting in Martin Acres. She spoke about the issues that could arise if 
high density housing continued without a growth management plan. 
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6. Patrick Dillard – Spoke about high density housing and the negative impacts it could 

have on Boulder.  
 
7. Carl Norby – Spoke about his experience related to the September, 2013 flood event. 
 
8. Alice McDonald – Spoke about the proposed tax measure as a funding mechanism for 

improved lighting at Chautauqua. She wondered if it was wise to raise taxes to fund 
such projects when flood cleanup had not been completed and so many Boulder 
residents were still struggling to recover. 

 
9. Bob Coleman – Addressed the September 2013 flood event and concerns regarding the 

sanitary sewer system in Boulder. He urged Council to pass a bond to improve the 
sanitary sewer system to prevent a scenario involving waste entering Boulder Creek.  

 
10. Leslie Young – Spoke as the President of the Boulder County Restaurant Association, 

she provided statistics related to restaurant businesses in the city of Boulder. She also 
spoke about building collaborative relationships between those businesses and the city. 

 
11. Lincoln Miller – Spoke as the President of the Boulder Housing Coalition, he provided 

Council with a potential early win related to senior co-op housing.  
 
Council Member Cowles noted that the Comprehensive Housing Strategy would be have a 
public hearing on September 2, 2014. He also commented that the schedule for agenda items 
changed frequently. 
 
Council Members Morzel and Weaver urged those members of the public interested in 
density and growth issues to attend Planning Board meetings. 
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA – 6:54 PM 
 
A. INTRODUCTION, FIRST READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ORDER 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY, AN ORDINANCE APPROVING SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS TO THE 2014 BUDGET RELATED TO FLOOD INSURANCE PROCEEDS 

 
B. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 1134 APPOINTING THE FIRM 

BKD, LLP TO EXAMINE THE FINANCIAL ACCOUNTS OF THE CITY OF BOULDER FOR THE 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 
 

C. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 1135 ACCEPTING THE CITY 
OF BOULDER 2013 COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT AND INDEPENDENT 
AUDITOR’S REPORTS 

 
Council Member Cowles moved, seconded by Council Member Morzel, to approve Consent 
Agenda item 3A through 3C. The motion carried 9:0. Vote taken at 6:55 PM. 

 
4. POTENTIAL CALL-UP CHECK IN – 6:55 PM 
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No interest was expressed in calling-up item 8A-1. 
 

ORDER OF BUSINESS   
 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS – 6:56 PM 
 

A. SECOND READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE NO. 7980 
SUBMITTING TO THE REGISTERED ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF BOULDER AT THE 
SPECIAL MUNICIPAL COORDINATED ELECTION TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 
2014, THE QUESTION OF AFFIRMING THE CITY’S RIGHT TO PROVIDE HIGH-SPEED 
INTERNET SERVICES (ADVANCED SERVICES), TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, AND/OR 
CABLE TELEVISION SERVICES TO RESIDENTS, BUSINESSES, LIBRARIES, NONPROFIT 
ENTITIES AND OTHER USERS OF SUCH SERVICES AND SETTING FORTH RELATED DETAILS 

 
Assistant Director of Network Services Francis Duffy presented this item. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:04 PM, there being no speakers present the public 
hearing was immediately closed. 
 
Council Member Jones moved, seconded by Council Member Weaver, to  adopt Ordinance 
No. 7980 submitting to the registered electors of the City of Boulder at  the special municipal 
coordinated election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, the question of affirming the 
city’s right to provide high speed internet services (advanced services), telecommunications 
services and/or cable television services to residents, businesses, schools, libraries, nonprofit 
entities and other users of such services and setting forth related details. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Weaver, to continue this item until 
the regular meeting on August 19, 2014. The motion carried 9:0. Vote taken at 7:14 PM. 
 
B. SECOND READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE NO. 7982 

SUBMITTING TO THE REGISTERED ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF BOULDER AT THE 
SPECIAL COORDINATED MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 
2014, THE QUESTION OF AMENDING CITY CHARTER SECTION 9 TO PROVIDE THAT THE 
CITY COUNCIL MAY MEET IN EXECUTIVE SESSION ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
DISCUSSING LEGAL ADVICE AND NEGOTIATION STRATEGY RELATING TO THE CREATION 
OF A MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC UTILITY, WITH SUCH AUTHORITY ENDING DECEMBER 31, 
2017; SETTING FORTH THE BALLOT TITLE; AND SPECIFYING THE FORM OF THE BALLOT 
AND OTHER RELATED DETAILS 
 

City Attorney Tom Carr presented on this item. 
 
Council Member Morzel suggested adding a provision allowing the press access to Council 
for a limited time before an executive session and immediately afterward. 
 
City Attorney Tom Carr responded that Council could choose to write that into the rules or 
into the ballot question itself. 
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Council Member Weaver asked if a third party legal consultant could be provided at 
executive sessions to ensure Council remains in compliance with state law. 
 
City Attorney Tom Carr noted that the state of Colorado places the responsibility of 
certifying executive sessions on the attorney representing the local public body. He further 
explained how the proposed ballot question went above and beyond what the state of 
Colorado required in relation to audio recordings of such sessions and how a member of the 
public could make a request for those recordings to be reviewed by a judge and possibly 
released. 
 
Council Member Cowles explained the process that was currently in place related to 
discussing confidential information and how the lack of discussion among Council had 
hindered past negotiations and legal strategies. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:46 PM, there being no speakers present the public 
hearing was immediately closed. 

 
Council Member Plass moved, seconded by Council Member Shoemaker, to adopt Ordinance 
No. 7982 submitting to the registered electors of the City of Boulder at the Special Coordinated 
Municipal Election to be held on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, the question of amending City 
Charter Section 9 to provide that the city council may meet in executive session only for the 
purpose of discussing legal advice and negotiation strategy relating to the creation of a municipal 
electric utility, with such authority ending December 31, 2017; setting forth the ballot title; and 
specifying the form of the ballot and other related details. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker commented on the pitfalls of not being able to benefit from 
hearing the questions and thoughts of fellow Council Members in the decision making 
process. He stated that the current method of handling confidential discussions with the City 
Attorney was not up to the standard citizens in Boulder would expect and that having the 
ability to hold executive sessions would provide more transparency for the community. 
 
City Attorney Tom Carr suggested including language requiring a meeting open to the public 
before and after any executive session to provide the public and press with a means of 
measuring the length of executive sessions. This would address concerns regarding whether 
or not the entirety of an executive session was recorded if a judge were to review the tape and 
check the length of the recording. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum offered a friendly amendment, accepted by both the maker and seconder of 
the main motion, to include “in their entirety” at the end of (c). 
 
Additional direction was provided to the City Attorney for additional language to come back on 
third reading. 
 
Vote was taken on the motion to approve Ordinance No. 7982 submitting to the registered 
electors of the City of Boulder at the Special Coordinated Municipal Election to be held on 
Tuesday, November 4, 2014, the question of amending City Charter Section 9 to provide that the 
city council may meet in executive session only for the purpose of discussing legal advice and 
negotiation strategy relating to the creation of a municipal electric utility, with such authority 
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ending December 31, 2017; setting forth the ballot title; and specifying the form of the ballot and 
other related details, as amended. The motion carried 9:0. Vote taken at 8:13 PM. 

 
C. SECOND READING AND CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE NO. 7983 

SUBMITTING TO THE REGISTERED ELECTORS OF THE CITY OF BOULDER AT THE 
SPECIAL MUNICIPAL COORDINATED ELECTION TO BE HELD ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 
2014, THE QUESTION OF AUTHORIZING THE CITY COUNCIL TO INCREASE THE SALES AND 
USE TAX BY UP TO 0.3 CENTS ON EVERY DOLLAR, EFFECTIVE FROM JANUARY 1, 2015 
THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2017 FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING A VARIETY OF CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS; GIVING APPROVAL FOR THE COLLECTION, RETENTION AND 
EXPENDITURE OF THE FULL TAX PROCEEDS AND ANY RELATED EARNINGS, 
NOTWITHSTANDING ANY STATE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION; AND SETTING 
FORTH THE EFFECTIVE DATE, BALLOT TITLE, AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3-2-5, “RATE 
OF TAX,” B.R.C. 1981AND RELATED DETAILS 
 

Chief Financial Officer Bob Eichem presented on this item. 
 
Interim Director of Parks and Recreation Jeff Dillon and Director of Public Works for 
Transportation Tracy Winfree were available to answer questions. Executive Director of the 
Chautauqua Association Susan Connelly was in attendance to answer questions on the 
lighting proposal for Chautauqua. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:44 PM: 

 
1. Dakota Soifer – Spoke as a resident in The Hill neighborhood and University of 

Colorado Alumni in support of the ballot measure. 
 
There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed at 8:47 PM. 
 
Council Member Karakehian moved, seconded by Council Member Shoemaker, to approve 
Ordinance No. 7983 as amended by the minor corrections presented by the City Attorney on 
the peach colored handout and by amending the short title  of the ballot issue  to read 
“Temporary Tax Increase for Community, Culture and Safety.”  
 
Council Member Karakehian commented that he had asked about the underpass related to the 
tax and he was supportive of the 0.3% tax option. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker noted that the projects proposed added to the quality of life of 
Boulder citizens. 
 
Council Member Jones expressed support for the ballot measure and stated that she 
acknowledged the concerns speakers had mentioned related to ongoing flood recovery work. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum noted that he was supportive of the proposed tax as presented. He asked 
Council to direct staff to bring back clarifying wording that would characterize the civic area 
improvements being proposed. 
 
Council Member Karakehian agreed that clarification would be helpful for the public. 
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Council Member Weaver acknowledged that the tax addressed quality of life issues raised at 
the January retreat. He expressed concern regarding the number of taxes that would be on the 
ballot from the county and school district. He reiterated his interest in city ownership of the 
Boulder Museum proposed in the ballot measure. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum commented that he would prefer a security interest in the museum rather 
than owning, operating and maintaining another building. 
 
City Manager Jane Brautigam responded that a security interest was a negotiable piece of the 
agreement with the museum. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker noted that details around the agreement were not generally 
included in ballot language. 
 
Council Member Jones commented that the discussion by Council clarified intent. 
 
Council Member Young stated that she would support the motion. 
 
Council Member Plass announced his support for the motion. 

 
City Clerk Alisa Lewis requested direction regarding the order of the ballot. She noted that 
the tax measure would be listed first because it was a TABOR issue. 
 
Council directed City Clerk Alisa Lewis to list the executive session question before the 
broadband question on the ballot. 
 
Vote was taken on the motion to approve Ordinance No. 7983 as amended by the minor 
corrections presented by the City Attorney on the peach colored handout and by amending the 
short title  of the ballot issue  to read “Temporary Tax Increase for Community, Culture and 
Safety.”  
 
The motion carried 9:0. Vote was taken at 9:13 PM. 

 
D. CONSIDERATION OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS RELATED TO THE ANNEXATION AND 

INITIAL ZONING OF THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES: A) 1.10 ACRE PROPERTY IDENTIFIED 
AS 4270 19TH ST.; AND B) 1.97 ACRE PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS 2130 TAMARACK AVE.: 

 
1. ADOPTING RESOLUTION NO. 1136 AND RESOLUTION NO. 1137 FINDING THE 

PROPERTIES TO BE IN ENCLAVES, FINDING COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY 
REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO THESE ANNEXATIONS, AND ESTABLISHING AUGUST 
5, 2014 AS THE DATE FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 
2. ADOPTING EMERGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 7984 AND EMERGENCY ORDINANCE NO. 

7985 ANNEXING THE PROPERTIES WITH AN INITIAL ZONING CLASSIFICATION OF 
RESIDENTIAL – ESTATE (RE) 
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Flood Coordinator for Community Services Chris Meschuk and Senior Planner Bev Johnson 
presented on this item. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum asked if the multi-use pad (also known as the flood control easement) was 
brought up at the Planning Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Meschuk responded that Planning Board was aware of the easement request and that it 
was not going to be included in the final annexation. He commented that the trail connection 
easement would not preclude the city from making the trail connections the city desired. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 9:29 PM: 

1. Elaine Schuman – Spoke as the applicant for the property located at 4270 19th Street, 
she recounted her experience since the flood event in September, 2013. 

 
2. Cindy Baker – Spoke as the applicant for the property located at 2130 Tamarack 

Avenue, she recounted her experience since the flood event in September, 2013. 
 
3. Sue Prant – Spoke about the importance of using the trails as a conveyance system 

during flood events. 
 
There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed at 9:35 PM. 
 
Council Member Morzel noted that these properties were purposely not annexed previously 
and that was a choice of the property owners. She commented that the public health and 
safety issue was the main reason for annexing after the September 2013 flood event. She 
recalled the history of the annexation and the split vote on Planning Board. She 
acknowledged that in the end the Planning Board had approved the annexation with a 
majority vote. 
 
Council Member Weaver agreed and noted that speculation on the greenway planning was 
not enough for him to deny the annexation. 
 
Council Member Jones stated that she would support the motion. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum disclosed that he would not support the motion because he did not agree 
with the precedent being set by not requiring the easement for trail connections and because 
the owners had the opportunity to annex in the past and had chosen not to. He stated that the 
city was not responsible for the damage related to the flooding and noted that the property 
owners had benefited financially from being unincorporated. He also commented that he was 
not pleased with the zoning of the properties. 
 
Council Member Morzel moved, seconded by Council Member Weaver, to adopt Resolution 
No. 1136 and Resolution No. 1137 finding the properties located at 4270 19th St. and 2130 
Tamarack Ave. to be enclaves, finding compliance with statutory requirements applicable to 
these annexations and establishing August 5, 2014 as the date for Council action; and, to 
adopt Emergency Ordinance No. 7984 and Emergency Ordinance No. 7985 annexing the 
properties with an initial zoning classification of Residential – Estate4 (RE). The motion 
carried 8:1 with Appelbaum opposed at 9:47 PM. 
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E. CONSIDERATION OF A MOTION TO ACCEPT THE 2014 TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN 

AND TO ACCEPT THE REVISED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN SUMMARY FOR 
INCLUSION IN THE BOULDER VALLEY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 
Senior Transportation Planner Randall Rutsch and GO Boulder Manager Kathleen Bracke 
presented on this item. 
 
Council Member Young disclosed that she had affiliations with Via Mobility Services, 
however she did not believe it would cause a conflict of interest. 
 
Transportation Advisory Board Chair Jessica Yates was available to give comments and 
answer questions. 
 
Senior Transportation Planner for Boulder County Jared Hall also answered questions from 
Council. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum conducted an agenda check at 10:46 PM. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Weaver, to suspend the rules and 
continue the meeting. The motion carried 8:1, with Council Member Morzel opposed. Vote 
was taken at 10:47 PM. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 10:50 PM: 
 

1. Gavin McMillan – Spoke on behalf of Better Boulder in favor of the Transportation 
Master Plan (TMP).  

 
2. Tim Beal – Spoke as the Director of Sustainable Communities for Boulder Housing 

Partners in support of the TMP. 
 
3. Lenna Kottke – Spoke as the Executive Director of Via Mobility Services in favor of 

the TMP and applauded the steps the master plan would take to make the community 
even more accessible to those who were not able to drive. 

 
4. Sue Prant – Spoke as the Director of Community Cycles in support of the TMP and 

expressing gratitude for the enormous public outreach. She made recommendations to 
Council regarding enhancements that her organization thought would improve the plan 
further. She noted that her recommendations had been sent to Council via email earlier 
in the day. 

 
5. Jared Hall – Spoke as a member of the technical working group in favor of the TMP, 

he urged Council to not forget that transportation was a regional issue and not just a 
local one. 

 
6. Aaron Brockett – Spoke as the Chair of the Planning Board in support of the TMP, he 

also reviewed the feedback from the board presented in the agenda packet. 
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There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed at 11:07 PM. 
 
Council Member Cowles asked how commuter parking would be addressed. 
 
GO Boulder Manager Kathleen Bracke responded that the Access Management Parking 
(AMP’s) process would identify strategies for commuter parking. 
 
Council Member Cowles asked for further tracking and data on in-commuting and the impact 
of community eco-passes. He was specifically concerned about how to address commuter 
parking and ensure those in-commuting were assisting with paying for the parking. 
 
Council Member Weaver moved, seconded by Council Member Jones, to accept the 2014 
Transportation Master Plan and to accept the revised Transportation Master Plan Summary 
for inclusion in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Council Member Weaver congratulated staff on their work and expressed his support for the 
Transportation Master Plan (TMP). He expressed support for user fees to help pay for 
transportation related issues caused by in-commuting.  
 
Council Member Jones agreed with Council Member Weaver’s remarks and commented that 
the work staff had done was phenomenal. She expressed excitement regarding 
implementation of the TMP. She asked that timelines for implementation be realistic and 
available to the public. She noted that it was difficult to get people to change their behaviors 
around transportation, but with the right public outreach she thought it could be done. 
 
Council Member Morzel expressed support for the motion and agreed that the city should get 
better data on jobs, housing and in-commuters. She also noted that she would like to have 
better data related to the financial piece of the TMP. She also expressed concern for those in 
the community that were infirmed and unable to travel in inclement weather and specifically 
during snow events. 
 
Council Member Shoemaker agreed with the remarks of his colleagues and the 
recommendations from Community Cycles.  
 
Council Member Young mentioned a Hotline she had sent related to ensuring equity as to 
who pays for the TMP. She also requested Council hold a study session to discuss the 
implementation steps and timeline.  
 
Council Member Karakehian commended staff’s work and urged caution in exploring user 
fees to pay for the TMP.  
 
Council Member Morzel reminded everyone that transportation and land use work hand in 
hand and should be addressed together. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum commented that priorities might have to be identified if every item in the 
TMP could not be accomplished.  
 
Council Member Plass expressed support for the motion. 
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Vote was taken on the motion to accept the 2014 Transportation Master Plan and to accept 
the revised Transportation Master Plan Summary for inclusion in the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan. The motion carried 9:0 at 11:34 PM. 

 
6. MATTERS FROM THE CITY MANAGER  - 11:34 PM 
 

A. CDBG-DR PLANNING GRANT DISCUSSION 
 

City Manager Jane Brautigam gave Council an update regarding how the grant funds would 
be utilized. 

 
7. MATTERS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY  - 11:39 PM 

 
None. 

 
8. MATTERS FROM MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL – 11:39 PM 

 
A. Potential Call-Ups 

 
1. VACATION OF A 174 SQUARE-FOOT UTILITY EASEMENT AT 6550 LOOKOUT ROAD  

 
No interest was expressed in calling up item 8A-1. 

 
B. BOARD AND COMMISSION APPOINTMENTS 

 
Environmental Advisory Board 
 
Nominations were opened: 
 
Council Member Morzel nominated Brad Queen. 
 
There being no further nominations, Brad Queen was appointed to an unexpired term ending 
March 31, 2018 by acclamation. 
 
Landmarks Board 
 
Nominations were opened for the Architect/Planner opening:  
 
Council Member Weaver nominated Deborah Yin. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum nominated Harmon Zuckerman. 
 
There being no further nominations, Deborah Yin was appointed to an unexpired term ending 
March 31, 2018; vote 6:3, with Council Members Appelbaum, Karakehian and Shoemaker 
voting for Harmon Zuckerman. 
 
Nominations were opened for the at large opening: 
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Council Member Young nominated Harmon Zuckerman. 
 
Council Member Morzel nominated Fran Sheets. 
 
 
There being no further nominations, Fran Sheets was appointed to an unexpired term ending 
March 31, 2017; vote 6:3, with Council Members Karakehian, Shoemaker and Young voting 
for Harmon Zuckerman. 
 
Mayor Appelbaum moved, seconded by Council Member Plass, to ratify the Board and 
Commission appointments.   

 
9. PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS – 11:59 PM 

 
None. 
 

10. FINAL DECISIONS ON MATTERS – 11:59 PM 
 
Vote was taken on the motion to ratify the Board and Commission appointments. The motion 
carried 9:0. Vote taken at 11:59 PM. 

 
11. DEBRIEF – 11:59 PM 

 
Council did not enjoy the meal catered for the evening. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 12:00 AM 
 

There being no further business to come before Council at this time, BY MOTION 
REGULARLY ADOPTED, THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED on August 6, 2014 at 
12:00  AM. 

 
Approved this ___ day of ___________, 2014. 

 
        APPROVED BY: 
            
ATTEST:      ______________________ 

      Matthew Appelbaum 
________________________   Mayor  
Alisa D. Lewis 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 

MEETING DATE: September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE 

Consideration of a motion to accept the study session summary from August 12, 2014 on 
the Draft 2015-2020 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
 
 
 
PRESENTERS: 

Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager  
Peggy Bunzli, Budget Officer  
Chris Meschuk, Flood Recovery Coordinator – Community Services 
Jeff Arthur, Director of Public Works for Utilities 
Douglas Sullivan, Utilities Project Manager 
Ken Baird, Utilities Financial Manager 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of the August 12 Study Session was to present the Draft 2015-2020 CIP, present the 
recommendations made by boards and commissions upon their review of the document, and 
receive council’s feedback on the following items covered in this year’s CIP: 

 Impact of the September 2013 flood on the CIP 
 Capital issues related to the Utilities Division of Public Works 
 2015-2020 CIP projects 
 Proposed funding for 2015-2020 CIP projects 
 Proposed 2015 projects, representing 2015 Recommended Budget capital investment. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
  

Suggested Motion Language: 
Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following 
motion: 
 
Motion to accept the study session summary of the Aug. 12, 2014 Study Session 
included in this agenda item as Attachment A. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

The background information for this topic can be found in the CIP document and Study Session 
memo. 
 
NEXT STEPS 

Based on input received at the study session, staff prepared additional information, which was 
included as Attachment D to the materials for the Sep. 9, 2014 study session on the 2015 
Recommended Budget. 
 

ATTACHMENT 
A. Summary of the August 12, 2014 City Council Study Session  
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Study Session Summary 

August 12, 2014  

Draft 2015-2020 CIP 

 

PRESENT 

Members of City Council:  Matt Appelbaum, Macon Cowles, Suzanne Jones, George Karakehian, Lisa 
Morzel, Tim Plass, Andrew Shoemaker, Sam Weaver, and Mary Young 
 
Staff Members:  City Manager Jane S. Brautigam, Budget Officer Peggy Bunzli, Flood Recovery 
Coordinator – Community Services Chris Meschuk, Director of Public Works for Utilities Jeff Arthur, 
Engineering Project Manager Douglas Sullivan, Utilities Financial Manager Ken Baird, Greenways 
Coordinator Annie Noble, Principal Engineer – Utilities Bob Harberg, Deputy Fire Chief Frank Young, 
Transportation Planning and Operations Coordinator Mike Sweeney, Interim Parks and Recreation 
Director Jeff Dillon, Director of Open Space and Mountain Parks Mike Patton, Facilities and Fleet 
Manager Joe Castro 
  

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Study Session was to present the Draft 2015-2020 Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP) to the City Council. The study session provided council with an opportunity to ask questions and 
comment on recommended capital projects in the Draft 2015-2020 CIP prior to the City Manager’s 
submission of the 2015 Recommended Budget to the City Council in early September.   

 
PRESENTATION OVERVIEW 

Introduction 

City Manager Jane Brautigam opened the meeting by introducing the topic of the study session, thanking 
staff for their collaborative work on the CIP, and introducing Peggy Bunzli, Chris Meschuk, Jeff Arthur, 
Douglas Sullivan, and Ken Baird as presenters, and introducing a video on the 2015-2020 CIP. 
 
A video was played that illustrated highlights of 2015-2020 CIP projects as well as projects completed in 
2014.  Projects highlighted in the video were grouped by project category.  The video can be seen here: 
Capital Improvement Program Update 2015-2020. Below is a list of some of the highlights of the video. 

September Flood 
 The September flood caused many new unanticipated repair and replacement projects to the city’s 

infrastructure and capital facilities.  The flood also brought to light vulnerabilities in parts of the 
city’s infrastructure.  The city reprioritized capital projects scheduled for the end of 2013 through 
2014, to address flood recovery needs, and continues to identify disaster impacts and prioritize 
future needs and projects.  This includes evaluating ways to make the infrastructure more robust 
in order to mitigate future rainfall/runoff event impacts. 

 To date 300 projects (not all are categorized as capital improvements) have been identified to 
address flood impacts.  The funding needed for these is estimated at $27.3 million dollars. The 
city has invested $15M so far to complete 64% of the identified projects.   

 
Capital Maintenance and Enhancement Projects 

 28
th

 Street Corridor: Improvements include new sidewalks, wider multi-use paths and new 
turning lanes from Arapahoe to Valmont.  Later phases will include on-street bicycle 
improvements from Iris to Yarmouth. 

 Wonderland Creek:  Several improvements along the creek from 28th Street to Foothills 
Parkway will complete flood mitigation work. Enhancements in conjunction with flood 

Attachment A - CIP Study Session Summary
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mitigation include creating a new multi-use path for pedestrians and bicyclists, and constructing 
three new underpasses.   

 Street Maintenance:  Voters passed two tax initiatives in 2013 that increase Transportation 
funding through 2030. This new revenue source makes available funding for deferred street 
maintenance that will result in additional repair and replacement of transportation assets. 

 Waterline Replacement: Since completing water main replacement just ahead of street 
resurfacing results in significant savings, annual funding has been increased to provide for the 
replacement of additional waterlines located in residential streets scheduled for maintenance.   

 Betasso Water Treatment Facility: This $17.6 million project will fund significant 
rehabilitation and replacement of the aging electrical and mechanical equipment, and improve the 
pretreatment capabilities. This project is scheduled to begin in 2016.   

 Emerald Ash Borer: After recent discovery, a response plan is currently in development to slow 
the spread of the pest and remove and replace affected trees to re-establish streetscapes and park 
areas. 

 Riparian Habitat:  Restoration of riparian habitat in the Boulder Creek and South Boulder Creek 
confluence area, needed due to flood impacts, will commence in 2015. Work will include 
restoring stream banks, creating aquatic habitat and planning trees and shrubs to create a 
sustainable riparian area. 

 Network and Server Hardware: in support of the city’s key business and customer service 
functions, replacements and enhancements to the city’s network and server hardware are now 
included in the annual CIP. This includes replacement of key business systems, enhancements to 
server and storage infrastructure, and other hardware and software upgrades. 

 

New Capital Projects 
 Boulder Junction: Implementation continues, with near completion of the Pearl Parkway multi-

way boulevard. A new bridge over Goose Creek is under construction and a new traffic signal has 
been installed at the intersection of Pearl Parkway and Junction Place.   

 Carter Lake Pipeline:  Planning and design will continue through 2017 anticipating construction 
in 2018 of a water pipeline from Carter Lake to the Boulder Reservoir Water Treatment Facility.   

 New Hydroelectric Facility:  The new pipeline may enable the city to construct a hydro electric 
facility at or near the Boulder Reservoir Water Treatment Facility to capture energy from the 
necessary dissipation of water pressure upstream of the treatment facility.   

 Federal Transportation Funding: The next round of applications for federal transportation 
funding will begin in late 2014 with funding starting in 2015. As the Transportation Master Plan 
Update is completed this year new high priority projects will be identified and submitted for 
possible external funding. 

 
Land and Asset Acquisition 

 Open Space Land Acquisition:  2014 the Berman Brothers and Dagle properties were acquired. 
Funding for acquisition is recommended to continue at $5.4 million per year, in alignment with 
the recently updated acquisition plan. 

 Public Works / Utilities: Pre-flood acquisitions are recommended to continue.  These funds are 
for the purchase and removal of structures in areas prone to flooding, especially in the high 
hazard regulatory area. 

 
Capital Planning Studies: 

 Several planning projects are scheduled in the 2015-2020 CIP including the Civic Area, 
Transportation Corridor Scoping and prioritization studies, and three studies for the Parks and 
Recreation Department: the Recreation Facility Strategic Plan, the Urban Forest Strategic 
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Management Plan, and the New Parks and Recreation Planning, Design and Construction 
Standards. 

 
Following the video viewing, Peggy Bunzli gave a brief introduction of the agenda for the remainder of 
the presentation.  The agenda included the following elements:  

 Introduction to CIP 
 Discussion of the CIP highlights: 

o Financial highlights 
o Capital Bond projects 
o Flood Impacts 

 Utilities CIP 
o Overview of Water and Stormwater/Flood Management capital investment 
o Wastewater/Sanitary Sewer System 
o Proposed Rate Increases 

 Next Steps 
 
Background on CIP 

Chris Meschuk reviewed the purpose of the CIP, explained how the CIP fits in to the larger strategic 
planning framework of the city, and discussed the various opportunities for public and board input 
throughout the process. 
 
The six year CIP is both a planning and a financial guide, prepared in coordination between Planning and 
Budget each year. It is a collaborative effort with many people from across departments coming together 
to build this guide to the city’s investment into its infrastructure and the community. Priorities and timing 
are coordinated using the CIP Guiding Principles (p. 2 of the CIP). Departments work together to 
determine coordination of projects in order to maximize leveraged funding, find cost savings and reduce 
impact to the community during the time the work is being done. 
The CIP provides detailed descriptions of projects over a six year planning period, and the first year of the 
CIP, serves as the tool for building the capital portion of the 2015 overall City of Boulder budget. 
 
The CIP is one part of the city’s overall planning and financial strategy, designed to meet the goals of the 
community. Under the umbrella of the Sustainability Framework, the CIP is developed in line with the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, department strategic and master plans and Priority Based 
Budgeting. There are a number of opportunities for public input and feedback throughout the process, 
including outreach through master planning efforts, Board and Commission meetings and public hearings 
of the budget. Before coming to council, the CIP is reviewed first by Boards and Commissions and then 
by the Planning Board. The various Board and Commission recommendations, including the 
recommendation of Planning Board, to council were included in the CIP memo to council. 
 

Financial Highlights of Draft 2015-2020 CIP 

Peggy Bunzli discussed the financial highlights, particularly illustrating the 2015 funding level as well as 
funding for major projects in the 2016 to 2020 timeframe. 
 
Total funding for the 2015-2020 CIP is proposed at approximately $353million, spread out over 156 
projects. Total funding for 2015 is proposed at approximately $69 million, spread out over 103 projects. 
The large number of projects in 2015 relates, in part, to flood recovery work. 
 
Chris Meschuk provided an update of the 2011 Capital Improvement Bond. As of the study session date, 
11 percent of the projects are in design and planning phase, 23 percent are under construction, and 66 
percent are complete.  Currently 61 percent of funds have been expended. With an additional 23 percent 
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encumbered, spending is on target to meet the requirement of having 85 percent spent within three years 
of bond proceed disbursement. Projects will continue throughout 2014 and early 2015. All funds must be 
spent by March 2017. 
 
Chris Meschuk discussed the financial impact of the September 2013 flood on the city and CIP. Estimated 
damages are at $27 million.  
 
Utilities Highlights of Draft 2015-2020 CIP 
Jeff Arthur discussed the highlights of the Draft 2015-2020 CIP for the Water and Stormwater/ Flood 
Management Utilities. The 2014-2019 CIP anticipated a four percent increase in the Water Utility in 2015 
to keep up with construction costs. The Draft 2015-2020 CIP now includes a proposed increase in 2015 of 
fivr percent primarily to address issues with aging water transmission and distribution mains. He 
mentioned the Carter Lake Pipeline project as a way to be more resilient in the event of another flood 
such as the one Boulder experienced last September. He also noted that even with the proposed rate 
increases, flood mitigation remains a long term proposition. 
 
Douglas Sullivan discussed the aging infrastructure of the Sanitary Sewer System. Approximately two 
thirds of the system was originally built in the 1950s and 1960s.   The proposed CIP includes additional 
investment in a Condition Assessment Program, rehabilitation of aging vitrified clay wastewater pipes, 
and rehabilitation or replacement of deteriorated reinforced concrete wastewater pipes.  These 
investments would address inflow and infiltration into the system and restore structural integrity.   The 
Collection System Rehabilitation would take between 20 to 25 years to complete with the proposed rate 
increases. 
 
Ken Baird discussed the proposed utility rate increases. With a proposed 5 percent increase in Water, 25 
percent increase in Wastewater, and 71 percent increase in Stormwater rates, Boulder would move up 
from the lower end to the higher end of the middle third of comparable Front Range Communities in 
residential utility bills, when using the 2014 rates of the other communities. The overall impact on an 
average single family residential bill would be an increase of around $13 a month. On a commercial level, 
the increase would vary, based on the use characteristics of the business being affected. 
 
Conclusion 

Peggy Bunzli concluded the presentation by noting the next steps in the budget process, including dates of 
the 2015 Recommended Budget study session(s) in September and 2015 Budget hearings in October. 

DISCUSSION 

Following the presentation, City Council discussed both the Utilities portion and all other portions of the 
2015-2020 CIP that were addressed by staff.   
 
The following general ideas and themes emerged from council discussion of the Water, Stormwater/Flood 
Management, and Wastewater/Sanitary Sewer System proposed capital investments: 

 The Inflow and Infiltration evaluation provides information that will help with a 2014 update to 
the 2009 Wastewater Collection System Master Plan. The Utilities Division uses a 20-year CIP so 
not all items are reflected in the 5-year CIP. 

 Current standards require an engineering analysis of stormwater impacts for new developments.  
Much of the city was constructed prior to current standards. A multi-pronged, incentive based 
approach could help address wastewater collections system issues related to private property.  

 Staff noted that the flood detention berm at U.S. 36 would not be funded in 2015, and the 
recommendation has significant environmental impacts.   WRAB and OSBT are being asked to 
provided recommendations to city council regarding next steps. 
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 There is a strategy to get funds quickly from Urban Drainage. As much as possible is requested 
every year, and whatever funds are received are put into current projects immediately. It was 
recommended by Council that there should be a public process and discussion about priorities and 
timing explaining how Boulder competes with other jurisdictions for funds.  

 The Open House prior to the recent WRAB meeting was about South Boulder Creek and Skunk 
Creek.  The WRAB meeting had an action item on South Boulder Creek and the September 
WRAB meeting will have an item on Skunk Creek. 
 

Water, Stormwater, Wastewater Rates 

 In the comparison of rates chart included in the staff presentation, both 2015 proposed and 2014 
actual rates are listed for Boulder, while 2014 actual rates are used for the other communities. The 
rates in the other communities are expected to change in 2015. If the Stormwater rates were taken 
out, Boulder would be several places lower in the comparison. Boulder is one of the communities 
along the Front Range with the highest flood risk. 

 Water bills are based on meter usage. The stormwater fee for residential properties is based on lot 
size.  For commercial properities the fee is determined by comparing lot size and impervious area 
(such as parking lots) to a typical single family residential property. 

 Staff confirmed that an increase in water main replacement would result in a reduction of water 
breaks.  

 Staff initially presented a wastewater CIP to the WRAB based on a 7 percent rate increase.  
Different scenarios were developed based on public input and the WRAB ultimately 
recommended a 30 percemt increase.  The proposed larger increase was largely driven by support 
for greater investment in measures to improve the resiliency and reliability of the wastewater 
collection system.  The proposed 71 percent increase in the stormwater and flood management 
fund was largely driven by public interest in seeing progress on a larger number of major 
drainageways.  Current rates would allow for limited investment on a small number of 
drainageways during the 6-year CIP.  The proposed increase would allow for some progress on 
mapping or mitigation on a larger number of drainageways.  This would include several areas that 
were heavily impacted by the flood, but that were previously scheduled beyond the 6 year CIP 
horizon.   

 Rates are not likely to decrease to previous levels after the sanitary sewer system is lined. The 
CIP includes additional projected rate increases to address inflation and major projects which will 
occur over the course of the lining project. Periodic short term rate increases could also be used to 
address needs. 

 WRAB unanimously voted in favor of the increase. At the 2014 rate level, Tier 1 projects would 
have a 20 to 30 year time horizon, but with the proposed rate level, that horizon would be reduced 
to 5 to10 years. 

 In post flood assessments, the deteriorating sanitary sewer pipes were found to be a serious issue.  
The higher increase in rates for wastewater and stormwater can be justified as a result of 
information learned from the flood, and public input. 

 Staff indicated that rates could be more aggressive for wastewater, and a design for inflow and 
peak flow could be included in the wastewater Master Plan. 

 Bond financing might be an option if rates were frontloaded. The pipes in the poorest condition 
could be lined in 10 years with the bond option. 

 It was recommended by council that the rates should be more aggressive given the information 
learned from the flood and the public’s expressed concerns. 
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Lining of the Pipes 

 The lining of the pipes is currently being done by a contractor. It could be done by the city and, 
due to the size of contracts over the next two decades, that may be an option. Decisions to do so 
would depend on the breakeven point regarding training and investment. 

 In the event of a failure at the Betasso Water Treatment Facility, basic needs could be met using 
the Boulder Reservoir Water Treatment Facilility. The Public Work/Utilities Division is 
evaluating the capabilities of the distribution system to operate in that scenario. In addition, 
hydroelectric turbines at Maxwell and Kohler can be run in reverse as pumps for a limited time, if 
needed. 

 At the proposed 25 percent rate, if all funding were dedicated to pipe lining, it would take 
approximately 22 years to line the pipes.  

 Preliminary findings appear to show that some of the worst condition pipes are in the newer 
developments of the City. Many pipes in poor condition have been addressed with lining over the 
last decade. With a variance in groundwater across the City, pipes are affected differently. 

 
The following general ideas and themes emerged from council discussion on the 2015-2020 CIP: 

General 

 Council noted that the CIP document was improved and appreciated that it is an easier document 
to read and understand than past documents. 

 Council expressed an interest in more visual representation of key information in the CIP. 
 Council expressed an interest a high level dashboard of key projects completed and planned, as 

well as how projects address community outcomes. 
 Council expressed an interest in having the CIP show the carbon impact of projects. 
 Council noted that the September 2013 flood had a significant impact on the CIP and wondered 

what impact there would be as a result of deferred projects. Staff noted that capital projects would 
continue to be prioritized to ensure critical projects were planned and completed as needed. In 
some areas, such as Open Space, it will take three to four years to fully recover from the flood. 
Many recovery projects will improve on what had previously existed, however some Open Space 
land has been altered and cannot be rebuilt as before. Deferred projects, including extended 
timeline for upcoming Trail Study Area (TSA) plans are not expected to affect the timeframe of 
any future Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) acquisitions.  

 Council requested clarification of Development Excise Tax funded projects and funding for Civic 
Area planning studies in 2015. 

 Council asked for clarification on the use of the Wildland Fire Station. Staff explained that, as 
recommended in the Fire and Rescue Master Plan, Wildland Fire crews have been incorporated as 
full time, year round staff, rather than seasonal staff for increased emergency response capacity 
and readiness. The station accommodates these Firefighters, as other stations accommodate other 
Firefighters. Additionally, it can serve as an emergency operations center along with the Fire 
Training Center in the event of a major incident. 

 Council asked for clarification on which CIP Guiding Principles applied to individual projects. 
Staff explained that the CIP Guiding Principles are listed on each project sheet and the applicable 
principles for each project indicated with a check mark. 
 

Transportation 

Staff provided the following information related to Transportation projects: 
 Regarding the design of the 28th Street Multi Use Path, only the existing bridge shoulders will be 

expanded to accommodate cycling, and a connection to the Four-mile path will be built. 
 The 28th Street project will provide cyclists with two options: one on the street, and one on the 

path. The path also allows bikes to go in both directions, and provides a connection to individual 
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businesses along the street. The aforementioned widening would fix missing connections along 
28th Street, including TEBO Plaza. 

 Visual cues will be given to bring attention to the widening of the paths, to reduce conflicts 
between cyclists and motorists. 

 To provide flexibility, the local match for the next round of potential projects to be funded by the 
Denver Regional Council of Government (DRCOG) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
has been programmed generally as a placeholder in the CIP. Funded projects will be chosen 
through a competitive evaluation process by DRCOG. Information is collected for each project 
and put into a scoring matrix defined by DRCOG. The Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) 
will review candidate project submittals and provide a recommendation in September. The final 
decision regarding project submittals will be strategic based on projects that meet the city’s goals 
and are competitive in the DRCOG process. Based on DRCOG selection, the local match funding 
will then be specifically allocated in the CIP for selected projects.  

 
Council asked for additional information regarding $1.1 million programmed over the course of the 6-
year CIP for street light pole replacement, for poles not owned by the city. 

 
Unfunded Fire Station Rehabilitation and Replacement 

 Staff clarified that $8 million noted for land costs for the relocation of Fire Station #3 was an 
estimate based on sites considered at the time of the initial evaluation of potential costs. 

 While the relocation of Fire Station #3 has been identified as a high priority, as a result of its 
location in the 100-year flood plain, it is currently unfunded and specific timing for the relocation 
has not been determined. It is anticipated that this project would be included in a list of projects 
for council consideration for inclusion in a potential major capital bond initiative. Consideration 
of a major capital bond initiative could possibly be brought to Council as early as 2016. 

 Council asked for clarification of rehabilitation and replacement needs of Fire Stations. Staff 
indicated that this had been identified in the Fire and Rescue Master Plan and informed council 
that staff would return to council with additional information on this. 

 Staff confirmed that the city did not intend to increase the size of its fire vehicles and that it was 
engaged in a pilot program involving a smaller light response vehicle. 
 

Mapleton Fields 

 Council inquired about the location of a replacement facility for the Mapleton Ball Fields if Fire 
Station #3 were to move to that location. 

  Staff indicated that a recent athletic field study has confirmed a shortage of fields in the Boulder 
community. The removal of the Mapleton Fields could intensify the supply shortage.  Parks and 
Recreation staff are currently working with the County, Boulder Valley School District, and other 
agencies to explore creative scenarios to increase field supply. These efforts focus on options for 
the replacement of the Mapleton Fields, if necessary. One option is to develop a new ballfield 
complex at Valmont City Park as part of the Phase 2 development. Other opportunities may be 
identified as the department implements existing plans for the Foothills Community Park, Stazio 
Sports Complex, and Pleasant View Fields that include desired development of additional fields. 
The Parks and recreation Master Plan provides further details for each of these options in the 
Vision Plan section.  

 Boulder Parks and Recreation staff understands the importance of the Iris Fields and their role in 
addressing the field demand in Boulder.  According to the County, renovations at Iris Fields are 
two years away from occurring. Staff is exploring the potential of Iris Fields improvements and 
how to assist in replacing the fields within the community, if they are removed. 

 Staff confirmed that the $100,000 allocated for the Mapleton Fields is programmed in the 2015 to 
2020 CIP, as part of Facilities and Asset Management‘s (FAM) budget, for minor maintenance 
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and renovations to the existing concessions and restroom buildings. Parks and Recreation and 
FAM work closely to determine funding needs for facilities based on the current maintenance 
backlogs and other priorities. If a determination is made regarding the repurposing of the 
Mapleton Fields, staff will review the project and reallocate funding based on the critical needs of 
other facilities.   

 

Follow up Information 

Additional  information regarding the Street Light Pole Replacement project, unfunded capital projects in 
the Fire Department, and the Civic Area Planning Studies funding was included as Attachment D in the 
Sep. 9 Budget Study Session memo to council. 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE:  September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to 
order published, by title only, an ordinance amending Title 1, B.R.C. 1981, 
concerning “General Administration,” Title 2, B.R.C. 1981, concerning 
“Government Organization,” Title 5, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “General Offenses” 
and Title 7, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “Vehicles, Pedestrians and Parking.” 
 
 
 
 
PRESENTER/S  
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager  
Maureen Rait, Executive Director of Public Works 
Tracy Winfree, Director of Public Works for Transportation 
Bill Cowern, Transportation Operations Engineer 
Carey Weinheimer, Deputy Police Chief – Support and Staff Services 
Janet Michels, Assistant City Attorney 
Kurt Matthews, Parking Manager 
Joe Paulson, Transportation Operations Engineer (Signals and Lighting) 
Marni Ratzel, GO Boulder Senior Transportation Planner  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This agenda item presents several proposed transportation-related changes to the Boulder 
Revised Code (B.R.C.). These changes are intended to address enforcement and/or 
operational issues identified by City staff.  The proposed ordinance is provided as 
Attachment A. 
 
Proposed changes include technical corrections, updating the B.R.C. to be consistent with 
state regulations, and achieving consistency with local initiatives already underway, such 
as recognizing the operation of a shared street, and experimenting with bike lanes 
protected by parked vehicles. Some of the proposed changes would make it easier for the 
public to enjoy high-quality special events in the City of Boulder. Other changes would 
make it easier for staff to enforce laws related to public safety.   
 

Agenda Item 3D     Page 1Packet Page     35



These proposed changes do not reflect new transportation, police or parking management 
policy direction and are not associated with any new initiatives. Another phase of 
proposed ordinance changes will be proceeding through other public outreach initiatives, 
such as the Access Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS) effort, which likely will 
have policy implications. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Suggested Motion Language  
Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following 
motion: 
 
Motion to introduce and order published by title only an ordinance amending Title 1, 
B.R.C. 1981, concerning “General Administration”, Title 2, B.R.C. 1981, concerning 
“Government Organization”, Title 5, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “General Offenses” and 
Title 7, B.R.C. 1981, concerning “Vehicles, Pedestrians and Parking”. 
 
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
  
• Economic - In some cases, these amendments would allow violations to be written to 

the municipal court rather than to the state, which would allow the City of Boulder to 
obtain the fines associated with these violations. The proposed ordinance changes are 
intended to benefit the community through clear and easily enforceable laws.   

• Environmental – There are no clear environmental impacts associated with these 
proposed changes. However, some changes would allow the advancement of 
transportation initiatives that may further the Transportation Master Plan goals and 
consequently, the city’s Climate Commitment goals.   

• Social – There are no clear social impacts associated with these proposed changes. 
The proposed ordinance changes are intended to benefit the community through clear 
and easily enforceable laws. 

 
OTHER IMPACTS  
• Fiscal – There are no budgetary impacts associated with this work.      
• Staff time – No additional staffing or staff time is expected as a result of these 

proposed changes.   
 
BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK 
Draft changes to the B.R.C. were reviewed by the city’s Transportation Advisory Board 
(TAB) at their July 14, 2014 meeting. In response to a request by the TAB chair, staff 
brought additional proposed changes for TAB to review at their Aug. 11, 2014 meeting. 
TAB member comments from the meeting minutes are summarized in Attachment B.  
 
PUBLIC FEEDBACK 
The draft changes to the B.R.C. were reviewed by the Community Cycles organization at 
their July 7, 2014 meeting. Staff has amended the proposed changes to the B.R.C. in 
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response to comments from both CC and the TAB.  Staff has shared the current proposed 
changes with CC (following the last TAB meeting) and CC did not have any remaining 
concerns with the proposed changes.  
 
BACKGROUND 
Staff from several departments involved in matters pertaining to transportation (ie Police, 
Public Works, and Parking Enforcement) will occasionally meet with the City Attorney’s 
Office to discuss legal challenges associated with staff providing a safe and efficiency 
transportation system.  Sometimes staff members from other departments are involved in 
these discussions as well.  For instance, a staff member from Planning and Development 
Services was involved in discussions about “Shared Streets” in this iteration.  The 
purpose of this process is to identify appropriate “Transportation Related” changes to the 
B.R.C. to recommend to City Council which address the challenges discussed.   
 
Generally, the recommended changes seek to accomplish one of the following: 

a) Address a lack of clarity between an ordinance and a desired behavior; 
b) Make a technical correction which appears to be a prior error in an ordinance; 
c) Add or modify an ordinance to bring it into conformance with State law; 
d) Add or modify an ordinance to support an existing policy initiative; 
e) Address an enforceability issue with an existing ordinance. 

 
This effort is limited to topics that are consistent with existing city policy and are not 
expected to be controversial with members of the community. 
 
ANALYSIS 
This collection of proposed ordinance changes correct technical discrepancies, allow 
flexibility for “living laboratory” projects, and better conform with state law.   
 
Some of the ordinance changes help “clean up” the code (buses can park in bus stops; 
inattentive driving becomes careless driving, etc.). 
  
Other changes are needed to advance new initiatives,  including changes allowing for 
bike/pedestrian use of shared streets and for experiments with protected bike lanes. These 
are not controversial initiatives and people in the community are aware of them and staff 
has not received any public concerns about the proposed changes. One change would 
allow pedestrians to enter a signalized crossing after the “Don’t Walk” signal has started 
flashing, which is essentially what many people already do today. 
  
There are a couple of changes that make it easier to facilitate special community events 
on University Hill. These changes would allow event sponsors to post “No Parking” signs 
later at metered locations and enable traffic engineers to allow road closures for longer 
periods of time.  
  
There are a couple of changes that bring local laws into conformity with state law, 
including no texting while driving, how pedestrians may enter the roadway, drivers 
approaching emergency vehicles, etc. 
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Lastly, there is an enforcement change that simplifies the enforcement of campers and 
recreational vehicles parked in the public right of way overnight, by allowing those 
tickets to be written to the vehicle (as parking tickets) rather than requiring them to being 
issued to an individual (as a code violation). 
 
In total, the proposed changes summarized below amend 26 different sections of the 
B.R.C. 
 
o Changes to the definition of an Abandoned Vehicle, in Title 1 and Title 7 of the 

B.R.C., which support proposed changes to Section 7-6-13 that make it easier to tow 
vehicles parked in restricted parking areas.  
 

o Changes to Section 2-2-11, which remove the existing limitation on the amount of 
time that the “Traffic Engineer” may allow a roadway to be closed for community or 
neighborhood events and for bicycle or foot racing events. There are a number of 
special events wanting to close  roadways for longer than these limitations currently 
allow and staff does not believe there are any operational reasons to have these 
limitations. 
 

o The creation of a definition for a “Shared Street” in Title 7, which is needed due to 
the reference to a “Shared Street” in several other proposed B.R.C. modifications. 
 

o Modifications to several B.R.C. sections (5-6-15; 7-5-4; 7-5-17; 7-5-19; and 7-5-20), 
which establish that standard rules of the road for pedestrians and bicyclists are 
exempted when a roadway is designated as a “Shared Street”. These changes are 
needed to allow pedestrians and bicyclists to use a shared street as it is intended. In 
addition, changes to sections 7-5-19 and 7-5-20 also allow a pedestrian to walk in 
bike lanes located between parked cars and the curb. These changes are necessary to 
allow the city to experiment with bicycle lanes protected by parked cars and still 
provide Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility between the parking and 
the adjacent sidewalk. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-2-12, which clarify the conditions under which emergency 
vehicles are exempt from certain roadway requirements (i.e., parking, stopping, 
speed, wrong-way travel, etc.). For example, one change clarifies that when visual 
signals would cause an obstruction to the normal flow of traffic, emergency vehicles 
are not required to use them to obtain this exemption. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-3-3 adding language to ensure that the Colorado Department of 
Transportation may not issue oversize vehicle permits for roadways within the City of 
Boulder that are not state highways. 
 

o A small change to Section 7-4-7 that clarifies the opposing traffic control for a driver 
facing a flashing yellow signal. 
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o A change in the title of Section 7-4-52, which renames “Inattentive Driving” to 
“Careless Driving,” establishing conformity with state regulation. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-4-64, which clarify the flashing red-light display requirements 
for school buses to establish a requirement for vehicles to stop. This change requires 
vehicles traveling in both directions to stop for school buses when the STOP placard 
is displayed and flashing red lights are active. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-4-66, which modify the responsibilities of drivers approaching 
emergency vehicles. State law already provides these requirements, so these 
modifications establish conformity between state and local regulation. 
 

o Adding a new section, 7-4-78 “Misuse of a Wireless Telephone,” to provide 
regulation around the use of hand-held electronic devices while driving. These 
changes are intended to preclude drivers under the age of 18 from using cellphones 
while driving and preclude texting while driving for all drivers. State law already 
provides these requirements, so these modifications establish conformity between 
state and local regulation. 
 

o Removing language from Section 7-5-14 to clarify the requirements for a pedestrian 
or cyclist to enter the roadway. This change establishes conformity between state and 
local regulation. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-5-15, which clean up the language associated with pedestrian 
indication at traffic signals and provide additional language that allows a pedestrian to 
enter a crosswalk when a countdown pedestrian indicator is counting down the time 
remaining to cross, as long as they can complete the crossing of the intersection 
within the displayed time. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-5-16, which add rules for pedestrians crossing at a flashing 
yellow signal and change the existing rules so that pedestrians crossing in crosswalks 
at intersections with these displays have the right-of-way as if it were a standard 
crosswalk, rather than not having right-of-way and having to wait for gaps in traffic.  
These changes bring the B.R.C. into compliance with the newest version of the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

  
o Changes to sections 7-6-9 and 7-6-10, which allow vehicles to park with their wheels 

not adjacent to the curb when traffic control requires them to do so. These changes 
are needed for the city to experiment with bicycle lanes that are protected by parked 
vehicles.   
 

o Changes to Section 7-6-13, which assist with the allowance of impounding vehicles 
parked in time-restricted areas. Specifically, these changes allow a vehicle to be 
impounded after only 24 hours, rather than the current 72-hour requirement for 
posting temporary “No Parking” signs. These changes also clarify that buses are 
allowed to park in bus stops. 
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o Changes to Section 7-6-21, which remove the stipulation that a vehicle cannot park 

for longer than three minutes in a passenger loading zone and instead allow the 
Traffic Engineer to establish different limits using traffic control devices. This change 
allows vehicles to park in passenger loading zones for more  than three minutes. 
 

o Changes to Section 7-6-24, which simplifies the enforcement of campers and 
recreational vehicles parked in the public right of way overnight, by allowing those 
tickets to be written to the vehicle (as parking tickets) rather than requiring them to 
being issued to an individual (as a code violation). The restriction on overnight 
parking of campers and recreational vehicles is currently codified in B.R.C. 9-9-6 (h), 
but only as a code violation requiring issuance of a citation to an individual.   
 

o Changes to sections 7-7-2 and 7-7-3 which assist with the impounding of vehicles 
parked in time-restricted areas (see the above bullet for Section 7-6-13). 

 
The proposed changes to the B.R.C. are the result of review and consideration by a group 
of city staff from the Police Department, Public Works Department, Planning and 
Development Services, Downtown and University Hill Management Division, and City 
Attorney’s Office.   
 
ATTACHMENTS  
 
Attachment A – Proposed Changes to the B.R.C. 
Attachment B – Summary of TAB Comments from Meeting Minutes 
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ORDINANCE NO. 7996 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTERS 1-2, 2-2, SECTION 
5-6-15, B.R.C. 1981, TITLE 7, B.R.C. 1981, AND ADDING A 
NEW SECTION 7-4-78, B.R.C. 1981, CONCERNING THE 
AUTHORITY OF THE TRAFFIC ENGINEER, REGULATION 
OF VEHICLES, PEDESTRIANS AND TRAFFIC, PARKING 
INFRACTIONS, AND VEHICLE IMPOUNDS, AND SETTING 
FORTH RELATED DETAILS. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

Section 1.  Section 1-2-1(b), B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
"Abandoned motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle that is left in one location on public 
property or on private property without the consent of the owner thereof for twenty-four 
hours or more than the time limited by any signs, meters, pay stations or pavement 
markings that apply to that location, or for a continuous period of more than seventy-two 
hours at any otherwise unregulated location. 
 
 
Section 2.  Section 2-2-11, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

 
2-2-11. Traffic Engineering.  
 
(a) The city manager is appointed as traffic engineer for the City to perform the 
responsibilities provided in this section and other applicable ordinances of the City. It is the 
general duty of the traffic engineer to plan the installation, timing, and maintenance of traffic 
control devices; to plan and direct the operation and parking of traffic on the streets of the City; 
to conduct investigations of traffic conditions; to represent the City in dealing with officials of 
other governments on traffic and street improvements; to make agreements dividing 
responsibility for maintenance of streets and traffic control devices over which authority is 
exercised jointly with other governments; and to take such steps as are reasonably necessary and 
proper to carry out these plans subject to the availability of funds. 

(b) In addition to other duties prescribed by this code or other ordinances of the City, the city 
manager may, without limitation: 

… 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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(15) Close streets or portions of streets temporarily for no more than eight 
hours for community or neighborhood events, if the manager finds that the public 
safety and convenience would not be thereby adversely affected and subject to 
such conditions as the manager deems reasonable to protect public health, safety, 
and welfare; and 

(16) Approve use of all or a portion of streets for bicycle or pedestrian racing 
events, and temporarily close for no more than twelve hours all or a portion of 
such areas as reasonably necessary for the safety of racers, spectators, and those 
who would otherwise use the facility, if the manager also determines that: 

 
Section 3.  Section 7-1-1(a), B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
"Abandoned vehicle" means any vehicle other than a bicycle that is left in one location on 
public property or on private property without the consent of the owner thereof for 
twenty-four hours more than the time limited by any signs, meters, pay stations or 
pavement markings that apply to that location, or for a continuous period of more than 
seventy-two hours at any other unregulated location. 

“Shared Street” means a roadway that minimizes demarcations between vehicle traffic 
and pedestrians by removing features such as curbs, road surface markings, and certain 
regulations. Through a variety of treatments including landscaping, traffic calming, 
pavement features and pedestrian amenities, it is made accessible and designed to be 
shared by all modes of transportation.  The street is intended to be used for open space 
and pedestrian circulation as well as typical transportation purposes conducted in a safe 
manner by all modes of transportation.  Many of the rules restricting a pedestrian or 
cyclist’s use of the roadway are suspended on this roadway. 
 
 
Section 4.  Section 5-6-15, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

5-6-15.  Pedestrian Interference in Roadway Prohibited.  
 

Every pedestrian crossing or otherwise within a roadway shall yield the right of way to 
and avoid any interference with all vehicles upon or approaching the roadway. This 
section does not apply to pedestrians crossing in crosswalks or in accordance with 
Subsection 7-5-15(d), B.R.C. 1981 or to pedestrians walking along and upon roadways 
designated as shared streets. 
 
 
Section 5.  Section 7-2-12, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

7-2-12.     Exemptions For Authorized Emergency Vehicles. 

(a) The driver of an authorized emergency vehicle, while responding to an emergency 
call, while in pursuit of an actual or suspected violator of the law, or while responding to 
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but not returning from a fire alarm may exercise the privileges set forth in this section. 
The driver of any authorized emergency vehicle may: 

(1) Park or stop, irrespective of the provisions of this title; 
(2) Proceed past a red or stop traffic control signal or sign, but only after slowing 
down as may be necessary for reasonably safe operation; 
(3) Exceed a speed limit so long as life or property is not unreasonably 
endangered thereby; and 
(4) Disregard regulations governing direction of movement, turning in specified 
directions, or driving in a particular place. 

(b) The provisions of this section and section 7-2-13, “Exemptions For Maintenance 
Vehicles,” B.R.C. 1981, do not relieve the privileged driver of the duty to drive with due 
regard for the safety of all persons, nor do such provisions protect the driver from the 
consequences of such driver’s reckless disregard for the safety of others. 
(c) The exemptions granted in this section apply only while the authorized emergency 
vehicle, other than a bicycle, is making use of audible or visible signals meeting the 
requirements of section 42-4-213 or 42-4-222, C.R.S., as amended, unless using such 
visual signals would cause an obstruction to the normal flow of traffic. But an authorized 
emergency vehicle being operated as a police vehicle while responding to or in actual 
pursuit of a suspected violator of any provision of this title, title 5, Boulder Revised 
Code, or title 18, Colorado Revised Statutes, need not display or make use of audible or 
visible signals as long as such pursuit is being made to obtain verification of or evidence 
of the guilt of the suspected violator. Where paragraph (a)(1) of this section is concerned, 
only such lights or other measures need to be taken as are reasonably necessary to warn 
of the special hazard, if any, presented by such parking or stopping. 

 
 

Section 6.  Section 7-3-3, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-3-3. Height, Length, and Weight of Vehicles. 

(a) No person shall drive, move, stop, or park on any street any vehicle or vehicles of a size, 
weight, or load that exceeds that permitted for such vehicle or vehicles under sections 42-4-502 
through 42-4-509, C.R.S., as amended. 

. . . 

(c) It is a specific defense to a charge of violating this section that the driving, moving, 
stopping, and parking occurred on a street that was not a state highway, and 

(1) Was in compliance with a permit issued under the provisions of subsection (d) of this 
section; or 
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(2) Was in compliance with a permit or exclusion under section 42-4-510, C.R.S., as 
amended, and that the vehicle was being driven on a street that is also a state 
highway as provided in section 43-2-135, C.R.S. 

(d) The city manager shall issue a one time permit allowing a vehicle or vehicles that are, when 
loaded, oversize or overweight or both to travel so loaded over city streets upon application 
therefor if the manager finds that: 

 
 

Section 7.  Section 7-4-7, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-4-7.  Flashing Yellow Signal.  

(a) A driver facing a traffic control signal when the circular yellow lens of the signal 
is illuminated with rapid intermittent flashes is thereby warned: 

(1)  At an intersection, that cross traffic has a flashing red light. 

(2)  At any other location, that a special hazard exists, and drivers of all vehicles shall 
proceed past such signal and through the hazardous location only with caution. 

(b)  A driver facing a traffic control signal when the yellow arrow lens of the signal is 
illuminated with rapid intermittent flashes is thereby warned that opposing traffic has a 
green signal and the right of way and the driver should proceed with caution. 

(c)  This section does not apply to railroad signs or signals. 

 
 

Section 8.  Section 7-4-52, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-4-52. Inattentive Careless Driving.  

(a) No person shall drive: 

(1) In a careless, inattentive, negligent, or imprudent manner without due regard for 
the width, grade, curves, corners, traffic, and use of the streets or other places, or any 
other attendant circumstances; or 
(2) In such a manner as to violate two or more of the specific sections of this title 
regulating the driving of vehicles for which penalty points are assessed against the 
driving privilege under the statutes of the state in a single driving episode. This 
paragraph does not limit the application of paragraph (a)(1) of this section. 

(b) Any person who violates any provision of this section commits the offense of 
inattentive careless driving, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of no 
more than $1,000.00, jail of no more than ninety days, or both such fine and jail. 
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Section 9.  Section 7-4-64, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-4-64. Stop for School Bus Required.  

(a) A driver meeting or overtaking from either direction a school bus stopped upon a 
street shall stop before reaching the school bus, if there is displayed on the school bus in 
the direction facing the driver two or more alternately flashing red lights, and shall not 
proceed until the school bus resumes motion or the flashing red lights are no longer 
displayed. But the driver of a vehicle that is on a different roadway of a divided street 
than the school bus is not required by this section to stop upon meeting or passing a 
school bus. For the purposes of this section, divided street includes division by a painted 
median serving as a clearly indicated dividing island. 

(b) Any person who violates any provision of this section commits the offense of failure 
to stop for school bus and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of no more 
than $1,000.00, jail of no more than ninety days, or both such fine and jail. 

 

Section 10.  Section 7-4-66, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

 
7-4-66. Operation of Vehicle on Approach of Authorized Emergency Vehicle.  

(a) Upon the immediate approach of an authorized emergency vehicle making use of 
audible or visual signals meeting the requirements of section 42-4-213 or 42-4-222, 
C.R.S., as amended, the driver of every other vehicle shall yield the right-of-way and 
where possible shall immediately clear the farthest left-hand lane lawfully available to 
through traffic, shall drive to a position parallel to and as close as possible to the right-
hand curb of a roadway clear of any intersection, and shall stop and remain in that 
position until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed, except when otherwise 
directed by a police officer or firefighter or the driver of the authorized emergency 
vehicle. 

 
(b)(1) A driver in a vehicle that is approaching or passing a stationary authorized 
emergency vehicle that is giving a visual signal by means of flashing, rotating, or 
oscillating red, blue, or white lights as permitted by section 42-4-213 or 42-4-222 or a 
stationary towing carrier vehicle that is giving a visual signal by means of flashing, 
rotating, or oscillating yellow lights shall exhibit due care and caution and proceed as 
described in paragraphs (2) and (3) of this subsection (b). 
 
(2) On a highway with at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same direction on the 
same side of the highway where a stationary authorized emergency vehicle or stationary 
towing carrier vehicle is located, the driver of an approaching or passing vehicle shall 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.

Agenda Item 3D     Page 11Packet Page     45

http://web.lexisnexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=34adaf9f0d7d9b396488a577acaeaeb3&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5bC.R.S.%2042-4-705%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=4&_butStat=0&_butNum=4&_butInline=1&_butinfo=COCODE%2042-4-213&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzt-zSkAl&_md5=66846aafa81f8aaa43bc0b669d737181
http://web.lexisnexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=34adaf9f0d7d9b396488a577acaeaeb3&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5bC.R.S.%2042-4-705%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=4&_butStat=0&_butNum=5&_butInline=1&_butinfo=COCODE%2042-4-222&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzt-zSkAl&_md5=3e7fcb6cadd5073a022a108ed19a348a


 

K:\poad\o-7996-1st-1856.docx 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

proceed with due care and caution and yield the right-of-way by moving into a lane at 
least one moving lane apart from the stationary authorized emergency vehicle or 
stationary towing carrier vehicle, unless directed otherwise by a peace officer or other 
authorized emergency personnel. If movement to an adjacent moving lane is not possible 
due to weather, road conditions, or the immediate presence of vehicular or pedestrian 
traffic, the driver of the approaching vehicle shall proceed in the manner described in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection (b). 
 
(3) On a highway that does not have at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same 
direction on the same side of the highway where a stationary authorized emergency 
vehicle or stationary towing carrier vehicle is located, or if movement by the driver of the 
approaching vehicle into an adjacent moving lane, as described in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection (b), is not possible, the driver of an approaching vehicle shall reduce and 
maintain a safe speed with regard to the location of the stationary authorized vehicle or 
stationary towing carrier vehicle, weather conditions, road conditions, and vehicular or 
pedestrian traffic and proceed with due care and caution, or as directed by a peace officer 
or other authorized emergency personnel. 
 
(c)(1) A driver in a vehicle that is approaching or passing a maintenance, repair, or 
construction vehicle that is moving at less than twenty miles per hour shall exhibit due 
care and caution and proceed as described in paragraphs (2) and (3) of this subsection (c). 
 
(2) On a highway with at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same direction on the 
same side of the highway where a stationary or slow-moving maintenance, repair, or 
construction vehicle is located, the driver of an approaching or passing vehicle shall 
proceed with due care and caution and yield the right-of-way by moving into a lane at 
least one moving lane apart from the vehicle, unless directed otherwise by a peace officer 
or other authorized emergency personnel. If movement to an adjacent moving lane is not 
possible due to weather, road conditions, or the immediate presence of vehicular or 
pedestrian traffic, the driver of the approaching vehicle shall proceed in the manner 
described in paragraph (3) of this subsection (c). 
 
(3) On a highway that does not have at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same 
direction on the same side of the highway where a stationary or slow-moving 
maintenance, repair, or construction vehicle is located, or if movement by the driver of 
the approaching vehicle into an adjacent moving lane, as described in paragraph (2) of 
this subsection (c), is not possible, the driver of an approaching vehicle shall reduce and 
maintain a safe speed with regard to the location of the stationary or slow-moving 
maintenance, repair, or construction vehicle, weather conditions, road conditions, and 
vehicular or pedestrian traffic, and shall proceed with due care and caution, or as directed 
by a peace officer or other authorized emergency personnel. 
 
(d)(1) A driver in a vehicle that is approaching or passing a motor vehicle where the tires 
are being equipped with chains on the side of the highway shall exhibit due care and 
caution and proceed as described in paragraphs (2) and (3) of this subsection (d). 
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(2) On a highway with at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same direction on the 
same side of the highway where chains are being applied to the tires of a motor vehicle, 
the driver of an approaching or passing vehicle shall proceed with due care and caution 
and yield the right-of-way by moving into a lane at least one moving lane apart from the 
vehicle, unless directed otherwise by a peace officer or other authorized emergency 
personnel. If movement to an adjacent moving lane is not possible due to weather, road 
conditions, or the immediate presence of vehicular or pedestrian traffic, the driver of the 
approaching vehicle shall proceed in the manner described in paragraph (c) of this 
subsection (d). 
 
(3) On a highway that does not have at least two adjacent lanes proceeding in the same 
direction on the same side of the highway where chains are being applied to the tires of a 
motor vehicle, or if movement by the driver of the approaching vehicle into an adjacent 
moving lane, as described in paragraph (2) of this subsection (d), is not possible, the 
driver of an approaching vehicle shall reduce and maintain a safe speed with regard to the 
location of the motor vehicle where chains are being applied to the tires, weather 
conditions, road conditions, and vehicular or pedestrian traffic, and shall proceed with 
due care and caution, or as directed by a peace officer or other authorized emergency 
personnel. 
 
(eb) Any person who violates any provision of this section commits the offense of 
interference with an emergency vehicle and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by 
a fine of no more than $1,000.00, jail of no more than ninety days, or both such fine and 
jail. 

 
Section 11.  Adding new Section 7-4-78, “Misuse of a Wireless Telephone,” B.R.C. 1981 

to read:  
 

7-4-78. Misuse of a Wireless Telephone. 
 

(a) As used in this section, unless the context otherwise requires: 
 

(1) "Emergency" means a situation in which a person: 
 
(A) Has reason to fear for such person's life or safety or believes that a 
criminal act may be perpetrated against such person or another person, requiring 
the use of a wireless telephone while the car is moving; or 
 
(B) Reports a fire, a traffic accident in which one or more injuries are 
apparent, a serious road hazard, a medical or hazardous materials emergency, or a 
person who is driving in a reckless, careless, or otherwise unsafe manner. 

 
(2) "Operating a motor vehicle" means driving a motor vehicle on a public highway, 
but "operating a motor vehicle" shall not mean maintaining the instruments of control 
while the motor vehicle is at rest in a shoulder lane or lawfully parked. 
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(3) "Use" means talking on or listening to a wireless telephone or engaging the 
wireless telephone for text messaging or other similar forms of manual data entry or 
transmission. 

 
(4) "Wireless telephone" means a telephone that operates without a physical, wireline 
connection to the provider's equipment. The term includes, without limitation, cellular 
and mobile telephones. 
 

(b) A person under eighteen years of age shall not use a wireless telephone while 
operating a motor vehicle. An operator of a motor vehicle shall not be cited for a 
violation of this paragraph unless a law enforcement officer saw the operator use, as 
defined in this section, a wireless telephone. 
 
(c) A person eighteen years of age or older shall not use a wireless telephone for the 
purpose of engaging in text messaging or other similar forms of manual data entry or 
transmission while operating a motor vehicle. An operator of a motor vehicle shall not be 
cited for a violation of this paragraph unless a law enforcement officer saw the operator 
use a wireless telephone for the purpose of engaging in text messaging or other similar 
forms of manual data entry or transmission. 
 
(d) Subsection (b) or (c) of this section shall not apply to a person who is using the 
wireless telephone:  
 

(1) To contact a public safety entity; or 
 
(2) During an emergency. 

 
(e) A person who operates a motor vehicle in violation of subsection (b) or (c) of this 
section commits a traffic infraction, and the court shall assess a fine of fifty dollars. A 
second or subsequent violation of subsection (b) or (c) of this section shall be a traffic 
infraction and the court shall assess a fine of one hundred dollars. 

 
 (f) The provisions of this section shall not be construed to authorize the seizure and 
forfeiture of a wireless telephone, unless otherwise provided by law. 
 
(g) This section shall not apply to peace officers as defined in this Code or in section 16-
2.5-101,  C.R.S., as amended, in the performance of their official duties.  
 
 
Section 12.  Section 7-5-4, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-5-4.  Bicycle to Be Driven to Right.  

(a)  Every person driving a bicycle or electric assisted bicycle upon a roadway at a speed so 
slow as to impede or block the normal and legal forward movement of traffic proceeding 
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immediately behind such bicycle shall drive within the right four feet of the right-hand 
through lane of the roadway, except under any of the following conditions: 

. . . 

(b)  A bicycle or electric assisted bicycle may be driven on a paved shoulder if such driving 
does not violate any section of this title for passing or direction of travel. 

(c) The provisions of this section do not apply to roadways designated as shared streets. 

 
 
 Section 13.  Section 7-5-14, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-5-14.  Pedestrian or Bicyclist Entering Roadway.  

No pedestrian or bicyclist shall suddenly leave a curb or other place of safety and walk, run, 
or drive into the path of a moving vehicle that is both so close as to constitute an immediate 
hazard and is not required to stop or yield by a traffic control sign or signal. 

 
 

Section 14.  Section 7-5-15, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read:  
 
7-5-15 Pedestrian Obedience to Traffic Signal Required.  
 

(a) Except as otherwise directed by a pedestrian traffic control signal as described in 
subsection (b), no pedestrian shall enter the roadway at an intersection controlled by a 
steady traffic control signal unless a circular green signal is displayed governing the 
direction of travel. 
 
(b)  Where a pedestrian control signal exhibiting "Walk" or "Don't Walk" word or symbol 
indications is in operation, no pedestrian shall enter the roadway unless a steady or 
flashing "Walk" indication is displayed governing the direction of travel.Where a 
pedestrian traffic control signal is in place and operating, no pedestrian shall enter the 
roadway except where the illuminated symbols described in this subsection are displayed 
governing the direction of travel: 
 
 (1)  A walking person (symbolizing “Walk”) signal indication means that, 

exercising due caution, a pedestrian facing the signal indication may start to cross 
the roadway in the direction of the signal indication. 

 
 (2) Except as provided in subsection (4), a flashing upraised hand (symbolizing 

“Don’t Walk”) signal indication means that a pedestrian shall not start to cross the 
roadway in the direction of the signal indication, but that any pedestrian who has 
already started to cross on a “Walk” signal indication may complete crossing the 
roadway. 
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 (3) A steady “Don’t Walk” signal indication means that a pedestrian shall not 
enter the roadway in the direction of the signal indication. 
 

 (4) A countdown display showing the number of seconds remaining in the 
pedestrian change interval means that a pedestrian facing the signal indication 
may start to cross the roadway in the direction of the signal indication, but only if 
such pedestrian is able to safely walk completely across the street prior to the 
signal changing to assign the right of way to any conflicting traffic movement. 

 
(c) The prohibitions of this section apply to a pedestrian crossing in the crosswalk, in the 
intersection, or within fifty feet of the crosswalk. 
 
(d) Whenever a traffic signal control signal system provides for the stopping of all 
vehicular traffic and the exclusive movement of pedestrians and "Walk" and "Don't 
Walk" word or symbol indications control such pedestrian movement, pedestrians may 
cross in any direction between corners of the intersection offering the shortest route 
within the boundaries of the intersection while the walk indication is exhibited. 
 
(e) Any pedestrian who has lawfully entered a crosswalk governed by traffic control 
signals may complete crossing the roadway notwithstanding any indication subsequently 
displayed. 
 
(f) No pedestrian shall enter a roadway where an operable audible or visual warning 
traffic control device is located unless such device is activated. However, a pedestrian 
possessing the right of way who fails to activate a warning device or who is within the 
cross walk upon the expiration of such warning continues to possess the right of way. 

 
 

Section 15.  Section 7-5-16, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-5-16.  Pedestrian at Flashing Yellow or Red Light.  

Pedestrians facing any crossing a roadway with a flashing yellow or red traffic control 
indication lightsignal indicator at an intersection, unless otherwise directed by a 
pedestrian signal indicator or other traffic control device, are permitted to proceed across 
the roadway within any marked or unmarked associated crosswalk. Pedestrians shall 
yield the right of way to vehicles lawfully within the intersection at the time that the 
flashing yellow or red signal indicator is first displayed shall obey the rules for non-
intersection crossing described in Subsections 7-5-17(a) and (b), B.R.C. 1981. 

 
 

Section 16.  Section 7-5-17, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-5-17.  Pedestrian Crossing at Other Than Crosswalk.  
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(a)  No pedestrian shall cross a roadway other than by a route at right angles to the curb 
or by the shortest route to the opposite curb. 

(b)  Where a traffic control signal is in operation at an intersection, no pedestrian shall 
cross a roadway within fifty feet of the crosswalk at the intersection except in the 
crosswalk in conformance with Section 7-5-15, "Pedestrian Obedience to Traffic Signal 
Required," B.R.C. 1981. 

(c)  The provisions of this section do not apply to pedestrians crossing in crosswalks or in 
accordance with Subsec-tion 7-5-15(d), B.R.C. 1981, or pedestrians walking along and 
upon streets designated as shared streets. 

 
 

Section 17.  Section 7-5-19, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-5-19.  Pedestrian to Use Sidewalks on Main Streets.  

(a)  Where a sidewalk or bike lane between parking spaces and a curb is provided on or 
adjacent to any street that is a state highway, a street with four or more lanes for moving 
motor vehicular traffic, or a street in a district zoned BT, BC, or BR and its use is 
practicable for walking, no person shall walk along and upon an adjacent roadway. 

(b)  Where no such sidewalk is provided on such a street, pedestrians shall walk along a 
road shoulder, if present, as far as practicable from the edge of the roadway, unless a 
traffic control device indicates otherwise. 

(c)  The provisions of this section do not apply to pedestrians walking along and upon 
streets designated as shared streets. 

 
 

Section 18.  Section 7-5-20, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-5-20.  Pedestrian to Walk Facing Traffic.  

A pedestrian walking along and upon a roadway shall walk as near as practicable to an 
outside edge of the roadway and, if on a two-way street, shall walk only on the left side 
facing approaching traffic, unless the pedestrian is walking on a bike lane between 
parking spaces and a curb.  The provisions of this section do not apply to pedestrians 
walking along and upon roadways designated as shared streets. 

 
Section 19.  Section 7-6-9, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
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7-6-9.  Parked Too Far From Curb.  

Except where a traffic control device indicates otherwise or where angle parking is 
permitted, vehicles shall be parked only in the position specified below: 

(a)  On a two-way street, all vehicles with four or more wheels shall be parked with the 
right-hand wheels within twelve inches of the right-hand curb. On a one-way street, 
vehicles parked on the right shall be parked in compliance with the rule for two-way 
streets, and vehicles parked on the left shall be parked with the left-hand wheels parallel 
to and within twelve inches of the left-hand curb. On a cul-de-sac or other closed street 
with traffic control devices designating parking spaces, vehicles shall be parked with all 
wheels within the marked parking space. 

(b)  Vehicles with three or fewer wheels shall be parked with at least one wheel in 
compliance with subsection (a) of this section, and no part of the vehicle shall be more 
than six feet from the appropriate curb. 

(c)  In no case shall any vehicle be double parked. 
 
 

Section 20.  Section 7-6-10, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-6-10.  Obedience to Angle Parking Rules.  

(a)  Upon any portion of a street where front-in angle parking adjacent to a curb is 
indicated by a traffic control device, no vehicle shall be parked other than at the angle to 
the curb so indicated and with the front of the vehicle facing the curb and within twelve 
inches of it. However, where signs so require, 

(b) Upon any portion of a street where back-in angle parking adjacent to a curb is 
indicated by a traffic control device, no vehicle shall be parked other than at the angle to 
the curb so indicated and with the rear of the vehicle facing the curb and within twelve 
inches of it. 

(c) Upon any portion of a street where front-in angle parking is indicated by a traffic 
control device adjacent to a bike lane, no vehicle shall be parked other than at the angle to 
the left-hand edge of the protected bike lane so indicated and with the front of the vehicle 
facing the left-hand edge and within twelve inches of it. 

(d) Upon any portion of a street where back-in angle parking is indicated by a traffic 
control device adjacent to a bike lane, no vehicle shall be parked other than at the angle to 
the left-hand edge of the bike lane so indicated and with the back of the vehicle facing the 
left-hand edge and within twelve inches of it. 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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 (eb)  No vehicle shall be parked in an angle parking zone if it exceeds twenty feet in 
length or eight feet in width, including cargo or load. 

 
 

Section 21. Sections 7-6-13(b)(6) and (8), B.R.C. 1981, are amended to read: 
 

7-6-13. Stopping or Parking Prohibited in Specified Places.  

… 

(b) No vehicle may be parked: 

… 

(6) In a bus stop unless the vehicle is a bus used by a mass transit district, a mass 
transit authority, or any other public entity authorized under the laws of this state 
to provide mass transportation services to the general public; 

… 

(8) In a manner that obstructs the commencement or ongoing operation of a 
public construction, maintenance, or repair project, or a street closure, after 
twenty-four  hours’ advance notice of the parking prohibition (i) in any location 
where permitted parking time is limited by any signs, meters, pay stations or 
pavement markings that apply to that location, or (ii) after seventy-two hours' 
advance notice of the parking prohibition at  any otherwise unregulated location, 
and the time it the parking prohibition is effective has been conspicuously posted 
and reasonable efforts have been made to maintain notice on the site.  

… 
 

Section 22. Section 7-6-21, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-6-21. Parking in Loading Zone Prohibited.  

(a) No vehicle shall be parked in a loading zone for any purpose or period of time except: 
(1) In a passenger loading zone, for the visible loading or unloading of passengers 
for a period not in any case to exceed three minutes indicated by a traffic control 
sign; or 
(2) In any other loading zone, for the visible unloading and delivery or pick-up 
and loading of property for a period not in any case to exceed thirty minutes, or 
such shorter time indicated by a traffic control sign, or loading or unloading of 
passengers for a period not in any case to exceed three minutes. 
 

(b) All alleys in a district zoned BT, BC, BR, or I are a loading zone. On all other streets, 
traffic control signs indicate loading zones. 

 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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Section 23.  Section 7-6-24, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

 
7-6-24.  All-Night Parking of Commercial Vehicle, Camper or Motor Home, or Trailer 
Prohibited.  

(a) No commercial vehicle shall be parked on any street in any district of the city zoned 
RR-1, RR-2, RE, RL-1, RL-2, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, RMX-1, RMX-2, RH-1, RH-2, RH-
3, RH-4, RH-5, MH, P, or A for more than thirty minutes between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. The 
penalty for a first violation of this section is $40. The penalty for a second violation of 
this section by the same vehicle or the same registered owner of a vehicle is $50. The 
penalty for a third and any subsequent violation of this section by the same vehicle or the 
same registered owner of a vehicle is $60. 

(b) No camper, motor home or trailer shall be parked on any street for more than twenty- 
four hours. The penalty for a first violation of this section is $40. The penalty for a 
second violation of this section by the same vehicle or the same registered owner of a 
vehicle is $50. The penalty for a third and any subsequent violation of this section by the 
same vehicle or the same registered owner of a vehicle is $60. 

 
 

Section 24.  Section 7-7-2(a), B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 

7-7-2. Authority of City to Impound Vehicle.  

(a) A peace officer is authorized to remove or cause to be removed a vehicle from any 
public or private property when: 

… 

 (3) A vehicle is found unattended and situated in a manner that obstructs the 
commencement or ongoing operation of a public construction, maintenance, or 
repair project or street closure; and   

(A) in any location where permitted parking time is limited by any signs, 
meters, pay stations or pavement markings that apply to that location, 
twenty-four hours’ advance notice of the parking prohibition, the time the 
parking prohibition is effective has been conspicuously posted and 
reasonable efforts have been made to maintain notice on the site; or 
 
(B) in any otherwise unregulated location, seventy-two hours' advance 
notice of the parking prohibition, the time it is effective, and that vehicles 
will be towed away at the owner's expense has been conspicuously posted 
and reasonable efforts have been made to maintain notice on the site; 

… 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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(9)  Parking on public property. 

(A)  A vehicle has been found upon a street, public parking lot or other 
public property in a signed "tow away zone," and the person in possession 
of the vehicle is not present or is unwilling or unable to provide for its 
immediate removal; 

(B)  A vehicle has been found parked at a metered parking space on a 
street or a metered parking space in a public parking lot for twenty-four 
hours or more than the time limited by any signs, meters, pay stations or 
pavement markings that apply to that location, or for seventy-two or more 
hours at any otherwise unregulated location  without being moved, there is 
a warning on the parking meter or a sign which indicates that such a 
vehicle may be towed, and the person in possession of the vehicle is not 
present or is unwilling or unable to provide for its immediate removal; 

 
 

Section 25.  Section 7-7-3(a), B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 
 
7-7-3.  Abandoned and Inoperable Vehicle.  

(a)  Any vehicle left in one location upon any public property or on any private property, 
without the consent of the property owner, for twenty-four hours or more than the time 
limited by any signs, meters, pay stations or pavement markings that apply to that 
location, or for a continuous period of more than seventy-two hours at any otherwise 
unregulated location, constitutes an abandoned vehicle, which is a public nuisance. Proof 
that the vehicle's odometer shows movement of no more than two-tenths of a mile during 
a period of at least twenty-four hours after the time limited by any signs, meters, pay 
stations or pavement markings that apply to that location, or at least seventy-two hours at 
any otherwise unregulated location, shall constitute prima facie evidence that the vehicle 
was left in one location. 

 
 

Section 26.  This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare 

of the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern. 

Section 27.  The city council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title 

only and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for 

public inspection and acquisition. 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY this 16th day of September, 2014. 

 
 

____________________________________ 
Mayor 

Attest: 
 
 
 
City Clerk 
 
 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this _____ day of _________, 2014. 

 

____________________________________ 
Mayor 

Attest: 
 
 
 
City Clerk 
 

 

Attachment A: Proposed Changes to the B.R.C.
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Attachment B 

July 14, 2014 TAB meeting 

Summary of TAB member comments from the July 14 and August 11 TAB meeting minutes 

Agenda Item 4: Staff briefing and TAB input on Transportation Related Ordinance Changes.    [6:03 p.m.]                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                                                
Bill Cowern presented this item.  
No Power point presented for this item. 
 
Executive Summary from Packet Materials: 
The purpose of this memorandum is to brief the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) on several proposed 
transportation-related changes to the Boulder Revised Code (BRC) and to receive input on these proposed 
changes.   

City staff is recommending several amendments to the BRC, which are transportation-related.  Generally, these 
changes are intended to address enforceability or operational issues.  Changes range from technical corrections to 
updating the code to be consistent with state law to achieving consistency with local initiatives already underway, 
such as recognizing the operation of a shared street.  Staff is seeking input on these proposed amendments from 
the TAB.  City Council consideration of the proposed amendments is currently scheduled for September 2014. 

Public Comment:                                                                                                                                      
None 
 
Board discussion and comments included:                                                                                           [6:13 p.m.] 

• Changes to BRC 7-6-2 Abandoned vehicle  
o Clarification that this alteration just changes the enforcement portion by allowing the ticket to be 

issued to the vehicle rather than to the owner of the vehicle. 
o Clarification on the posting requirements for temporary or events based “No Parking” signage.  

• 72 hour time frame may not be reasonable in certain areas (residential areas with on street parking). 
Changes to  BRC 2-2-11  

o The Board expressed support for changes in this section.  
• Changes to Definition of Shared Street 

o Motor vehicles have defacto right of way due to their size and speed so using traffic calming, 
explicit design speed and other design elements for shared spaces would be preferable to just an 
ordinance change of the definition of shared street. It would be valuable to clearly set the priority.  

• Changes to 7-2-12:  No comments 
• Changes to 7-3-3: No comments 
• Changes to 7-4-7:  

o Good clarification on flashing yellow arrow 
• Changes 7-4-67: 

o Clarification that the change is to ensure traffic stoppage in both directions for school busses 
loading and unloading is equally enforceable.  

• Changes to 7-4-66: Yield to emergency vehicles and clear a path for them. 
o Questions to clarify intent. 

• Changes to: 7-4-78 Wireless Telephone use. No comments 
• Changes to: Standard rules of the road for ped/bike/shared street 

o Request for specific clarifications on what was changed and why. 
o 7-5-4 Bicycle to be driven to the right – questions on how Sharrows fall within this ordinance.  

• Changes to: 7-5-14 
o Much discussion about whether this gives motorists an unnecessary “out” if a collision happens. 

The ordinance language appears to be clearer than the summary and is about the same length. 
Recommend using the code language as the summary.  

Attachment B: Summary of TAB Member Comments
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• Changes to: 7-5-15: No comments 
• Changes to: 7-5-16  

o Questions as to whether this affects the requirement already in place that pedestrians must push 
the button at pedestrian actuated flashing crossings.  

• Changes to: 7-6-2: no comments 
• Changes to: 7-6-13: no comments 
• Changes to: 7-6-21 

o Alleys as loading zones in certain districts. Clarifications on zoning and signage. 
• Changes to 7-6-24 

o Disagreement with having RV’s subject to being fined and subject to violations twice (or even 
once). There should be a better way to handle this. Clarification allows City to issue a parking 
ticket for storage of RV’s on residential streets. Enforcement is difficult when this is only a zoning 
issue as it currently is. Staff has discretion on complaints to be able to deal with visiting relatives 
etc.  

• Changes to: 7-7-2 :  
o Recommendation from a board member to do the ordinance change to allow floating parking for 

protected bikelanes now, rather than waiting for experimental treatments and having to do an 
additional ordinance change later.  

• General Comments on process: 
o Like the Community Cycles comments. This approach will lead to more safety.  Paradigm shifting 

worldwide. Legislative agenda should include getting City authorization to not comply with state 
laws in order to allow this option. 
 

August 11, 2014 TAB meeting 

Agenda Item 5: Staff briefing and TAB input on Transportation Related Ordinance Changes        [6:39 p.m.] 
                                                                                                                                                                                        
Bill Cowern presented the item. 
No Power point presented for this item. 
 
Executive Summary from Packet Materials: 
The purpose of this memorandum is to brief the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) on several proposed 
transportation-related changes to the Boulder Revised Code (BRC) specifically associated with allowing bike lanes 
protected by parked vehicles, and to receive input on these proposed changes.   

City staff is recommending several amendments to the BRC, which are transportation-related.  Staff briefed the 
TAB on the majority of these proposed changes at the July 14, 2014 TAB meeting.  Feedback from the Community 
Cycles group suggested that the proposed ordinance changes should include changes which would allow parking to 
protect bike lanes (instead of experimenting with them and returning at a later date for required ordinance 
changes).  At that meeting, TAB requested that staff return in August with proposed changes which would allow 
this to occur.  Staff is seeking input from the TAB on the proposed amendments and whether these proposed 
amendments should be included in the group being reviewed by City Council or whether staff should experiment 
with the concept first and consider advancing these proposed amendments after experimentation.  City Council’s 
consideration of the proposed amendments remains scheduled for September 2014. 

The three draft BRC amendments which would allow parking to be placed so that it protects a bike lane are 
provided in Attachment A. 

 
Board discussion and comments included:                                                                                                [6:42 p.m.] 
 

• Questions about the options of making the “clean-up” changes now, or waiting and doing them as a body 
with the changes which will be proposed after the protected bike lane experiments are completed. 

Attachment B: Summary of TAB Member Comments
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• 7-5-19. Pedestrian to Use Sidewalks on Main Street 

o No comments 
• 7-6-9. Parked Too Far From Curb 

o No comments 
• 7-6-10. Obedience to Angle Parking Rules 

o No comments 
• 7-1-1. Definitions of Bike Lane 

o Discussion about specific effect of proposed language changes and whether proposed changes will 
address the perceived gap in the ordinance language. Also whether proposed changes would create 
a different problem (specifically, the elimination of a parking lane to the right of the bike lane).  

o Suggestion that the change in definitions is not necessary. Changes will be evaluated further. 
 
 

Attachment B: Summary of TAB Member Comments
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CITY OF BOULDER 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 

MEETING DATE: September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: 

Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only 
an Ordinance approving a supplemental appropriation for the Open Space Acquisition 
Bonds, Series 2014, in the aggregate principal amount of $10,123,341, for the purpose of 
providing funds for the acquisition of open space real property or interests therein and the costs 
of issuance of the Series 2014 Bonds. 
 
 
PRESENTERS: 

Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
Mike Patton, Director of Open Space and Mountain Parks 
Bob Eichem, Chief Financial Officer 
Cheryl Pattelli, Director of Finance 
 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

At the closing on October 9, 2014 of the sale of the $10,000,000 in City of Boulder, Colorado, 
Open Space Acquisition Bonds, Series 2014, the bond proceeds along with $123,341 in bond 
premium will be received.  Funds are requested to pay for the acquisition of open space real 
property or interests therein to total $9,902,220 and the costs of issuance of $221,121 will be 
deposited into the Open Space Fund.  This emergency ordinance is being proposed in order to 
make funds available shortly after receipt. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
Suggested Motion Language:  

Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following 
motion: 
 
Motion to introduce and order published by title only Ordinance No. 7995 approving a 
supplemental appropriation for the Open Space Acquisition Bonds, Series 2014, in the aggregate 
principal amount of $10,123,341, for the purpose of providing funds for the acquisition of open 
space real property or interests therein and the costs of issuance of the Series 2014 Bonds. 
 

 

 

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 

 Economic:  By management of 46,632 acres of land, the Open Space and Mountain Parks 
Department contributes to the economic vitality goal of the city as it provides the context 
for the diverse and vibrant economic system that sustains services for residents.  The land 
system and the quality of life it represents attract visitors to the community who make 
significant contributions to city taxes.  The city’s open space values also help businesses 
recruit and retain quality employees. 
 

 Environmental:  Although there are no environmental issues as a result of the proposed 
bond offering, the preservation of open space lands contributes to the environmental 
sustainability goal of the City Council.  The department’s land acquisition, land and 
resource management and visitor service programs help preserve and protect the Open 
Space values of the surrounding publicly-owned land. 
 

 Social:  The City’s open space land is acquired, maintained, preserved, retained and used 
to preserve or restore natural areas characterized by or including terrain, geologic 
formations, flora or fauna that are unusual, spectacular, historically important, 
scientifically valuable or unique, or that represent outstanding or rare examples of native 
species; to preserve water resources in their natural or traditional state, scenic area or 
vistas, wildlife habitats or fragile ecosystems; to preserve land for passive recreational 
use, such as hiking, photography or nature studies, and, if specially designated, bicycling, 
horseback riding or fishing; to preserve agricultural uses and land suitable for agricultural 
production; to utilize land for shaping the development of the City, limiting urban sprawl 
and disciplining growth; to utilize non-urban land for spatial definition of urban areas; to 
utilize land to prevent encroachment on floodplains; and to preserve land for its aesthetic 
or passive recreational value and its contribution to the quality of life of the community. 
Because Open Space and Mountain Parks lands, facilities and programs are equally 
accessible to all members of the community, they help to support the city’s community 
sustainability goal because all residents “who live in Boulder can feel a part of and thrive 
in” this aspect of their community. 

 
OTHER IMPACTS  
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 Staff time - Preparing for the issuance of the bonds is considered part of the normal work 

plan. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A:  Proposed Ordinance 
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Attachment A: Ordinance 

 
ORDINANCE NO.  7995 

 

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL AFFAIRS OF THE 

CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO, MAKING SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING DECEMBER 31, 

2014 SETTING FORTH DETAILS IN RELATION TO THE FOREGOING. 

 
            WHEREAS, Section 102 of the Charter of the City of Boulder provides that: "At any 

time after the passage of the annual appropriation ordinance and after at least one week's public 

notice, the council may transfer unused balances appropriated for one purpose to another 

purpose, and may by ordinance appropriate available revenues not included in the annual 

budget;" and 

            WHEREAS, the City Council now desires to make certain supplemental appropriations 

for purposes not provided for in the 2014 annual budget; and, 

            WHEREAS, required public notice has been given; 

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF BOULDER, COLORADO, that the following amounts are appropriated: 

            Section 1. Open Space Fund  
             
            Appropriation from Additional Revenue    $10,123,341 
            
 

Section 2.  The City Council finds that this ordinance is necessary to protect the public 

health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the City and covers matters of local concern. 

 

Section 3.  If any part or parts hereof are for any reason held to be invalid, such shall not 

affect the remaining portion of this ordinance. 
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Attachment A: Ordinance 

 Section 4.  The Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only 

and order that copies of this ordinance be made available in the Office of the City Clerk for 

public inspection and acquisition. 

  

INTRODUCED, READ, ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY this 16th  day of September, 2014.  

 
 __________________________________ 

 Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk  
 
 
 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED 
PUBLISHED BY TITLE this 7th  day of October, 2014. 
 

 __________________________________ 
 Mayor 

 
Attest: 
 
_______________________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE: September 16, 2014 

  

AGENDA TITLE: 
Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only three 
ordinances designating the buildings and properties at 905 Marine, 1622 9th St., and 1630 9th 
St., to be known as the Wolcott House, the George and Mabel Reynolds House, and the Finch-
Paddock House, respectively, as individual landmarks under the city’s Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.   
   
Owner/Applicant: Christian Griffith 

 

PRESENTERS: 
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning & Sustainability 
Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner  
Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The purpose of this item is to allow the City Council to determine whether the proposed 
individual landmark designations of the buildings at 905 Marine St., 1622 9th St. and 1630 9th 
St. meet the purposes and standards of the Historic Preservation Ordinance (Sections 9-11-1 
and 9-11-2, B.R.C. 1981).  The property owner is in support of the designations.   
  
If approved, these ordinances (see Attachments A, B and C) would designate the buildings 
as individual landmarks.  The findings are included in the ordinance.  The landmark 
designation applications were submitted by the property owner on May 22, 2014, and were 
heard by the Landmarks Board on August 6, 2014. The board voted 4-0 to recommend the 
designations to City Council. The second reading for these designations will be a quasi-
judicial public hearing.   
 
City Council may approve, modify or not approve the first reading ordinances.   
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Suggested Motion Language:  
Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the 
following motion: 
 
Motion to introduce and order published by title only three ordinances designating 
the buildings at 905 Marine St., 1622 9th St., and 1630 9th St., to be known, respectively, 
as the Wolcott House, the George and Mable Reynolds House, and the Finch-Paddock 
House, as individual landmarks under the City of Boulder’s Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.   
 

 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS: 
Economic:  Owners of locally designated landmarked properties are eligible for state and 
local tax credits for approved rehabilitations and repairs, and studies have found that historic 
preservation adds to economic vitality and tourism.  Exterior changes to individually 
landmarked buildings require a Landmark Alteration Certificate, issued by the Community 
Planning and Sustainability Department at no charge.  The additional review process for 
landmarked buildings may, however, add time and design expense to a project.  

 
Environmental: The preservation of historic buildings is inherently sustainable. Owners of 
individually landmarked buildings are encouraged to reuse and repair as much of the original 
building as possible when making exterior alterations, thereby reducing the amount of 
building material waste deposited in landfills.  City staff can assist architects, contractors and 
homeowners with design and material selections and sources that are environmentally 
friendly.  Also, the Historic Preservation website provides information on improving the 
energy efficiency of older buildings. 
 
Social:  The Historic Preservation Ordinance was adopted to “…enhance property values, 
stabilize neighborhoods, promote tourist trade and interest, and foster knowledge of the city’s 
living heritage.”  Section 9-11-1 (a), B.R.C., 1981.  The primary beneficiaries of historic 
designation are the property owners of a historic landmark and adjacent neighbors, who are 
ensured that the character of the immediate area will be protected through the design review 
process.  The greater community also benefits from the preservation of the community’s 
character and history.  
 
OTHER IMPACTS: 
Fiscal:  The designation of individual historic landmarks is an anticipated and ongoing 
function of the Historic Preservation Program.   
 
Staff Time: This designation application is within the staff work plan. 
 
LANDMARKS BOARD ACTION:  
On August 6, 2014 the Landmarks Board voted 4-0 to recommend to City Council that the 
buildings at 905 Marine St., 1622 9th St., and 1630 9th St. be designated as local historic 
landmarks, finding that they meet the standards for individual landmark designation in 
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sections 9-11-1 and 9-11-2, B.R.C. 1981, and is consistent with the criteria specified in 
section 9-11-5(c), B.R.C. 1981. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
In 2001, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was created between the University of 
Colorado and the City of Boulder to recognize the importance of the historic buildings 
located in the Grandview neighborhood along Grandview Avenue between Broadway and 
14th Streets. The MOA protected the buildings located within the “Grandview Preserve” to 
find alternatives to the demolition of identified historic buildings in the area. While the MOA 
expired in 2011, the University and the city have continued to work together to honor the 
agreement. In 2012, the university issued a Request for Proposals for the relocation of three 
houses within the Grandview Preserve: 1220 Grandview Ave., 1243 Grandview Ave., and 
1244 Grandview Ave.  
 
Christian Griffith responded to the RFP, and was selected to relocate the houses at 1220 
Grandview Ave. (Reynolds House) and 1243 Grandview Ave. (Finch-Paddock House). No 
proposals were received for 1244 Grandview Ave., and that house has since been 
demolished. The City of Boulder and the University of Colorado together committed 
$100,000 per house to help offset the abatement and moving costs. Acceptance of the city’s 
funds required that the houses be located within city limits and that, once relocated, an 
application be submitted by the new owner to landmark the buildings. The buildings were 
relocated to their current site on May 6th, 2014.  

 
Figure 1. Relocation of the Finch-Paddock (left) and Reynolds houses on May 6th, 2014. 

 
On May 22, 2014 the city received applications from Christian Griffith for individual 
landmark designation of the properties at 1622 9th St., 1630 9th St. and for the house and a 
portion of the site at 905 Marine St.  
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
 

 
Figure  1. Location Map, 905 Marine St., 1622 9th St. and 1630 9th St. 

 
The properties are located within the potential Expanded Highland Lawn Historic District. 
 
905 Marine St. – The Wolcott House  
 

Figure 5. 905 Marine St., c. 1949 (left) and 2012 (right). 

 
The two-story house at 905 Marine St. is a 1,944 square foot vernacular wood frame house 
located on a 10,482 square foot lot at northeast corner of 9th St. and Marine St. It has a 
hipped roof with overhanging, enclosed eaves. The façade features an off-center paneled 
door while the front porch has a concrete base and four wood columns support the 
overhanging roof. There are three double hung windows across the front with plain wood 
surrounds. Alterations include changes to the concrete porch base, non-historic siding, a non-
original door and new window frames. Overall, the house is symmetrical and features little 
ornamentation.  
  
The exact date of construction for the house is unclear. In recorded interviews with the 
Wolcott family, Roland Wolcott (1917-2011) claimed that his grandfather, Horace A. 
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Wolcott bought Tract 487 from Marinus Smith before there were streets and built the house, 
with the help of a local carpenter, on the lot now known as 905 Marine St. The Wolcott’s 
indicated that the house was originally built as a two-family dwelling. Horace, Louisa and 
their three sons lived in the west portion of the house and rented out the east portion at $12 a 
month.  Roland estimated that the building was constructed sometime between 1876 and 
1887, the year that Horace died. The 1989 Historic Building Inventory Form states the house 
was likely built by Charles R. Larson during the 1890s. Charles was an immigrant from 
Norway who worked as home builder. Charles could be the carpenter who helped Horace 
construct the house. However, the 1887 W.C. Willits Map of Boulder shows a house in this 
location on a 200’ x 100’ lot just west of land owned by Amos Bixby and the Boulder 
Brewing Company. 
 
Roland Wolcott states that there was a fire on the east portion of the house of 905 Marine St. 
sometime around 1908. That same year, Charles Wolcott (Roland’s father), who was 
working in Monarch, Colorado, came back to Boulder and married Rosetta Gordon Bell. The 
couple moved in with Charles’ brother, Frank Wolcott, on 920 Mapleton Ave. while 905 
Marine St. was being renovated. It is unclear how much of the house changed from its 
original look.  In 1912 when construction was completed, Charles Wolcott, his wife, and 
children moved into 905 Marine St.  

 
 

 
Figure 4. Second from left is Charles Wolcott, fourth from left is his son, Roland, and in front of Roland is 

Rosetta Wolcott, Charles’ wife. Photo taken 1930.  
 
 

Charles was a miner, an investor, he wrote poetry, and grew food for the family in the large 
garden. The family spent many summers in Ward, CO, and while they were gone, 905 
Marine St. was rented out to a Texas family multiple times. Apparently, Charles would walk 
from Ward to Boulder once a week to check on the renters and to gather vegetables from his 
garden to bring back to Ward in order to feed his family. 
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Figure 5. Charles and Rosetta Wolcott sitting in front of the fireplace at 905 Marine, c. 1936. 

 
Rosetta was born in Leipzig, Germany and the daughter of James Washington Bell. 
Appointed in 1883, James Bell was the first University of Colorado Boulder faculty member 
with a Ph.D. Rosetta taught at the university from 1920-1948 and was reportedly close to 
Mary Rippon, the third faculty member and the first female teacher of the University. Rosetta 
specialized in teaching French and Spanish, but could also speak Italian and German. Charles 
died in 1957, and Rosetta in 1974. 
 
Charles and Rosetta’s daughter, Cleophile Evelyn, took care of both her parents in their old 
age and continued to live in the house after their deaths. She never married but was involved 
in teaching and worked at the University of Colorado, the branch school in Denver, at 
Rockmont College and at Wheaton College. She maintained honey bees and a large 
vegetable garden on the property like her father and grandfather.  Evelyn died in 1999.  
 

 
Figure 7. Photo of T.D.A. Cockerell in front of a field of sunflowers at 905 Marine St, date unknown. Cockerell 

was an internationally known scientist and highly regarded teacher of botany at the University of 
Colorado.  

 
Christian Griffith purchased the property in 2000 after Evelyn Wolcott’s death. In 2001, 
Griffith moved the house formerly located at 1434 15th St. to 905 Marine St. It sits to the east 
of the original Wolcott House. The relocated house is not included as part of this landmark 
designation application.  
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1622 9th St. – The George and Mabel Reynolds House 
The receiving site for the Reynolds House is located at 1622 9th St., a newly-subdivided 
6,150 square foot lot near the northeast corner of 9th St. and Marine Streets. It is located 
within the potential Expanded Highland Lawn Historic District. 

 
Figure 5. 1622 9th St. (Formerly 1220 Grandview Ave.,) c. 1949 (left) and 2012 (right). 

 
Constructed in 1906, the house is an example of the Edwardian Vernacular fame and 
masonry construction popular in Boulder during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century’s. The one-and-a-half story brick and frame building features a front gabled roof with 
overhanging eaves.  Decorative elements on the front gable end include a vent with scalloped 
louvers, decorative wooden shingles, and a door flanked by double-hung windows with dentil 
trim and decorative sills.  Gabled dormers are located on the east and west elevations and 
feature shingled walls and paired windows. Small eyebrow vents are located on the east and 
west roof slopes. The north façade features a flat-roof porch with classical columns and a 
wooden railing. The paneled and glazed door with a transom is located on the west side of 
the north façade and a large, double-hung window is located on the east side of the same 
façade. A c.1920 addition that was located on the east elevation was removed prior to the 
relocation. The west elevation features a two-story bay window. The building rested on an 
evenly coursed stone foundation. 
 
Historically, the building provided housing for University of Colorado professors. The 
house’s first residents were Walter and Rachel Clarke, who owned the property from 1903 
until 1919. In 1910, the Clarkes rented the house to Wilford Robbins, a biology teacher at the 
University of Colorado, and his mother, Jennie. In 1913, Esther White, a teacher at 
Washington School and widow of Reverend Edgar White, rented the house.   
 
In 1919, the property was purchased by Dr. George Reynolds who lived in the house with his 
wife, Mabel, until 1962. Dr. Reynolds was professor emeritus of English literature at the 
University of Colorado. Born in 1877 in Rosendale, Wisconsin, he received a Ph.D. from 
Lawrence College in Appleton, Wisconsin in 1898 and went on to receive a second doctorate 
from the University of Colorado in 1905. Before joining the University of Colorado faculty, 
he taught at Shattuck School in Minnesota, the University of Montana in Missoula, and the 
University of Indiana. In 1919, he joined the University of Colorado as head of the 
department of English literature. He remained as the department’s head until his retirement in 
1945. 
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Dr. Reynolds was very active during his career and even into 
his retirement. He held a number of visiting professorships, 
was a lecturer twice at the University of Birmingham in 
England and served one semester at the University of Hawaii. 
With the help of his wife, Dr. Mabel S. Reynolds, who was 
also on the CU faculty, they founded the Little Theater on 
campus. A Daily Camera article called him “one of the 
world’s foremost authorities on the Elizabethan theater and its 
staging.”1 Dr. Reynolds was an author of several books, 
including “Freedom Speaks,” published in 1943, which was a 
series of essays on patriotic subjects. It was republished by the 
Infantry Journal for use by the Army.2 Dr. Reynolds donated 
money to the City of Boulder to construct its first branch 
library on Table Mesa Drive in South Boulder and is named in 
his honor. 

 
George’s wife, Mabel, was also accomplished. Born in Iowa, she did graduate work studying 
speech at Northwestern University and married George in 1912. Like her husband, she taught 
at the University of Montana and the University of Indiana. From 1919 until 1945, she taught 
English literature and speech at the University of Colorado. Mabel died in 1947, and George 
died in 1964.   

 
The house was purchased by the University of Colorado after Dr. Reynolds’s death in 1964 
and was converted for office use. In May of 2014, Christian Griffith relocated the house to its 
current site at 1622 9th St. The house is currently awaiting construction of a foundation at the 
receiving site.  
 
 
1630 9th St. – The Finch-Paddock House  
The property at 1630 9th St. is located on a newly subdivided 7,445 square foot lot near the 
northeast corner of 9th St. and Marine Streets. It is now located within the potential expanded 
Highland Lawn Historic District. 

Figure 5. 1630 9th St. (Formerly 1243 Grandview Ave.,) c. 1949 (left) and 2012 (right). 

 

                                                 
1 “Dr. George F. Reynolds Dies, Was Noted Elizabethan Authority” Daily Camera, Feb. 7th, 1964.  
2 Ibid.   

Figure 7. Photo of Dr. George 
Reynolds, date unknown. 
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The building was constructed in 1909 and is an example of the Craftsman-Bungalow inspired 
design  popular in Boulder during the early twentieth century. The one-and-half story 
building features a side gable roof with wide, overhanging eaves and exposed rafters.  The 
building rests on a cut fieldstone with brick walls to the sill level and stucco and half-
timbering above. A long, shed-roof dormer is located on the north and south roof slopes and 
each features five multi-light casement windows. Two of the windows on the south façade 
gable and one on the east elevation have been removed for the installation of air conditioning 
units. The asymmetrical porch features a gable above the entrance with stucco and half-
timbering and is supported by wood posts with arched brackets atop brick pillars. The off-
center, paneled and glazed door is located on the east side of the south façade. Multi-over-
single light double-hung windows are located on the first floor. The west elevation features a 
shed roofed bay window with paired windows. A small gable-roof addition is located on the 
east elevation and features paired, double hung windows and a solid wood door on the lower 
level.  
 
The building is architecturally significant as an intact example of the Craftsman-Bungalow 
inspired design dating from the early twentieth century. Representative details include the 
combination of stone, brick, wood and stucco, the gabled roof with overhanging eaves, the 
half-timbering, the multi-over-single light windows, and the prominent porch. 
  

From 1909 to 1931, Edwin J. and Rose C. Finch owned 
and resided in the house. Mr. Finch was employed by the 
Boulder National Bank as a teller, and later a bookkeeper 
for many years. He was also well known as treasurer of 
the Woodmen of the World, a charitable fraternal group. 
Edwin was also a prominent Freemason.  He died in 
1923. His wife, Rosa Finch was well known in various 
social circles and a matron of the Queen Esther chapter of 
the Eastern Star, a prominent member of the Daughters of 
the American Revolution, and a member of the Christian 
Science church. Rosa died of pneumonia at age 52. She 
and her husband were noted for having “one of the 
prettiest gardens in Boulder and [they] used to spend 
hours working together in it.”3 Their daughter, Frances, 
graduated from Georgetown University in Washington, 
D.C. in 1932. 
 

After Mrs. Finch’s death, the house was then owned by Percy B. Paddock. Percy was the son 
of Lucius Carver Paddock, editor and owner of the Boulder Daily Camera. Born and 
educated in Boulder, Percy was appointed postmaster of Boulder in 1934, and remained so 
until his death in 1946. Early in life he sustained an eye injury in a baseball game and had to 
give up a position as a linotype operator for The Daily Camera. While his eyesight was 
recovering, he carried a series of jobs before being appointed postmaster. He worked with the 
Colorado and Southern railway in its freight depot, worked with the state auditor’s office, 
worked as a Colorado Fuel and Iron representative, worked with the wholesale coal business 
in Denver, and also operated a store on University Hill.  In 1906, Percy married Sarah 
                                                 
3 “Mrs. Rosa Finch Dies Early Today of Double Pneumonia.” Daily Camera, March 31, 1930.  

Figure 7, photo of Mrs. Rosa 
Finch and daughter Frances, c. 

1904-1930. 
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Virginia Jamison. After Percy’s death, his widow moved to Santa Monica, California, to be 
near their daughter. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 9. Photo of Percy Paddock,c. 1940 (Left) and photograph of Postal Service employees, taken before the 
first airmail delivery, c.1936.   

 
John E. and Martha H. Thompson owned the house from 1946-54. John was a department 
manager at Esquire, a local engineering and building company located at 1255 Portland 
Place. In 1952, the Thompsons were living in Lakewood, Colorado and were leasing 1243 
Grandview Ave. to a group of university students. Based on letters from the City Building 
Inspector, there were six women that formed a sorority and lived in the house during this 
period. The sorority also rented out the basement to two men which was in violation of 
zoning ordinances, and by the end of the 1953 school year, the City evicted the two men and 
two women  to conform to the number of residents that zoning allowed for the property.  
 
Gordon L. and Miriam Yager owned the house from 1954 until 1971. Gordon and Miriam 
were from Iowa and were married in 1937. While living at 1243 Grandview, Gordon worked 
as an insurance auditor at K L Pearce Co. In 1971, the Regents of the University of Colorado 
purchased the house.   
 
Christian Griffith purchased the house in 2013 from the University of Colorado and relocated 
it to its current location at 1630 9th St. in May of 2014. 

 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Criteria for Review 
Section 9-11-6(b), B.R.C. 1981, specifies that during the review for an application for local 
landmark designation, the council must consider “whether the designation meets the purposes 
and standards in subsection 9-11-1(a) and section 9-11-2, “City Council May Designate or 
Amend Landmarks and Historic Districts,” B.R.C. 1981, in balance with the goals and 
policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan” and provides that the City Council 
“shall approve by ordinance, modify and approve by ordinance, or disapprove the proposed 
designation.” 
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Historic, Architectural, and Environmental Significance 
Staff finds that the proposed application to landmark 905 Marine St., 1622 9th St., and 1630 
9th St. will protect, enhance, and perpetuate properties reminiscent of past eras important in 
local history and preserve important examples of Boulder’s historic architecture. Staff 
considers the applications to meet the historic criteria for individual landmark designation as 
outlined below: 
 
905 MARINE ST.  
 
HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE – 905 MARINE ST.:   
Summary:  The house at 905 Marine St. is believed to have historic significance under criteria 1 
and 2.  
 

1. Date of Construction: c. 1880  
Elaboration: The Historic Building Inventory Record for this property estimates the house 
was built in the 1890s, but Roland and Evelyn Wolcott in a family history recording claim 
it was built in the 1880s. The 1887 W.C. Willits Map of Boulder shows a house in this 
location on a 200’ x 100’ lot, just west of land owned by Amos Bixby and the 
Boulder Brewing Company. There is a warranty deed showing the purchase of the tract of 
land from Marinus Smith to the Wolcott family in 1875, so it is likely that construction of 
the house began shortly after then.  

 
2. Association with Persons or Events: The Wolcott Family 

Elaboration: Horace and Louisa Wolcott migrated to the Boulder vicinity in the 
1860s. They purchased the land from Marinus Smith and built their house, likely with 
the help of local builder Charles Larson. After Horace’s death, his son Edward and 
his family lived there, and after a fire sometime around 1908, Horace’s second son, 
Charles, rebuilt the house and lived there for many years after that. Charles was the 
Vice President of the Monarch Consolidated Gold & Copper Company, and also 
worked at the Colorado Consolidated Lumber Co.  His wife Rosetta was a language 
professor at the University from 1920-1948. Charles’ daughter Evelyn, a teacher, 
lived at the house until her death in 1999. Overall, the Wolcott family resided on the 
same lot of land for over a century.  

 
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE – 905 MARINE ST.:  
Summary:  The house at 905 Marine St. is believed to have architectural significance under 
criteria 1.  
 

1. Recognized Period or Style: Vernacular   
Elaboration:  The house is an example of the vernacular building type. According to 
the Guide to Colorado’s Historic Architecture and Engineering, the house at 905 
Marine St. is a good representative example of the hipped roof box plan.  

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE- 905 MARINE ST.: 
Summary:  The house at 905 Marine St. has environmental significance under criteria 2, 3 and 
5.  
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2. Compatibility with Site: Residential historic character  
Elaboration: The house retains its historic relationship to its lot and surrounding 
neighborhood.  
 

3. Geographic Importance: Visual Landmark 
Elaboration:  This house is prominently located on the northeast corner of 9th and 
Marine St. The house serves as a prominent visual landmark in the area within the 
potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District. 

 
5. Area Integrity: Potential Highland Lawn Historic District  

Elaboration: The property is located within the boundaries of the potential expanded 
Highland Lawn Historic District, which retains its residential historic character.    
  

 
1622 9TH STREET  
 
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE- 1622 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  The house at 1622 9th St. is considered to have historic significance under criteria 1 
and 2.   
 

1. Date of Construction: 1906 
Elaboration: The house first appears in the City directories in 1910 (listed as 1220 
Grandview), but the tax assessor Card notes the date of construction as 1906.   

 
2. Association with Persons or Events: Dr. George Reynolds 

Elaboration: Dr. George Reynolds and his wife, Dr. Mabel Reynolds, were well 
known University of Colorado professors. Both were employed by the university 
from 1919 to 1945. George was a well-known Elizabethan authority and an author of 
several books. The Reynolds were responsible for establishing the Little Theater on 
campus, and George donated money to have Boulder’s first branch library created, 
which is named in his honor. Mabel died in 1947, and George died in 1964.  

 
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE1622 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  The house at 1622 9th St. is considered to have architectural significance under 
criteria 1.   
 

1. Recognized Period or Style: Edwardian Vernacular  
Elaboration:  The house is an example of the Edwardian Vernacular style. The 
building’s gabled roof, decorative wood shingles, double-hung windows with stone 
sills and lintels, and classical porch details..  The Guide to Colorado’s Historic 
Architecture and Engineering notes that the Edwardian form is similar to the Queen 
Anne style in form and massing but lacking in ornamentation. Edwardian buildings 
feature multi-gabled roofs, asymmetrical massing, simple surfaces, and occasionally 
wrap-around porches and classical detailing. The house 1622 9th St. exhibits a few of 
these elements, including a multi-gabled roof, simple surfaces, and classical detailing. 
While the building has been relocated from its original context, the new location in 
the identified potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District is contextually 
appropriate. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE - 1622 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  Because the house has been relocated from its original site, the house at 1622 9th 
St. only has environmental significance under criteria 5.  
 

5. Area Integrity: Potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District.  
Elaboration: The property is located within the potential Expanded Highland Lawn 
historic district.  While the building has been relocated from its original context, the 
new location in the potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District is 
contextually appropriate. 

 
1630 9TH ST.  
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE- 1630 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  The house at 1630 9th St. is believed to have historic significance under criteria 1 and 
2.  
 

1. Date of Construction: 1909 
Elaboration: The Tax Assessor Card notes a date of construction in 1909.   

 
2. Association with Persons or Events: Edwin and Rose Finch, Percy Paddock 

Elaboration: Edwin was born c. 1859 in New York and Rosa was born c. 1871 in 
Illinois. The couple was listed as living at 1243 Grandview from 1909 to 1931. Edwin 
worked as the bookkeeper for Boulder National Bank for a number of years, and was 
a prominent Mason. Rosa was well known through many clubs and social circles, 
including Daughters of the American Revolution and the Christian Science Church in 
Boulder.  

 
Percy Paddock lived at 1243 Grandview from 1931 to 1946. He was the son of 
Boulder pioneer L. C. Paddock, the owner and editor of the Boulder Daily Camera. 
Percy worked with Colorado and Southern Railway, Colorado Fuel and Iron, and was 
a merchant on University Hill. He is probably most well known for being appointed 
Postmaster of Boulder in 1934. He died in 1946.  

 
 
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE- 1630 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  The Finch-Paddock House is considered to have architectural significance under 
criterion 1.  
 

1. Recognized Period or Style: Craftsman  
Elaboration: The house is an excellent example of a Craftsman-Bungalow inspired 
design popular in Boulder the early twentieth century. Character-defining features 
include the combination of stone, brick, wood, stucco, and a low gabled roof forms 
representative of this type of architecture. The house has wide overhanging eaves, 
half-timbering, multi light-over-single light windows and prominent porch. While the 
building has been relocated from its original context, the new location in the 
identified potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District is contextually 
appropriate. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE- 1630 9TH ST.: 
Summary:  Because the house has been relocated from its original site, the house at 1630 9th 
St. only has environmental significance under criteria 5. 

 
5. Area Integrity: Potential Expanded Highland Lawn Historic District.  

Elaboration: While the building has been relocated from its original context, the new 
location in the identified potential expanded Highland Lawn Historic District is 
contextually appropriate. 

 
OPTIONS:  
 
City Council may approve, modify or not approve the first reading ordinances.   
 
Approved By: 
 
_____________________ 
Jane S. Brautigam, 
City Manager   
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A: Ordinance No. 7997 (905 Marine St.) 
B: Ordinance No. 7998 (1622 9th St.) 
C: Ordinance No. 7999 (1630 9th St.)  
D: Sections 9-11-1 and 9-11-2, “Purposes and Intent,” B.R.C., 1981 
E: Significance Criteria for Individual Landmarks  
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ORDINANCE  NO. 7997 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE BUILDING AND THE 
PROPERTY AT 905 MARINE ST., CITY OF BOULDER, 
COLORADO, ALSO KNOWN AS THE WOLCOTT HOUSE, A 
LANDMARK UNDER CHAPTER 9-11, “HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION” B.R.C. 1981, AND SETTING FORTH 
DETAILS IN RELATION THERETO. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

 Section l. The council enacts this ordinance pursuant to its authority under Chapter 9-11, 

“Historic Preservation,” B.R.C. 1981, to designate as a landmark a property having a special 

character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value. 

Section 2. The council finds that: 1) on or about May 22, 2014, property owner Christian 

Griffith applied to the City of Boulder to designate the building and a portion of the property at 

said property as a landmark; 2) the Landmarks Board held a public hearing on the proposed 

designation on August 6, 2013; and 3) on August 6, 2013, the board recommended that the 

council approve the proposed designation. 

 Section 3. The council also finds that upon public notice required by law, the council held 

a public hearing on the proposed designation on September 19, 2014 and upon the basis of the 

presentations at that hearing finds that the building and the property at 905 Marine St. does 

possess a special character and special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value 

warranting its designation as a landmark. 

Section 4. The characteristics of the subject property that justify its designation as a landmark 

are: 1) its historic significance is relevant to its construction in the 1880s, its association with the 

Wolcott family, who owned the property for over 110 years; and 2) its architectural significance 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7997 (905 Marine St.)
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indicative of a vernacular hipped-roof box plan, and; 3) its environmental significance for its 

location within the potential Expanded Lawn Historic District, which retains its residential 

historic character.      

 Section 5. The council further finds that the foregoing landmark designation is necessary 

to promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the city. 

 Section 6. There is hereby created as a landmark the building and property located at 905 

Marine St., also known as the Wolcott House, whose legal landmark boundary encompasses a 

portion of the legal lots upon which it sits:  

A PORTION OF LOT 1, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER 
COUNTY, COLORADO; BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF 
LOT 1, EVELYN’S GARDEN UBDIVISION, CONTINUING EAST 
APPROXIMATELY 55’, THENCE EXTENDING NORTH TO THE NORTH 
PROPERTY LINE, THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE NORTH AND 
WEST PROPERTY LINES AS SHOWN IN THE LANDMARK BOUNDARY 
MAP IDENTIFIED AS EXHIBIT A. 

as depicted in the proposed landmark boundary map, attached hereto as Exhibit A.  
 
Section 7. The council directs that the department of Community Planning and 

Sustainability give prompt notice of this designation to the property owner and cause a copy of 

this ordinance to be recorded as described in Subsection 9-11-6(d), B.R.C. 1981. 

Section 8. The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only 

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public 

inspection and acquisition. 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE 
ONLY THIS 16TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2014. 
 
 
 
 

       Mayor 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7997 (905 Marine St.)
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Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
 

 

 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY THIS 7TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 2014. 

 
     
    
       Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
 

 
 

 
 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7997 (905 Marine St.)
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Exhibit A – Landmark Boundary Map for 905 Marine St. 

A PORTION OF LOT 1, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER 
COUNTY, COLORADO; BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF 
LOT 1, EVELYN’S GARDEN UBDIVISION, CONTINUING EAST 
APPROXIMATELY 55’, THENCE EXTENDING NORTH TO THE NORTH 
PROPERTY LINE, THENCE CONTINUING ALONG THE NORTH AND 
WEST PROPERTY LINES AS SHOWN IN THE LANDMARK BOUNDARY 
MAP IDENTIFIED AS EXHIBIT A. 

 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7997 (905 Marine St.)
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ORDINANCE  NO. 7998 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE BUILDING AND THE 
PROPERTY AT 1622 9TH STREET, CITY OF BOULDER, 
COLORADO, ALSO KNOWN AS THE GEORGE AND MABEL 
REYNOLDS HOUSE, A LANDMARK UNDER CHAPTER 9-
11, “HISTORIC PRESERVATION” B.R.C. 1981, AND 
SETTING FORTH DETAILS IN RELATION THERETO. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

 Section l. The council enacts this ordinance pursuant to its authority under Chapter 9-11, 

“Historic Preservation,” B.R.C. 1981, to designate as a landmark a property having a special 

character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value. 

Section 2. The council finds that: 1) on or about May 22, 2014, property owner Christian 

Griffith applied to the City of Boulder to designate the building and property at said property as a 

landmark; 2) the Landmarks Board held a public hearing on the proposed designation on August 

6, 2014; and 3) on August 6, 2014, the board recommended that the council approve the 

proposed designation. 

 Section 3. The council also finds that upon public notice required by law, the council held 

a public hearing on the proposed designation on September 16, 2014 and upon the basis of the 

presentations at that hearing finds that the building and the property at 1622 9th Street does 

possess a special character and special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value 

warranting its designation as a landmark. 

Section 4. The characteristics of the subject property that justify its designation as a landmark 

are: 1) its historic significance is relevant to its construction in 1906 and  its association with 

George and Mabel Reynolds; 2) its architectural significance indicative of the Edwardian 

Attachment B - Ordinance No. 7998 (1622 9th St.)
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Vernacular style, evidenced in its one-and-a-half story form, decorative wood shingles, and 

classical details; and 3) its environmental significance for its location within the potential 

Expanded Lawn Historic District, which retains its residential historic character.      

 Section 5. The council further finds that the foregoing landmark designation is necessary 

to promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the city. 

 Section 6. There is hereby created as a landmark the building and property located at 

1622 9th Street, also known as the George and Mabel Reynolds House, whose legal landmark 

boundary is identical to the boundary of the legal lots upon which it sits:  

LOT 2, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER COUNTY, 
COLORADO 

as depicted in the proposed landmark boundary map, attached hereto as Exhibit A.  
 
Section 7. The council directs that the department of Community Planning and 

Sustainability give prompt notice of this designation to the property owner and cause a copy of 

this ordinance to be recorded as described in Subsection 9-11-6(d), B.R.C. 1981. 

Section 8. The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only 

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public 

inspection and acquisition. 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE 
ONLY THIS 16TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2014. 
 
 
 
 

       Mayor 

Attachment B - Ordinance No. 7998 (1622 9th St.)
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Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
 

 

 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY THIS 7TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 2014. 

 
     
    
       Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
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Exhibit A – Landmark Boundary Map for 1622 9th St. 

LOT 3, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER COUNTY, 
COLORADO 
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ORDINANCE  NO. 7999 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING THE BUILDING AND THE 
PROPERTY AT 1630 9TH STREET, CITY OF BOULDER, 
COLORADO, ALSO KNOWN AS THE FINCH-PADDOCK 
HOUSE, A LANDMARK UNDER CHAPTER 9-11, “HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION” B.R.C. 1981, AND SETTING FORTH 
DETAILS IN RELATION THERETO. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

 Section l. The council enacts this ordinance pursuant to its authority under Chapter 9-11, 

“Historic Preservation,” B.R.C. 1981, to designate as a landmark a property having a special 

character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value. 

Section 2. The council finds that: 1) on or about May 22, 2014, property owner Christian 

Griffith applied to the City of Boulder to designate the building and property at said property as a 

landmark; 2) the Landmarks Board held a public hearing on the proposed designation on August 

6, 2014; and 3) on August 6, 2014, the board recommended that the council approve the 

proposed designation. 

 Section 3. The council also finds that upon public notice required by law, the council held 

a public hearing on the proposed designation on September 16, 2014 and upon the basis of the 

presentations at that hearing finds that the building and the property at 1630 9th Street does 

possess a special character and special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value 

warranting its designation as a landmark. 

Section 4. The characteristics of the subject property that justify its designation as a landmark 

are: 1) its historic significance is relevant to its construction in 1909 and  its association with 

Edwin and Rose Finch and Percy Paddock; 2) its architectural significance indicative of the 

Attachment C - Ordinance No. 7999 (1630 9th St.)
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Craftsman Bungalow style, evidenced in its combination of stone, brick, wood and stucco, low-

gabled roof forms and divided-light windows; and 3) its environmental significance for its 

location within the potential Expanded Lawn Historic District, which retains its residential 

historic character.      

 Section 5. The council further finds that the foregoing landmark designation is necessary 

to promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the city. 

 Section 6. There is hereby created as a landmark the building and property located at 

1630 9th Street, also known as the Paddock-Finch House, whose legal landmark boundary is 

identical to the boundary of the legal lots upon which it sits:  

LOT 3, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER COUNTY, 
COLORADO 

as depicted in the proposed landmark boundary map, attached hereto as Exhibit A.  
 
Section 7. The council directs that the department of Community Planning and 

Sustainability give prompt notice of this designation to the property owner and cause a copy of 

this ordinance to be recorded as described in Subsection 9-11-6(d), B.R.C. 1981. 

Section 8. The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only 

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public 

inspection and acquisition. 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY TITLE 
ONLY THIS 16TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2014. 
 
 
 
 

       Mayor 

Attachment C - Ordinance No. 7999 (1630 9th St.)

Agenda Item 3F     Page 24Packet Page     90



 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
 

 

 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY THIS 7TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 2014. 

 
     
    
       Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk  
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Exhibit A – Landmark Boundary Map for 1630 9th St. 

LOT 3, EVELYN’S GARDEN SUBDIVISION, BOULDER COUNTY, 
COLORADO 
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9-11-1 & 9-11-2 Purposes and Intent 
Boulder Revised Code, 1981 

 
9-11-1: Purpose and Legislative Intent states: 

(a) The purpose of this chapter is to promote the public health, safety, and welfare by protecting, 
enhancing, and perpetuating buildings, sites, and areas of the city reminiscent of past eras, 
events, and persons important in local, state, or national history or providing significant 
examples of architectural styles of the past. It is also the purpose of this chapter to develop 
and maintain appropriate settings and environments for such buildings, sites, and areas to 
enhance property values, stabilize neighborhoods, promote tourist trade and interest, and 
foster knowledge of the city’s living heritage. 

(b) The City Council does not intend by this chapter to preserve every old building in the city but 
instead to draw a reasonable balance between private property rights and the public interest in 
preserving the city’s cultural, historic, and architectural heritage by ensuring that demolition 
of buildings and structures important to that heritage will be carefully weighed with other 
alternatives and that alterations to such buildings and structures and new construction will 
respect the character of each such setting, not by imitating surrounding structures, but by 
being compatible with them. 

(c) The City Council intends that in reviewing applications for alterations to and new 
construction on landmarks or structures in a historic district, the Landmarks Board shall 
follow relevant city policies, including, without limitation, energy-efficient design, access for 
the disabled and creative approaches to renovation.  

 

9-11-2:  City Council may Designate or Amend Landmarks and Historic Districts states: 

(a) Pursuant to the procedures in this chapter the City Council may by ordinance: 
(1) Designate as a landmark an individual building or other feature or an 

integrated group of structures or features on a single lot or site having a 
special character and historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value 
and designate a landmark site for each landmark; 

(2) Designate as a historic district a contiguous area containing a number of 
sites, buildings, structures or features having a special character and 
historical, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value and constituting a 
distinct section of the city;  

(3) Designate as a discontiguous historic district a collection of sites, buildings, 
structures, or features which are contained in two or more geographically 
separate areas,  having a special character and historical, architectural, or 
aesthetic interest or value that are united together by historical, architectural, 
or aesthetic characteristics; and 

(4) Amend designations to add features or property to or from the site or district. 

(b) Upon designation, the property included in any such designation is subject to all the 
requirements of this code and other ordinances of the city. 

  
 

Attachment D - Sections 9-11-1 and 9-11-2, "Purposes and Intent," B.R.C., 1981
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SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 
Individual Landmark 

September 1975 
 

On September 6, 1975, the City Council adopted Ordinance #4000 providing procedures 
for the designation of Landmarks and Historic Districts in the City of Boulder.   The purpose of 
the ordinance is the preservation of the City’s permitted cultural, historic, and architectural 
heritage.  The Landmarks Board is permitted by the ordinance to adopt rules and regulations as it 
deems necessary for its own organization and procedures.  The following Significance Criteria 
have been adopted by the board to help evaluate each potential designation in a consistent and 
equitable manner.   
 
Historic Significance 
 

The place (building, site, area) should show character, interest or value as part of the 
development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the community, state or nation; be the 
site of a historic, or prehistoric event that had an effect upon society; or exemplify the 
cultural, political, economic, or social heritage of the community. 
 
Date of Construction: This area of consideration places particular importance on the age 
of the structure. 

Association with Historical Persons or Events: This association could be national, state, 
or local. 

Distinction in the Development of the Community of Boulder: This is most applicable to 
an institution (religious, educational, civic, etc) or business structure, though in some 
cases residences might qualify.  It stresses the importance of preserving those places 
which demonstrate the growth during different time spans in the history of Boulder, in 
order to maintain an awareness of our cultural, economic, social or political heritage. 

Recognition by Authorities: If it is recognized by Historic Boulder, Inc. the Boulder 
Historical Society, local historians (Barker, Crossen, Frink, Gladden, Paddock, 
Schooland, etc), State Historical Society, The Improvement of Boulder, Colorado by F.L. 
Olmsted, or others in published form as having historic interest and value.  

Other, if applicable.  

Architectural Significance 
 

The place should embody those distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type 
specimen, a good example of the common; be the work of an architect or master builder, 
known nationally, state-wide, or locally, and perhaps whose work has influenced later 
development; contain elements of architectural design, detail, materials or craftsmanship 
which represent a significant innovation; or be a fine example of the uncommon. 

Attachment E - Significance Criteria for Individual Landmarks
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Recognized Period/Style: It should exemplify specific elements of an architectural 
period/style, i.e.: Victorian, Revival styles, such as described by Historic American 
Building Survey Criteria, Gingerbread Age (Maass), 76 Boulder Homes (Barkar), The 
History of Architectural Style (Marcus/Wiffin), Architecture in San Francisco (Gebhard 
et al), History of Architecture (Fletcher), Architecture/Colorado, and any other published 
source of universal or local analysis of a style. 

Architect or Builder of Prominence: A good example of the work of an architect or 
builder who is recognized for expertise in his field nationally, state-wide, or locally. 

Artistic Merit: A skillful integration of design, material, and color which is of excellent 
visual quality and/or demonstrates superior craftsmanship. 

Example of the Uncommon: Elements of architectural design, details, or craftsmanship 
that are representative of a significant innovation. 

Indigenous Qualities: A style or material that is particularly associated with the Boulder 
area. 

Other, if applicable. 

Environmental Significance 
 

The place should enhance the variety, interest, and sense of identity of the community by 
the protection of the unique natural and man-made environment. 
 
Site Characteristics: It should be of high quality in terms of planned or natural vegetation. 

Compatibility with Site: Consideration will be given to scale, massing placement, or 
other qualities of design with respect to its site. 

Geographic Importance: Due to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, it 
represents an established and familiar visual feature of the community. 

Environmental Appropriateness: The surroundings are complementary and/or it is 
situated in a manner particularly suited to its function. 

Area Integrity: Places which provide historical, architectural, or environmental 
importance and continuity of an existing condition, although taken singularly or out of 
context might not qualify under other criteria. 

 
 

Attachment E - Significance Criteria for Individual Landmarks
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE:  September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE 
Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only, an 
ordinance vacating and authorizing the City Manager to execute a deed of vacation to vacate a 
public pedestrian and bicycle trail easement located on Naropa University property at 2130 
Arapahoe Avenue. 
 
Applicant: Todd Kilburn 
Property Owner: Naropa University 
 
 
 
PRESENTER/S  
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager  
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
Sloane Walbert, Planner I 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Naropa University is requesting the vacation of a 14-foot public pedestrian and bicycle 
trail easement running along the western property line of the property located at 2130 
Arapahoe Avenue. The subject easement was originally dedicated to the city in 1989 to 
accommodate a public bike and pedestrian path to connect the University of Colorado 
campus to Arapahoe Avenue. The connection was originally envisioned to cross the 
property along its western property line. Refer to Figure 1 for context. The public path 
was never constructed and the city has since amended the connection plan to relocate the 
multi-use path to the eastern side of the same property. The city is working with Naropa 
University and the University of Colorado to coordinate construction of the path in its 
new location. Further, Naropa University has signed a Grant of Easement form for a new 
easement to accommodate the multi-use path, which is being held in escrow by the City 
Attorney's Office until the requested vacation is approved. Therefore, because the city has 
entered into an agreement with Naropa University for the dedication of a new easement, 
the subject easement is no longer valid or necessary for the public use. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff finds that the criteria of section 8-6-9, “Vacation of Public Rights-of-Way and 
Public Access Easements,” B.R.C. 1981 can be met and recommends that the City 
Council take the following action: 
 
Suggested Motion Language:  
Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following 
motion: 
 
Motion to introduce on first reading and order published by title only the proposed ordinance 
vacating and authorizing the City Manager to execute a Deed of Vacation to vacate a public 
pedestrian and bicycle trail easement located at 2130 Arapahoe Avenue. 
 
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 

 Economic:  None identified. 

 Environmental:  None identified. 

 Social: None identified. 
 
OTHER IMPACTS 

 Fiscal: No impact. 

 Staff time: The vacation application has been processed through the provisions of 
a standard public right-of-way or public easement vacation process and is within 
normal staff work plans. 

 
BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK 
Notification was sent to the Planning Board on September 8, 2014 in conformance with 
Section 79 of the Boulder City Charter.  
 
PUBLIC FEEDBACK 
All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 
have been met.  Public notice of this proposed vacation was sent to property owners 
within 600 feet of the project site on July 9, 2014.  Staff has received no comments from 
the public. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The subject property is located south of and adjacent to Arapahoe Avenue, west of 
Folsom Street in a Residential – High 1 (RH-1) zoning district (a vicinity map with zone 
districts is provided in Attachment A).  The subject 14-foot public pedestrian and bicycle 
trail easement runs along the west property line and is shown in Figure 1 on the 
following page. The easement was required as a part of the Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) Amendment and Special Review approved for the expansion of Naropa’s facility 
in 1989.  
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The public path was never constructed in the originally approved location (shown in red 
above) and the path connection has since been amended in the Transportation Master 
Plan (TMP) to be located on the eastern side of the property (shown in green above). The 
new path configuration will enable connection to an existing path on University of 
Colorado property to the south and provide a better alignment to connect to 22nd Street 
north of Arapahoe Avenue. Naropa University has signed a Grant of Easement form for a 
new 14-foot wide pedestrian and bicycle trail easement for the multi-use path, which is 
being held in escrow by the City Attorney's Office until after an ordinance takes effect 
vacating the subject easement (see Attachment D). As such, the subject easement is no 
longer necessary. A multi-use path will continue to be accommodated on the property to 
connect the University of Colorado campus to Arapahoe Avenue, just in a slightly 
different configuration.  The vacation and rededication of a public easement is necessary 
to realize the amended location for the connection in the TMP. The multi-use path 
connection is being funded by a Capital Improvements Bond, which was approved by 
Boulder voters in 2011. The city is working with the University of Colorado and Naropa 
University to coordinate the construction of the path. However, the timing of construction 
is not known at this time.   
 
ANALYSIS 
The subject easement was declared open to the public when it was dedicated and thus 
must be vacated by ordinance passed by City Council. In order for the existing easement 

Planned Multi-Use 
Path 

Easement to 
Be Vacated 

Naropa 
University 

CU Family/ 
Graduate 
Housing 

Figure 1:  Easement to Be Vacated and Planned Multi-Use Path Connection 

Arapahoe Ave. 

Marine St. 

 22
nd St. 

 21
st St. 
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to be vacated the council would have to conclude that the criteria under subsection 
8-6-9(c), B.R.C. 1981 are met.  Staff has reviewed this vacation request and has 
concluded that the criteria can be met as discussed as follows. 

 
(1) The applicant must demonstrate that the public purpose for which an easement or 

right-of-way was originally acquired or dedicated is no longer valid or necessary 
for public use; 

 
The subject easement was originally dedicated to the City of Boulder as a “public 
pedestrian and bicycle trail” easement in 1989. The purpose of the easement was to 
accommodate a multi-use path to connect the University of Colorado campus to 
Arapahoe Avenue. The public path was never constructed and the proposed 
connection has since been amended in the TMP to be located on the eastern side of 
the property. Naropa University has signed a Grant of Easement form for the new 
multi-use path, which is being held in escrow by the City Attorney's Office until after 
an ordinance takes effect vacating the subject easement. Therefore, the public purpose 
for which the subject easement was originally dedicated is no longer valid or 
necessary. 

 
(2) All agencies and departments having a conceivable interest in the easement or 

right-of-way must indicate that no need exists, either at present or conceivable in 
the future, to retain the property as an easement or right-of-way, either for its 
original purpose or for some other public purpose unless the vacation ordinance 
retains the needed utility or right-of-way easement; 

 
The proposed vacation has been evaluated by the Planning, Public Works and 
Transportation Departments and it has been collectively concluded that the public 
entities would have no conceivable future interest in the existing easement since a 
separate easement will be dedicated to accommodate the multi-use path connection.  
CenturyLink, Comcast, and Xcel have also approved the request. 

 
(3) The applicant must demonstrate, consistent with the Boulder Valley 

Comprehensive Plan and the City's land use regulations, either: 
 

(A) That failure to vacate an existing right-of-way or easement on the property 
would cause a substantial hardship to the use of the property consistent with 
the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and the City's land use regulations; 
or 

 
 Not Applicable.  
 
(B) That vacation of the easement or right-of-way would actually provide a 

greater public benefit than retaining the property in its present status. 
 

The vacation would result in a greater public benefit by accommodating future 
connections as identified in the TMP.  As mentioned above, the applicant has 
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entered into an agreement with the city to dedicate a new public pedestrian 
and bicycle path easement across the eastern edge of the property. Dedication 
of the new easement, which is necessary in order for the adopted multi-use 
path connection to be constructed, is contingent upon vacation of the existing 
easement. Failure to vacate the subject easement would preclude the adopted 
multi-use path connection from being constructed, in accordance with the 
adopted TMP.  The public purposes for which the easement was dedicated 
will be protected under a separate easement dedication. 
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 
Attachment A: Vicinity Map 
Attachment B: Draft Ordinance 
Attachment C: Draft Deed of Vacation 
Attachment D: Replacement Easement to be Dedicated 
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ORDINANCE NO. ________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING AND AUTHORIZING 
THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A DEED OF 
VACATION FOR A PUBLIC PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE TRAIL EASEMENT LOCATED AT 2130 
ARAPAHOE AVENUE, AND SETTING FORTH 
RELATED DETAILS. 

 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER FINDS AND RECITES 

THAT: 

A. Naropa University, a Colorado non-profit corporation, the owner of the 

property generally known as 2130 Arapahoe Avenue and more particularly described on 

Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein, requested that the city vacate the 

public pedestrian and bicycle trail easement (“Easement”) generally located on the 

western property line of their property and more particularly described on Exhibit B 

attached hereto and incorporated herein. 

B. The Easement was previously dedicated to the City pursuant to the Grant 

of Easement recorded in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Film 

No. 1591 and Reception No. 00999199 on the 23rd day of August, 1989 and which is 

shown on Exhibit B. 

C. The City Council is of the opinion that the requested vacation is in the 

public interest and that said rights-of-way are not necessary for the public use. 

 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

Attachment B - Draft Ordinance
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 1. The City Council vacates and authorizes the city manager to execute a 

deed of vacation for the Easement described above.   

2. This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and 

welfare of the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern. 

3. The City Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by 

title only and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the 

city clerk for public inspection and acquisition. 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED 

BY TITLE ONLY this 16th day of September, 2014. 

      
       Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
City Clerk 
 

 READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this 7th day of October, 2014. 

 
      
       Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
City Clerk 

 

Attachment B - Draft Ordinance
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EXHIBIT A TO ORDINANCE 

Attachment B - Draft Ordinance
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EXHIBIT B TO ORDINANCE 

 

Attachment B - Draft Ordinance
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 For Administrative Purposes Only 
 Address:  2130 Arapahoe Ave. 
 Case No. LUR2014-00052  

 
DEED OF VACATION 

 
The City of Boulder, Colorado, does hereby vacate and release to the present owner of the land, 
in the manner prescribed by Section 43-2-302, C.R.S., the public pedestrian and bicycle trail 
easement previously dedicated to the City pursuant to the Grant of Easement recorded in the 
records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Film No. 1591, Reception No. 00999199 on 
the 23rd day of August, 1989, and more particularly described as follows: 

 
See Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

 
The above right-of-way vacation and release of said right-of-way shall extend only to the portion 
and the type of easements specifically vacated.  The within vacation is not to be construed as 
vacating any rights-of-way, easements or cross-easements lying within the description of the 
vacated portion of the right-of-way. 
 
Executed this _______ day of ________________, 2014, by the City Manager after having 
received authorization from the City Council of the City of Boulder, Colorado, pursuant to 
Ordinance No. ______, adopted by the City Council of the City of Boulder, Colorado. 
 
 
CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO 
 
 
By:____________________________ 

Jane S. Brautigam,  
City Manager 

 
Attest: 
 
_______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
_______________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 
 
______________ 
Date 
  
 
 

Attachment C - Draft Deed of Vacation
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EXHIBIT A TO DEED OF VACATION 
 

Attachment C - Draft Deed of Vacation

Agenda Item 3G     Page 17Packet Page     113



Agenda Item 3G     Page 18Packet Page     114



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment D - Replacement Easement to be Dedicated

Agenda Item 3G     Page 19Packet Page     115



 
 

Attachment D - Replacement Easement to be Dedicated

Agenda Item 3G     Page 20Packet Page     116



 
 

CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE: Sep. 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE Consideration of a motion to authorize the City Manager to disburse 
the city’s remaining education excise tax revenue.  
 
 
 
PRESENTERS   
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager  
Carl Castillo, Policy Advisor 
Karen Rahn, Director, Department of Human Services 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On June 3, 2014, City Council directed the City Manager to issue a request for proposals 
(RFP) to award the city’s remaining Education Excise Tax (EET) funds. At that time, the 
balance in the EET fund was $276,714. An RFP (Attachment A) was issued on June 10, 
2014 and 27 proposals were received.  
 
On Aug. 14, 2014, the City Council School Issues Committee (the Committee) reviewed 
the proposals and identified funding recommendations for City Manager approval, 
totaling $276,061. The Committee also authorized the City Manager to disperse 
additional funds accrued through revenue and interest subsequent to August 14, in a 
manner consistent with the fund round process and EET funding criteria. The additional 
amount totals $5,777 and will be dispersed among proposals recommended for funding.  
 
The City Manager met with staff to review the process and recommendations and 
approved the recommendations on August 26 and September 2.  
 
Background contained in a previous memo on the Education Excise Tax allocations may 
be found here. 
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CITY MANAGER PRELIMINARY DECISION 
The City Manager recommends that council affirm the funding recommendations 
proposed by the Committee and approved by the City Manager, and authorize the City 
Manager to disburse $281,838 in EET funds, including $276,061 in approved Committee 
allocations and $5,777 in accrued funds as of August 27. 
 
Suggested Motion Language:  
The City Manager requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of 
the following motion: 
 
Motion to authorize the City Manager to disburse $281,838 of the city’s education excise 
tax revenue.  

 
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS  

• Social – Investments in school readiness and closing the achievement gap 
contribute to residents’ long-term self-sufficiency and less reliance on more costly 
public services. Academic success correlates with greater long-term financial 
stability, lifelong earnings, employment and housing stability and avoidance of 
public subsidies.  

 
OTHER IMPACTS  

• Fiscal – Non-personnel expenses associated with conducting a round of funding 
are estimated to be between $500 and $1,000, depending on the grant application 
process and the number of applicants. 
 
A total of $281,838 is being recommended for allocation to community agencies. 
The city does not anticipate collection of significant additional EET funds. EET 
revenues from new permits issued by the city are not anticipated unless City 
Council reinstates the imposition of the EET by ordinance. Although the council 
reduced the rate to zero in 2010, the city continues to have the authority to levy 
these taxes.  
 

• Staff time – Staff support for committee and fund round process is estimated to 
be 120 - 160 hours through the allocation of funds and an additional 60 - 80 hours 
for contracting and compliance through the life of the contracts, depending on the 
number of contracts. 
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CITY COUNCIL’S SCHOOL ISSUES COMMITTEE FEEDBACK 
At its meeting on August 14, the Committee reviewed the proposals received and 
identified funding recommendations to the City Manager, identified in Table 1.  
 

Table 1: Committee Funding Recommendations  

Agency and Program Type of Funding Recommended 
Funding Amount 

1. BVSD Boulder High School CLASS: 
Collaborate, Learn, Attend & Study to Succeed Operating $27,000 

2. BVSD Casey Middle School Community 
Learning Center Operating $25,000 

3. BVSD Whittier Elementary School Best 
Practices in Social Emotional Learning Operating $26,155 

4. BVSD Whittier Elementary School Writing 
Project Operating $20,155 

5. Boulder Institute for Psychotherapy & Research 
School Readiness for At-Risk Children Operating $26,155 

6. Early Childhood Education Council of Boulder 
County Touchpoints Training Team 
Development 

Operating $50,061 

7. I Have A Dream Foundation DREAM BIG 
Project Operating $91,155 

8. Voices For Children Special Truancy Advocate Operating $16,157 
Total Recommended EET Funding Awards $281,838 

 
Twenty seven proposals were received in response to the EET RFP. Proposals most 
closely aligned with the EET fund goals and criteria, as identified in the RFP, were 
recommended for funding. Programs not recommended for funding are identified in 
Attachment B.  
 
The funding recommendations include $183,527 for four non-BVSD projects and 
$98,311 (35 percent of the recommended funding), for four programs at BVSD schools. 
The funding recommendations would allocate 27 percent of the funding to programs with 
a focus on school readiness and 73 percent to programs with a focus on closing the 
achievement gap. No proposals for capital improvements were recommended for funding.   
 
As of August 27, the total balance of EET funds available for appropriation include: 
$276,061 in Committee funding recommendations, and additional unallocated revenue 
and interest of $5,777, totaling $281,838. The Committee supports fully expending all 
remaining EET funds and recommended that any additional balance be disbursed at the 
City Manager’s discretion in a manner consistent with the intent of EET. The City 
Manager has determined the accrued fund balance to be distributed equally among the 
five proposals not fully funded, amounting to an additional $1,155 for each proposal.   
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BACKGROUND 
On Feb. 10, 2014, Council’s School Issues Committee, made up of Council members 
Morzel, Plass and Shoemaker recommended that council direct the City Manager to 
proceed with a second and final EET fund round award process similar to the one used in 
2013.  
 
On June 3, council directed the City Manager to initiate a process to award the remaining 
balance of the EET, and approved the use of the below criteria in an RFP:  

• Funds should be used for one-time capital or non-capital projects: 
o For operating projects, funding must provide seed, startup or gap funding 

for a sustainable project; 
o For real property acquisition projects, successful applicant would enter 

into a shared equity agreement with the city. 
• To further council’s commitment toward: 

o School readiness for at-risk children; 
o Closing the achievement gap; 
o Interventions that help reduce youth risk factors. 

• Project provides educational support to low-income or disabled children or 
children of non-native English speaking families; 

• Applicants must be a 501(c) (3) nonprofit or educational entity located within the 
city; 

• Applicants must serve children age birth through 18 as primary beneficiaries; 
• Applicants must demonstrate committed, matching funds; 
• Minimum application amount is $25,000; 
• Maximum application amount is $120,000; 
• Applicants must agree to enter into a contract with the city for funding and to 

report two times annually on expenditures and outcomes;  
• Funds must primarily serve City of Boulder residents; and  
• Proposals may not seek funding for:  

o Playgrounds and technology requests; 
o City of Boulder proposals, as the intent of the EET is not to fund city 

programs; and 
o Previous EET recipients. 

 
On June 10, 2014, the Committee issued a public RFP. On August 14, the Committee 
reviewed the proposals received with staff and identified the funding recommendations to 
the City Manager, as described above. The City Manager approved funding 
recommendations on August 26 and September 2.  
 
NEXT STEPS 
If council affirms the City Manager’s preliminary decision, staff will execute contracts 
with the selected agencies as follows: 
• Notification of funding award to agencies September 2014 
• Contracts executed October 2014 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  
Attachment B – Education Excise Tax Proposals Not Recommended for Funding 
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 1 of 8 

Funding for Projects to Address School Readiness  
and Close the Achievement Gap 

Education Excise Tax 2014‐2015 Funding Round 

Notice of Request for Proposals 
Deadline: Tuesday, July 8, 2014, 4:30 p.m. 

For more information: 
Wanda Pelegrina Caldas 

pelegrinaw@bouldercolorado.gov 
303‐441‐4059 
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 2 of 8 

Funding for Projects  
Education Excise Tax 2014‐2015 Funding Round 

Notice of Request for Proposals (RFP) 

General Overview and Proposal Checklist 

Fund Description 
The City of Boulder has education excise tax (“EET”) revenue, which it intends to award.  This revenue was 
generated pursuant to a 1994 voter‐approved measure that called for taxing new residential development and 
using the funds generated to promote education‐related facilities and services.  Historically these funds have 
been spent on Boulder Valley School District (BVSD) projects, and a variety of other projects funded through a 
competitive process in 2013. Boulder City Council will now disburse the remaining funds through this 
competitive RFP process, subject to the criteria and considerations below, for projects that help address 
school readiness and close the achievement gap in the City of Boulder.  

Available Funds 
The city has $276,714 available in existing EET funds, which are subject to this RFP.  The EET tax, originally 
collected pursuant to 1995 City Ordinance No. 5689, was repealed in 2009 through Ordinance No. 7698. Any 
interest or additional EET funds collected during the first half of 2014 will be allocated in this final EET fund 
round.   

Eligibility Criteria 
Boulder City Council adopted the following criteria for purposes of inviting Requests for Proposals:   

 Applicant must be a 501(c)(3) nonprofit or educational entity located within the city of Boulder.

 Funds should be used for one‐time capital or operating projects:
o For operating projects, funding must provide seed, start‐up or gap funding for a sustainable project
o For real property acquisition projects, successful applicant must enter into a shared equity agreement with
the city

 To further council’s commitment toward:
o School readiness for at‐risk children
o Closing the achievement gap
o Interventions that help reduce youth risk factors

 To provide educational support to low‐income or disabled children or children of non‐native English
speaking families. 

 Applicant must serve children aged birth through 18 as primary beneficiaries

 Funds must be used to serve primarily City of Boulder residents

 Applicant must demonstrate committed matching funds

 Minimum application amount is $25,000

 Maximum application amount is $120,000

 Funds may not be used to purchase technology or playground equipment

 City of Boulder departments and programs are not eligible

Contract and Reporting Requirements 
Funded applicants must agree to enter into a contract with the city for funding. Operating projects will report 
biannually on outcomes and expenditures; capital programs will report quarterly on project progress with a 
final expenditure and outcomes report.  
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 3 of 8 

Deadline and Submittals  
All proposals must be received by 4:30 p.m., Tuesday, July 8, 2014.  No extensions will be granted under any 
circumstances.  Due to this restriction, we strongly encourage you to turn your proposal in at least one day 
early.   

Submit your proposals as one PDF document via email to pelegrinaw@bouldercolorado.gov, with the subject 
line EET 2014‐2015 Funding Round RFP. 

Please note that electronic submittals are preferred, but you may mail or hand‐deliver as explained below. 

Submit one copy printed double‐sided on standard 8 ½ x 11 size paper in a standard font no smaller than 11 
point, recycled paper encouraged.  It is not necessary to staple or put your proposal in a binder, but please 
number each page and submit it in a sealed envelope, clearly marked Education Excise Fund. 

U.S. Mail: To the attention of Wanda Pelegrina Caldas, Department of Human Services, PO Box 791, Boulder, 
CO 80306.  Please allow for adequate delivery time, as on‐time proposals will be determined by delivery date 
and not postmark. 

Hand‐Deliver: To the attention of Wanda Pelegrina Caldas, 1101 Arapahoe Avenue, 2nd Floor, Boulder, 
Colorado 80302 between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  You may use our after‐hours drop off box, located at our 
front door, but proposals received after 4:30 p.m. on July 8 will not be accepted.  

Review Process 
Please note your completed proposal does not guarantee funding.  The committee will consider all proposals 
during July and August of 2014, prior to making recommendations to the city manager, followed by City 
Council later this summer.  The committee or staff, on behalf of the committee, may contact you to address 
follow‐up questions and may require a site visit prior to deciding which projects to recommend for funding. 

Project Timeline 

For Additional Information 
To ensure an accurate and timely response to your questions about this RFP, contact Wanda Pelegrina Caldas 
at pelegrinaw@bouldercolorado.gov or 303‐441‐4059.  

Event  Date 

RFPs due   July 8, 2014 

School Issues Committee reviews applications and makes funding 
recommendations to city manager 

By mid‐August, 2014 

City manager approves recommendations   By end of August, 2014 

City Council considers recommendations for funding  Sept. 16, 2014 

Contracts negotiated  Sept.‐Oct., 2014  

Contracts executed and funds distributed  October 2014 
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 4 of 8 

Proposal Checklist  
The following checklist is provided to facilitate your review and response of this RFP. Please check your 
proposal against this list before submitting to ensure that your proposal is complete as per the requirements. 
Proposals missing one or more of the following components or not following these directions may not be 
reviewed. 

Your proposal should contain each of these items in this order, using the tables provided: 

Part I: Proposal Abstract (1 page maximum). The top page of your proposal must be a completed copy of the 
Proposal Abstract form.  Please do not include pages 1‐4 with your submission; these are for your information  

Part II: Proposal Narrative (2 page maximum).  Your proposal should contain the following sections in the 
following order:  

 A. Need for Project/Services 
 1. Target Population 
 2. Problem Statement 
 3. Services in Boulder 

 B. Proposed Project/Services  
 1. Project/Services Description (note: different questions for operating and capital) 
 2. Funding Specifics 
 3. Cost‐Per‐Client/Cost‐Per‐Contact 
 4. Sustainability  

Part III: Organizational Management (1 page maximum). 

 A. Evaluation  
 B. Demographics 

 1. Projected Clients and Clients Served  
 2. Race/Ethnicity 
 3. Income Level 

Part IV: Financial Statements and Attachments (1 page maximum for tables A & B plus attached budget). 

 A. Sources of Income  

 B. Fundraising to Date 
 C. Detailed Program or Project Budget (note: different questions for operating and capital) 

 D. Organizational Budget for the current fiscal year 

Submit your proposals as one PDF document via email to pelegrinaw@bouldercolorado.gov, with the subject 
line EET 2014‐2015 Funding Round RFP.  All proposals must be received by 4:30 p.m., Tuesday, July 8, 2014.  
No extensions will be granted under any circumstances.  Due to this restriction, we strongly encourage you to 
turn your proposal in at least one day early.    
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 5 of 8 

Part I: Proposal Abstract (Please use this form and do not exceed one page)          

A. Applicant Information  

Organization’s Full Legal Name: Organization DBA Name (if applicable):          

Mailing Address, City, State, Zip (and Physical Address, if it different and not confidential): 

Telephone: Website: 

Name of CEO or Executive Director: Phone:
E‐Mail Address: 

Type of organization:   

□Nonprofit □Educational Entity
EIN:  

Name and Title of the main contact for this RFP (if not the Executive Director): 

E‐Mail Address:                                                                                       Phone:

Year Founded: Mission Statement: 

Number of Employees: Full‐time: Part‐time:   Number of Volunteers: 

B. Project Information 

Type of project:            □Capital Acquisition (requires a shared equity agreement with the city)

□Opera ng (Please check type): □Seed      □Start‐up        □Gap funding

Project Title:  

Project Address(s), if different than above: 

Project Start Date:                Project End Date:

Is your project contingent on this funding?: □Yes      □No  
Explain, if yes:  

Is your timeline contingent on this funding?: □Yes      □No       
Explain, if yes:            

What age group will your project serve?:   

C. Financial Information:  

Total Project Cost: $

Amount of EET funds requested for your project (min $25,000/max $120,000):$ 

Total matching funds (non‐City of Boulder) raised to date: $
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Attachment A –Education Excise Tax Request For Proposals  

EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 6 of 8 

Part II.   Proposal Narrative (Two‐page maximum) 
Provide a narrative of your proposed project in no more than two pages using the questions outlined below.  
Use a standard font no smaller than 11 point and include the headings provided.  It is not necessary to repeat 
the text of the questions.  You are not required to submit the full amount of pages, but you may not exceed 
this limit.  Note, some questions differentiate answers for operating vs. capital funding; please answer the 
appropriate set of questions, not both.   

A. Need for Project/Services This section should describe the population you intend to (or already) serve and 
the specific problems they face, also services in Boulder (other than your own) that attempt to address these 
problems. 

1. Target Population: Briefly identify and describe the population your project will serve, both
demographically and geographically including an estimate of how many persons will benefit from the 
proposed project (e.g., 45 City of Boulder Latinas, ages 10‐17). 

2. Problem Statement: Describe the problem faced by your target population and any emerging trends that
your proposed project addresses.  Do not describe how your project will address this problem in your answer.  

3. Services in Boulder: (a) Describe existing services in Boulder (other than your own) that attempt to address
this problem.  (b) State how these other projects and services differ from yours and give specific examples of 
collaborative efforts with these other agencies.  

B. Proposed Project/Services This section should describe your project/services, with specific information on 
the results you expect to accomplish and the major activities for achieving the goals of this project. 

1. Project/Services Description: Describe your proposed project/services.  Operating projects include: (a) the
goal of your project; (b) a brief description of the programs and services provided through this project; and (c) 
what benefits your target population will receive; Capital projects include: (a) the project scope and timeline; 
(b) a brief description of the programs and services provided through this project; and (c) a rationale for the 
project, e.g. why it is important for the mission of the organization and how this project will allow you to 
better meet the needs of the target population. 

2. Funding Specifics: What specifically will an award from the EET fund?

3. Cost‐Per‐Client/Cost‐Per‐Contact: Provide an estimate of your cost‐per‐client and/or contact for services
provided by the project proposed.  Discuss how estimates were determined.  Base these on the total cost of 
the project/services, not just the funds requested from the EET.  

4. Sustainability: Please explain the impact of this project on your organizational or operating expenses, and
how the project will be sustained after one‐time EET funds are expended.   
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EET 2014‐2015 Fund Round RFP   Page 7 of 8 

Part III: Organizational Data (One page maximum) 
Provide a picture of whom your organization serves in no more than one page using the tables and questions 
outlined below.  Use a standard font no smaller than 11 point.  You may add additional rows to the tables, but 
do not change the formatting or omit the headings provided.  It is not necessary to repeat the text of the 
questions.  You are not required to submit the full amount of pages, but you may not exceed this limit.   

A. Evaluation: Describe: (a) the organization’s overall approach to evaluation; (b) how frequently data 
collection occurs; (c) how impact is measured; and summarize (d) key evaluation results or findings that 
demonstrate the organization’s impact.   

B. Demographics: If your organization follows a non‐traditional calendar (e.g., school year), base answers on 
your calendar year. 

1. Projected Clients and Clients Served

How many unduplicated clients, age 0‐18, did your agency serve last year? 

What percentage of the total unduplicated clients were City of Boulder residents?       

How many unduplicated City of Boulder residents, age 0‐18, does your agency propose to serve if 
your proposal is funded? 

Using the proposed number of City of Boulder residents (above), please fill out the following tables. 

2. Race/Ethnicity (Project the race/ethnicity of the proposed unduplicated City of Boulder residents)

African American   Native American   Asian/Pacific Islander  Latino/Hispanic     

Caucasian Non‐
Latino

Mixed Race  Other   Unknown  

3. Income Level (Project the income level of the proposed unduplicated City of Boulder residents)
Note: The area median income (AMI), for a four person household, in Boulder County is $93,017

Extremely Low Income: 
(Less than or equal to 30% of AMI) 

Very Low Income: 
(Less than or equal to 50% of AMI) 

Low Income:  
(Less than or equal to 80% of AMI) 

Non‐Low Income: 
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Part IV: Financial Statements and Attachments (1 page maximum for tables A and B plus attached budget) 
Please fill out the following tables and provide the following financial documents. Budgets may be inserted as tables or 
attached in the order specified below.  Make sure you label any attachments.  

A. Sources of Income: Complete the table below for the organization as a whole, based on the most recently 
completed fiscal year.  You may add rows to fit your organization’s funding categories.  Indicate 0% for categories that 
do not apply to your organization’s funding categories.   

Percentage  Funding Source 

%  Government grants or contracts (federal or state) 

%  Local government grants or contracts (county or city)

%  Boulder and/or St. Vrain Valley School District(s)

%   Foundations 

%   Business sponsorships 

%   Events (include event sponsorships)

%   Individual contributions 

%   Fees/earned income 

%   Workplace giving campaigns

%  In‐kind contributions (optional)

%   Other 

%   TOTAL (should equal 100%)

B. Fundraising to Date (for this project): Please fill out the following table inserting more rows, as needed 

Only include in‐kind donations if they correspond to and reduce project costs. 

Funding Source   Funding Amount 
Committed  

(Yes,  No, Pending)

C. Detailed Program (for operating requests) or Project Budget (for capital requests): Either insert or attach a 
current budget for the program or project. 

D. Organizational Budget for the current fiscal year: Either insert or attach a current organizational budget. 
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Attachment B –Education Excise Tax Proposals Not Recommended for Funding  
 

Agency and Program Type of Funding Requested Funding 
Amount 

Attention Homes: Adolescent Residential Care Operating $75,000 

Boulder County AIDS Project: HIV Prevention Services Operating $50,121 

BVSD Boulder Career & Technical Ed Center: Innovative College 
& Career Opportunities Operating $120,000 

BVSD Boulder Prep High School: Kids Cooking: A Culinary Arts 
& Service Program Capital $50,000 

BVSD Centennial Middle School: Avid Start-Up Operating $25,000 

BVSD Centennial Middle School: Summer Reading Operating $25,000 

Children’s House Preschool: First Chance Scholarship Operating $52,000 

CU School of Ed CU Engage: Center for Community-Based 
Learning & Research: Connect & Thrive Operating $42,350 

The Community Foundation Serving Boulder County: ELPASO 
(Engaged Latino Parents Advancing School Outcomes) Operating $47,500 

Dairy Center for the Arts: Kids at the Dairy Operating $25,000 

Family Learning Center: Pipeline for Academic Preparedness from 
Preschool to Post-Secondary Operating $50,000 

Friends’ School: Teacher Candidates Supporting Elementary 
Students Operating $39,000 

Shining Mountain Waldorf School: Educational Resource Program Operating $70,000 

Teens4Oceans: Step up for the Ocean Operating $35,000 

Turning the Wheel Productions: School Readiness Program Operating $25,000 

Women’s Wilderness Institute: Youth Programs Operating $40,000 

YWCA: The Incredible Years Operating $25,000 

YWCA: Latina Achievement Support Operating $25,000 

YWCA: Reading to End Racism Operating $50,000 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE: September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to approve the purchase of approximately 80 
acres of land, the mineral estate, nine (9) shares of Left Hand Ditch Company water, 80 
shares of Dry Creek-Davidson Ditch Company water, two houses and associated outbuildings 
located at 3285 and 3287 95th St. from the Martinson family for $3,000,000 for Open Space 
and Mountain Parks purposes. 
 
 
 
PRESENTER/S  
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager  
Michael D. Patton, Director, Open Space and Mountain Parks  
John P. D’Amico, Property Agent 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Martinson property is an 80-acre parcel along the west side of 95th Street in Boulder 
County, approximately 1/2 mile south of Valmont Road. Eddy, Bixler and Teller Open 
Space properties surround the Martinson parcel with Leyner Cottonwood Ditch bordering 
the north side.  (See Attachments A and B.)  The purchase price is $3,000,000 payable at 
the time of closing. Along with the land, the city is acquiring the mineral estate, nine (9) 
shares of Left Hand water, 80 shares of Dry Creek-Davidson water, two houses and a 
number of outbuildings totaling nearly 6,000 square feet of improvements.   The water 
rights are valued at $463,000.  The two houses and outbuildings are valued at $435,000.   
The adjusted cost per acre is $26,275.  The 80-acre parcel will be managed for 
agricultural purposes; excellent water rights and high-quality soils support high-quality 
agricultural operations.  Staff believes the purchase of this property meets council’s 
objective to support local food production and to preserve agricultural operations in 
Boulder County.  At the time of purchase, the property will be leased back to the 
Martinsons for a period of five years. The Martinsons will continue the farm operation 
for the duration of the 5-year lease agreement according to the conditions of an Open 
Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) agriculture lease. The purchase would meet City 
Council goals for increasing agriculture production on OSMP lands and for providing on-
site farmer housing. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following 
motion: 
 
Motion to approve the purchase of approximately 80 acres of land, mineral estate, nine 
shares of Left Hand Ditch Company water, 80 shares of Dry Creek-Davidson Ditch 
Company water, two houses and associated outbuildings located at 3285 and 3287 95th 
St. from the Martinson family for $3,000,000 for Open Space and Mountain Parks 
purposes. 
 
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 

• Environmental:  OSMP is a significant community-supported program that is 
recognized worldwide as a leader in preservation of open space lands contributing 
to the environmental sustainability goal of the City Council. The department's 
land acquisition, land and resource management and visitor service programs help 
preserve and protect the Open Space values of the surrounding publicly-owned 
lands.  

• Economic: Acquisition of this highly productive farm will assure the continued 
production and sale of sustainably-produced agricultural products as well as 
providing modest employment in Boulder County.   

• Social: The acquisition of this property supports City Council goals for increasing 
sustainably-produced local foods. It is generally believed that the community 
interest in sustainable, local food outstrips current production; acquisition of this 
property would increase the ability for farmers to meet that demand. Additionally, 
this acquisition meets the objective of OSMP Charter Section 176 by preserving 
water resources in their traditional state, preserving agricultural uses and land 
suitable for agricultural production and preserving land for its aesthetic value and 
its contribution to the quality of life of the community. 

 
OTHER IMPACTS  

• Fiscal - The purchase price for the Martinson property is $3,000,000 payable at 
the time of closing.  There are sufficient funds in the Open Space Fund for this 
acquisition; a Cash Flow Projection is included as Attachment C. 

• Staff time - This acquisition is part of the normal 2014 work plan for the OSMP 
real estate property agents. 

 
BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK 
This item was heard as part of the Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) public meeting 
held on Aug. 20, 2014.  At that time, the OSBT voted 4-1 opposing the acquisition and 
no members of the public commented on the acquisition.  The item was returned to the 
OSBT on Sept. 10 and the motion was unanimously approved 4-0 (one Board member 
was absent).  
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PUBLIC FEEDBACK 
Two members of the public spoke in favor of the acquisition at the Sept. 10 meeting, 
advertised in the Daily Camera on Sept. 7, 2014. 
 
ANALYSIS 
The 83-acre Martinson farm is surrounded by Open Space on three sides with the Leyner 
Cottonwood Ditch bordering the north side.  The property is located in an area where few 
large parcels still exist with viable agricultural operations.  The farm has been in 
continued operation since 1912 and likely around the time the Dry Creek-Davidson Ditch 
was established in the late 1800.   
 
Local Food Production:  The Martinson property presents a unique opportunity to meet 
City Council goals related to local food production. During its 2014 retreat, City Council 
acknowledged the importance of increasing the availability of local, sustainably-produced 
food on Open Space and the availability of suitable housing for farming families or 
workers on Open Space.   This property fully meets these council goals.  As surveyed by 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Martinson property is characterized by 
highly productive soils: 54 percent are identified as national prime soils and 42 percent as 
soils of statewide importance. Overall, this property is highly suitable for a wide-range of 
agricultural activity.  Eighty (80) shares of the Dry Creek-Davidson Ditch provide an 
average 76 acre-feet of water, running from May 21 to Sept. 1.  The property also has a 
domestic well that can be used to irrigate up to one acre.  In Boulder County, normal year 
irrigation requirements for small vegetables are 9 acre-inches of water, while corn, alfalfa 
and spring grains require 20, 25 and 15 acre-inches of water, respectively, all of which 
can be accommodated by these existing water rights.  
 
The 80-acre parcel presents a unique opportunity to accommodate a large-scale mixed 
livestock-grain-early season vegetable operation for local processing and consumption.  
Organic grains, including cereal grains like wheat and barley, dry beans and field corn 
could be grown on the bulk of the acreage, with a smaller portion dedicated to early-
season vegetables.  There is a large demand for high-quality, organic grain for both food 
and feed in northern Colorado.  Grain buyers are looking to source locally when possible, 
so this property could satisfy some of the demand for local, organic grain.  The 
introduction of livestock would be an important component in this kind of operation, as it 
would help cycle nutrients through aftermath grazing and allow for the incorporation of 
perennial grass mixtures into the annual vegetable and grain crop rotations, thus 
improving soil quality and decreasing pest pressure.  
 
Approximately 6,000 square feet of improvements are located on the property.  The 
original farmhouse was built in 1912 and now totals 2,860 square feet with the additions.  
A second house was built on the property in 1928 totaling 1,592 square feet.  Both houses 
are in good condition and have been well maintained throughout the years.  A number of 
outbuildings are located on the property including a 960 square-foot garage. The 
outbuildings would serve a critical additional component of farming operations – they 
would provide space for washing/processing and potentially the sale of vegetables or 
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other farm products.  The availability of two homes on the property satisfies a need for 
affordable housing close to available parcels for farmers and their hired farm workers.   
 
OSMP is currently preparing an Agricultural Resources Management Plan that will guide 
the management of OSMP agricultural lands and operations.  The Martinson property 
will be included in this planning effort which will describe how the property will 
continue as an agricultural operation and support the need for local food production as 
expressed during the recent OSMP study session. 
 
As part of the purchase contract, OSMP will lease the property to Lubby Martinson for 
five years.  Ms. Martinson will continue farming the property according to a standard 
OSMP agricultural lease agreement.  When the lease expires, OSMP anticipates 
managing the property as described above to continue council’s directive to promote 
local food production.  
 
Open Space Charter Purposes:  In addition to meeting council’s objective to promote 
local food, this property was identified as part of the Open Space Acquisition Plan 
approved by the OSBT and City Council during their 2012 – 2013 public meetings.  The 
city’s Open Space acquisition program is based on the city Open Space Charter purposes 
and is well aligned with the sustainability framework that integrates with the policies of 
the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  This property meets the Open Space Charter 
purposes under Section 176 by preserving water resources in their traditional state, 
preserving agricultural uses and land suitable for agricultural production and preserving 
land for its aesthetic value and its contribution to the quality of life of the community. 
 
Valuation:  The Martinson property has been actively pursued by OSMP staff since 
1993.  The purchase price is $3,000,000 payable at the time of closing. Along with the 
land, the purchase price will include the mineral estate, nine (9) shares of Left Hand 
water, 80 shares of Dry Creek-Davidson water, two houses and a number of outbuildings 
totaling nearly 6,000 square feet of improvements.   The water rights are valued at 
$463,000.  The two houses and outbuildings are valued at $435,000.  After subtracting 
the value of the improvements and water from the total purchase price, the cost per acre 
is approximately $26,275. 
 
The majority of the mineral rights are owned by the Martinsons and have not been 
severed from the property.  The Martinsons own 100 percent of the minerals on 
approximately 70 acres and 13/24ths of the minerals on the remaining 10 acres. OSMP 
will be purchasing 100 percent of the mineral rights owned by the Martinsons.  In 1978 
the Martinsons leased their minerals.  This lease is now part of a pooled production 
encompassing other surrounding properties including surrounding OSMP land.  OSMP 
will be receiving 50 percent of the royalties from the lease as part of the purchase of the 
property. 
 
An appraisal was completed on Aug. 14, 2013.  A sales comparison approach was used to 
value the property at $2,945,000.  Local area sales statistics indicate similar properties 
have increased in value over the previous 12-month period at 3.4 percent.  Adjusting for 
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time since the 2013 appraisal brings the current value to $3,045,000.  The 2013 appraisal 
used five comparable sales averaging approximately $24,800 an acre adjusted price.  
Other noteworthy sales not listed in the appraisal report due to date of sale are: 1) the 
Pacamama Farm located at N. 49th Street sold for $2,035,000 encompassing 38 acres to 
include a 2,800 square-foot home and an accessory dwelling unit; 2) a 40-acre, dry-land 
property with a modest residence and two large outbuildings located at 26th Street north 
of Jay Road sold for $2,400,000;  3) a 40-acre irrigated farm with a modest house built in 
1979 and accessory dwelling unit sold for $2,525,000;  4)  earlier this year the OSBT and 
City Council approved the 44-acre Berman acquisition for $1,375,000 at an adjusted per 
acre price of $26,700. 
 
The sales analysis indicates the proposed Martinson purchase is below the appraised 
value, less than other notable sales in the area and similar to previously-approved city 
OSMP purchases. 
 
 
 
 
       
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Vicinity Map 
B. Location Map 
C. Cash Flow Projection 
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VICINITY MAP - 
Martinson Acquisition

ATTACHMENT A - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks

BoulderBoulder

LouisvilleLouisville

LongmontLongmont

arrow

I 0 1 2 3 4 50.5
Miles

Martinson
City of Boulder OSMP
Other Public Lands

SUBJECT

Agenda Item 5A     Page 7Packet Page     139



 

 

 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 

Agenda Item 5A     Page 8Packet Page     140



H.BIXLER

EDDY

TELLER FARM

Teller Lake #5

Leyner Cottonwood Ditch

Dry Creek Davidson Ditch

Ea s t Boulder - TellerLake

95
th 

St
.

Isabelle
Rd.

I
0 250 500125

Feet

LOCATION MAP -  Martinson Acquisition
Attachment B - City of Boulder Open Space & Mountain Parks
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Projected Open Space Cashflow 2013-2020
MARTINSON

9/10/2014

PROJECTED SALES TAX GROWTH

1 2011-2018 Sales Tax forecast 05/08/2012
2 2013-2019 Sales Tax forecast 04/05/2013
3 2014-2019
4 BEGINNING CASH BALANCE

SOURCES OF FUNDS

5 OS Sales Tax Revenue
6 OS Fund - Investments/Leases/Misc.
7 Proceeds from RE sale
8 Funds from CDOT for Granite acquisition
9 General Fund Transfer for Mountain Parks:

10 General Fund Appropriation for Real Estate Services:
11 Lottery Fund Appropriation for CIP Purposes:
12 Unexpended Lottery Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
13 Total Annual Sources of Funds:
14 Total Sources of Funds Available:

USES OF FUNDS

15 Total Debt Service for Bonds & Notes:

16 Capital Available for Land Acquisitions & Preservation
17 Capital Available for Land Acquisitions & Preservation:

18 RE Acquisition 2013
19 Berman Brothers
20 Dagle
21 Martinson

22 Remaining Land Acquisition Capital Available:

23 Capital for Visitor Infrastructure:
24 Unexpended Visitor Infrastructure Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
25 Supplemental Visitor Infrastructure Appropriation
26 Vehicle Acquisition
27 Highway 93 Underpass
28 Capital for Water Rights Acquisition:
29 Unexpended Water Rights Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
30 South Boulder Creek Flow In Stream Flow:
31 South Boulder Creek Flow In Stream Flow Carried Over from Previous Year
32 Capital for Mineral Rights Acquistion:
33 Unexpended Mineral Rights Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
34 Lottery Capital for MP Restoration:
35 Unexpended Lottery Funds Carried Over from Previous Year
36 Total CIP Expenditures:

37 Management Operating Expenditures - OSMP Program:
38 Operating Supplemental and Carryover
39 Management Operating Expenditures - RE Services:
40 Cost Allocation:
41 Total Management Operating Expenditures:
42 Total Uses of Funds:

ENDING CASH BALANCE:

43 Less Reserves:
44 Less Reserve for 27th Pay Period
45 Sick/Vacation/Bonus Reserve
46 Property and Casualty Reserve
47 South Boulder Creek Flow Reserve
48 IBM Connector Trail
49 Vehicle Acquisition Reserve
50 Facility Maintenance Reserve
51 UNRESTRICTED CASH BALANCE AFTER RESERVES:

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

3.90% 3.48% 3.28% 3.29% 3.20% 3.15% 3.15%

7.76% -1.78% 8.26% 3.02% 3.73% 3.41% -9.52%

3.50% 3.35% 3.35% 3.25% 3.20% 3.20%

$18,917,725 $17,285,093 $13,574,308 $14,401,660 $15,497,368 $20,038,833 $25,304,650 $29,125,021

$26,771,029 $26,295,672 $28,467,600 $29,327,322 $30,421,231 $31,458,595 $28,464,917 $23,701,368
$746,056 $810,909 $671,856 $817,193 $669,163 $682,428 $696,090 $710,163
$256,880

$1,300,000
$1,072,174 $1,103,384 $1,140,735 $1,171,553 $1,208,122 $1,245,832 $1,284,720

$152,346 $152,642 $148,889 $150,378 $151,882 $153,400 $154,934 $156,484
$343,000 $343,000 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300
$251,149 $141,764

$30,892,634 $28,847,371 $30,784,380 $31,821,746 $32,805,698 $33,895,555 $30,955,961 $24,923,315
$49,810,359 $46,132,464 $44,358,688 $46,223,406 $48,303,066 $53,934,388 $56,260,611 $54,048,336

$8,695,115 $8,814,371 $5,499,275 $5,377,423 $4,780,124 $4,566,365 $2,685,917 $660,686

$9,450,799 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000
$9,450,799 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000

$9,464,695
$1,381,000

$525,000
$3,000,000

($13,896) $494,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000 $5,400,000

$1,072,148 $1,210,000 $1,758,700 $1,010,000 $1,010,000 $1,070,000 $920,000 $930,000
$1,177,428
$1,000,000

$300,000
$1,021,410

$52,725 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
$335,091

$1,912 $100,000 $150,000 $2,000,000
$148,089

$0 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
$361,184

$353,303 $343,000 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300 $355,300
$141,764

$11,952,297 $10,516,556 $7,964,000 $9,365,300 $7,065,300 $7,125,300 $6,975,300 $6,985,300

$10,658,554 $11,801,291 $14,996,163 $14,416,801 $14,779,984 $15,223,383 $15,680,085 $16,150,487
$164,896

$152,346 $152,642 $148,889 $150,378 $151,882 $153,400 $154,934 $156,484
$1,066,954 $1,108,400 $1,348,701 $1,416,136 $1,486,943 $1,561,290 $1,639,354 $1,721,322

$11,877,854 $13,227,229 $16,493,753 $15,983,315 $16,418,809 $16,938,073 $17,474,373 $18,028,293
$32,525,266 $32,558,156 $29,957,028 $30,726,038 $28,264,233 $28,629,738 $27,135,590 $25,674,279

$17,285,093 $13,574,308 $14,401,660 $15,497,368 $20,038,833 $25,304,650 $29,125,021 $28,374,057
$5,475,000 $3,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,400,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,100,000 $100,000

$0 $45,000 $95,000 $145,000 $195,000
$490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 $490,000 490000
$400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 400000

$1,450,000 $1,750,000 $2,000,000
$200,000

$150,000 $300,000
$100,000 $200,000 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000 $600,000

$9,470,093 $7,139,308 $8,216,660 $11,762,368 $16,553,833 $21,914,650 $26,535,021 $28,274,057

ATTACHMENT C - Martinson Acquisition
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE: September 16, 2014 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: 
Second reading and consideration of a motion to adopt Ordinance No. 7992 amending 
Section 9-2-13, “Concept Plan Review and Comment,” B.R.C. 1981, to add a process for 
review of concept plans by City Council.  
 
 
PRESENTERS:  
Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
Charles Ferro, Land Use Review Manager 
Jeff Yegian, Housing Manager, Division of Housing 
Jay Sugnet, Project Manager, Comprehensive Housing Strategy 
Karl Guiler, Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist 
David Gehr, Deputy City Attorney 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The purpose of this item is City Council consideration of a draft ordinance to provide the option 
for City Council review of Concept Plan applications, which currently are only reviewed by 
Planning Board. The ordinance is meant to implement a short term action item identified as part 
of the city’s Comprehensive Housing Strategy. The ordinance, which was approved on first 
reading on Sept. 2, 2014, can be found within Attachment A.  
 
At its January 2014 retreat, City Council indicated a desire to influence large development 
projects early in the process. In addition, council requested that staff identify and propose some 
“early wins” that could help improve conditions related to housing as more significant policy 
work is undertaken in the coming months and year as part of the Comprehensive Housing 
Strategy. This ordinance is one of the identified five short term actions. Planning Board 
considered the proposed changes at its July 31st public hearing and recommended approval of the 
draft ordinance with changes. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff is recommending the original ordinance presented to Planning Board and requests council 
consideration of this matter and action in the form of the following motion: 
 

Suggested Motion Language:  
Motion to adopt Ordinance No. 7992 amending Section 9-2-13, “Concept Plan Review 
and Comment,” B.R.C. 1981, to add a process for review of concept plans by City 
Council.  
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
 Economic:  None identified.  
 Environmental:  None identified. 
 Social: The proposed change to the Concept Plan process would enable City Council review 

of projects such that early comments at a policy level could inform projects to better respond 
to social needs of the community. 

 
OTHER IMPACTS 
 Fiscal: None identified. 
 Staff time: The proposed code changes are within normal staff work plans. 
 
BOARD AND COMMISSION FEEDBACK 
Planning Board 
Planning Board reviewed the proposed code change at its July 31, 2014 meeting and 
recommended approval of the proposed ordinance to City Council. The board 
recommended approval of the proposed Concept Plan change on a vote of 6 to 1 on a 
proposed motion to change the public hearing requirement to include a joint hearing with 
Planning Board and City Council. Board member Grey voted against the motion 
opposing the joint meeting requirement. Staff is recommending the proposed change 
without the joint meeting requirement as discussed on page 5. 
 

Motion:  
On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. Payton, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (A. 
Brockett and B. Bowen opposed) to support the proposed change to allow City Council to 
review Concept Plans as amended by L. Payton.  
 
On an amendment by L Payton, seconded by J. Gerstle, the board voted 6-1 (C. Gray 
opposed) to consider joint Concept Plan hearings. 
 

PUBLIC FEEDBACK  
An open house on the Comprehensive Housing Strategy was held on May 12, 2014. Staff 
has not received any written comments on the proposed Concept Plan process change, 
although one architect spoke against the proposed change at the July 31st public hearing.  
 
BACKGROUND 
City Council discussed the CHS and potential short term action items at a study session on May 
27, 2014 and supported moving forward on the identified action items. City Council also 
discussed the overall scope of the CHS at the Sept. 2, 2014 meeting. 
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The Comprehensive Housing Strategy (CHS) will be a next generation housing policy 
framework, combined with an implementation toolkit, that will focus on:  
 

1. Strengthening the city’s affordable housing programs for low- and moderate-income 
households.  
 
2. Expanding housing opportunities for middle-income households.  
 
3. Exploring innovative approaches to providing additional housing and a broader range of 
housing options, particularly for housing needs not being met by the market.  

  
The strategy will set forth a creative mix of policies, tools and resources to make progress on 
multiple fronts, in a manner consistent with the Boulder community’s priorities, values and 
overarching sustainability framework.  
 
It is meant to inform and guide Council decisions on which policies and tools to pursue in the 
short, medium, and long term within the context of the broader housing strategy. The CHS is 
intended as a “living document” that will guide ongoing work related to housing policies and 
programs. In other words, adoption of the strategy will not signal the end of the city’s housing-
focused discussions, but rather inform annual work program priorities aimed at continual 
monitoring, evaluation and action to strengthen and expand housing opportunities through a 
variety of tools and coordinated strategic initiatives.  
 
ANALYSIS 

City Council review of Concept Plan applications 

At its 2014 retreat, City Council indicated a desire to help shape key projects early in the 
process.  Through the CHS process, it was identified that some higher profile development 
proposals (e.g., ones that could fulfill city goals on providing additional housing) could benefit 
from City Council comments earlier in the review process.  Currently, City Council’s role in 
development approvals includes development approvals tied to Annexations and Site Reviews 
called up by council.   When council is the final reviewing authority and reviews a fully shaped 
project, it is often years after a project is conceived. Creating an opportunity for council to 
review a project required to go through a Concept Plan review, will allow for council input early 
in the process and to help shape the project design. This may ultimately save time in the overall 
scope of review of a project. This is important considering the amount of time and cost that goes 
into development projects before any decisions are made. 

Presently, Concept Plans require Planning Board review and comment per section 9-2-13, 
“Concept Plan Review and Comment,” B.R.C. 1981.  Applicants and staff find the comments 
from the board very helpful in informing the quality and general design of subsequent Site 
Review applications and the board’s input results in better projects.  

In fact, when Concept Plans were originally implemented by the city in 1994, the applications 
required Planning Board review and the resulting findings were forwarded to City Council for 
call-up consideration. After concerns were raised about the lengthy review process for Concept 
Plans, the process was simplified in 1999 and the City Council call-up provision was removed.  
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While it is not the intent to increase the review time on projects, allowing a mechanism for early 
comment by council, if council so desires, is viewed as an opportunity to perhaps better inform 
the design and composition of projects early with hopes of avoiding difficulties that may arise 
much further into the review process. The goal is to make the development review process more 
predictable to property owners, developers, neighbors and staff and also enable a forum for high 
level policy feedback that can inform projects to the extent that they could better meet city goals, 
policies and standards. Concept Plan is often the review stage where review bodies, staff and the 
community can comment on a project and influence the mix of housing, what amenities may be 
provided and inform how a project will appear and how it connects to its surroundings.  

The proposed change to section 9-2-13, “Concept Plan Review and Comment,” B.R.C. 1981 
would create a process for City Council involvement earlier in the review process. Like the 
1990s code provision, it would allow council to vote on whether or not to review a particular 
Concept Plan. However, unlike the previous provision it would not be referred to as a “call up” 
as this terminology is associated with the review of a formal decision. 

The proposed changes that create this process are listed below. The changes within the context of 
the entire section 9-2-13 are found within Attachment A. 

9-2-13 Concept Plan Review and Comment.  

(a) Purpose of Concept Plan Review: The purpose of the concept plan review step is to 
determine a general development plan for the site, including without limitation, land uses, 
arrangement of uses, general circulation patterns and characteristics, methods of encouraging 
use of alternative transportation modes, areas of the site to be preserved from development, 
general architectural characteristics, any special height and view corridor limitations, 
environmental preservation and enhancement concepts, and other factors as needed to carry 
out the objectives of this title, adopted plans, and other city requirements. This step is 
intended to give the applicant an opportunity to solicit comments from the planning board 
reviewing authority early in the development process as to whether the concept plan 
addresses the requirements of the city as set forth in its adopted ordinances, plans, and 
policies.  Comments on a concept plan are not binding, but are meant to inform any 
subsequent site review application.  A concept plan review and comment shall not relieve the 
applicant of the burden to seek approvals for elements of the plan that require review and 
approval under the Boulder Revised Code. 

(b) Projects Required to Complete Concept Review and Comment: Any applicant for a 
development that exceeds the "Site Review Required" thresholds set forth in Paragraph 9-2-
14(b)(1), B.R.C. 1981, shall complete the concept review process prior to submitting an 
application for site review. 

……. 

(f) Review of and Comment on Concept Plans: Upon receipt of an application for a concept 
plan review, the city manager will review the submitted materials for general compliance 
with the requirements of this title, and prepare staff comments. The scope of staff comments 
will differ from application to application, at the discretion of the manager. Unless 
withdrawn, a concept plan shall be referred to planning board pursuant to paragraph (1) of 
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this subsection and may be reviewed by city council pursuant to paragraph (2) of this 
subsection: 

(1) Planning Board Review and Comment:  The manager will forward the application, 
any comments received from neighbors and other interested persons, and any staff 
comments to the planning board. The planning board shall review the concept plan at a 
public meeting held pursuant to the provisions of Subsection 2-3-1(b), B.R.C. 1981. 
Planning board members may provide individual comments on the concept plan.  

(2) City Council Review and Comment:  Following planning board review of a concept 
plan, the city manager shall forward the application, any comments received from 
neighbors and other interested persons, any staff comments, and a summary of the 
planning board discussion to the city council.  The city council may within thirty days of 
the review by the planning board vote at a regularly scheduled meeting to review and 
comment on the concept plan.  If the city council votes to review the concept plan, the 
city council will review the concept plan at a public meeting within sixty days of said 
vote. 

Planning Board recommended the proposed change with a requirement to make it a joint public 
hearing with City Council. The proposed ordinance in Attachment A does not include the 
provision for joint hearings for the following reasons: 

1. Not all projects that require Concept Plan necessitate review by City Council based on 
lower levels of complexity and firm compliance with city policies. Such projects would 
be better handled by Planning Board. City Council would still have the option to choose 
projects it feels require higher level consideration. 

2. The potential for what could be sixteen individual opinions on a project expressed in one 
hearing could be confusing for applicants as they must decide how to revise their project 
moving forward. Staff feels that the number of commenters in one hearing could be 
overwhelming for an applicant and difficult to respond to in a subsequent Site Review 
application. 

3. Such a meeting could serve to blur the important distinction between the roles of the 
council and the planning board under the Charter.  The planning board’s role is advisory 
in nature.  With respect to individual applications, the planning board applies criteria 
established by the council.  The council sets policy.  If council decides to pass the 
proposed ordinance, both council and planning board would serve important, but distinct, 
roles in the process.  Staff does not recommend that these roles be combined. 
 

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed ordinances to enable a process for 
City Council review of Concept Plans. 
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ATTACHMENT:  
 
A. Ordinance No. 7992 
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ORDINANCE NO. 7992 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 9-2-13, CONCEPT 

PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT, B.R.C. 1981, TO ADD A 

PROCESS FOR REVIEW OF CONCEPT PLANS BY CITY 

COUNCIL, AND SETTING FORTH RELATED DETAILS. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER, 

COLORADO: 

Section 1.  Section 9-2-13, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

9-2-13 Concept Plan Review and Comment. 

(a) Purpose of Concept Plan Review: The purpose of the concept plan review step is to determine 

a general development plan for the site, including without limitation, land uses, arrangement of 

uses, general circulation patterns and characteristics, methods of encouraging use of alternative 

transportation modes, areas of the site to be preserved from development, general architectural 

characteristics, any special height and view corridor limitations, environmental preservation and 

enhancement concepts, and other factors as needed to carry out the objectives of this title, 

adopted plans, and other city requirements. This step is intended to give the applicant an 

opportunity to solicit comments from the planning boardreviewing authority early in the 

development process as to whether the concept plan addresses the requirements of the city as set 

forth in its adopted ordinances, plans, and policies.  Comments on a concept plan are not binding, 

but are meant to inform any subsequent site review application.  A concept plan review and 

comment shall not relieve the applicant of the burden to seek approvals for elements of the plan 

that require review and approval under the Boulder Revised Code. 

(b) Projects Required to Complete Concept Review and Comment: Any applicant for a 

development that exceeds the "Site Review Required" thresholds set forth in Paragraph 9-2-

14(b)(1), B.R.C. 1981, shall complete the concept review process prior to submitting an 

application for site review. 

(c) Application Requirements: A concept plan should be a preliminary plan for the development 

of a site of sufficient accuracy to be used for discussing the plan's conformance with adopted 

ordinances, plans, and policies of the city. The concept plan provides the public, the city 

manager, and the planning board opportunity to offer input in the formative stages of the 

development. An application for a concept plan review and comment may be filed by a person 

having a demonstrable property interest in land to be included in a site review on a form 

provided by the manager and shall include the following: 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7992
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(1) The written consent of the owners of all property to be included in the development; 

(2) A context map, drawn to scale, showing the site and an area of not less than 300-foot 

radius around the site, including streets, zoning, general location of buildings, and parking 

areas of abutting properties; 

(3) A scaled and dimensioned schematic drawing of the site development concept, and an 

area of not less than 200 feet around the site, showing: 

(A) Access points and circulation patterns for all modes of transportation; 

(B) Approximate locations of trails, pedestrian and bikeway connections, on-site transit 

amenities, and parking areas; 

(C) Approximate location of major site elements, including buildings, open areas, natural 

features such as watercourses, wetlands, mature trees, and steep slopes; and 

(D) Proposed land uses and approximate location; 

(4) Architectural character sketches showing building elevations and materials; and 

(5) A written statement that describes, in general, how the proposed development meets this 

title, city plans and policies, and addresses the following: 

(A) Techniques and strategies for environmental impact avoidance, minimization, or 

mitigation; 

(B) Techniques and strategies for practical and economically feasible travel demand 

management techniques, including without limitation, site design, land use, covenants, 

transit passes, parking restrictions, information or education materials, or programs that 

may reduce single-occupant vehicle trip generation to and from the site; and 

(C) Proposed land uses, and if it is a development that includes residential housing type, 

mix, sizes, and anticipated sale prices, the percentage of affordable units to be included; 

special design characteristics that may be needed to assure affordability. 

(d) Public Notice of Application: After receiving an application, the city manager shall provide 

public notification pursuant to Section 9-4-3, "Public Notice Requirements," B.R.C. 1981. 

(e) Additional Information or Processes: Based on the concept plan submission, and to the extent 

that such requirements can be determined from the information provided by the applicant, the 

city manager will identify additional information or processes that may be needed prior to or 

concurrent with site review, such as: 

(1) Variances and exceptions to existing standards necessary to achieve the defined 

objectives for the site, and the process and approving agency for the required changes; 

(2) Processes, permits, and approvals that may be needed, including without limitation, 

wetland permits, floodplain permits, flood map revisions, special large water user or sanitary 

sewer pretreatment agreements, rezonings, or Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan changes; 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7992

Agenda Item 5B     Page 8Packet Page     152



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26

27

28

(3) Need for any further environmental studies or impact studies; and 

(4) Public infrastructure improvements needed to serve the development, including without 

limitation, transportation improvements such as streets, alleys, transit stops, and shelters, 

other alternative mode facilities and connections, and acceleration and deceleration lanes, 

water, wastewater, and flood control. 

(f) Review of and Comment on Concept Plans: Upon receipt of an application for a concept plan 

review, the city manager will review the submitted materials for general compliance with the 

requirements of this title, and prepare staff comments. The scope of staff comments will differ 

from application to application, at the discretion of the manager. Unless withdrawn, a concept 

plan shall be referred to the planning board pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection and may 

be reviewed by the city council pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection: 

(1) Planning Board Review and Comment:  The manager will forward the application, any 

comments received from neighbors and other interested persons, and any staff comments to 

the planning board. The planning board shall review the concept plan at a public meeting 

held pursuant to the provisions of Subsection 2-3-1(b), B.R.C. 1981. Planning board 

members may provide individual comments on the concept plan. A concept plan review and 

comment shall not relieve the applicant of the burden required to seek approvals for elements 

of the plan that require review and approval under the Boulder Revised Code. 

(2)  City Council Review and Comment:  Following planning board review of a concept plan, 

the city manager shall forward the application, any comments received from neighbors and 

other interested persons, any staff comments, and a summary of the planning board 

discussion to the city council.  The city council may within thirty days of the review by the 

planning board vote at a regularly scheduled meeting to review and comment on the concept 

plan.  If the city council votes to review the concept plan, the city council will review the 

concept plan at a public meeting within sixty days of said vote. 

(g) Guidelines for Review and Comment: The following guidelines will be used to guide the 

planning board's discussion regarding the site. It is anticipated that issues other than those listed 

in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review and comment process. The 

planning board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on a concept 

plan: 

(1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including without limitation, its 

location, surrounding neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural 

features of the site including without limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, 

depressions, steep slopes, and prominent views to and from the site; 

(2) Community policy considerations, including without limitation, the review process and 

likely conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

and other ordinances, goals, policies, and plans, including without limitation, sub-community 

and sub-area plans; 

(3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review; 
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(4) Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior 

to, concurrent with, or subsequent to site review approval; 

(5) Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including without 

limitation, access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation 

system capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible 

trail links, and the possible need for a traffic or transportation study; 

(6) Environmental opportunities and constraints, including without limitation, the 

identification of wetlands, important view corridors, floodplains, and other natural hazards, 

wildlife corridors, endangered and protected species and habitats, the need for further 

biological inventories of the site, and at what point in the process the information will be 

necessary; 

(7) Appropriate ranges of land uses; and 

(8) The appropriateness of or necessity for housing. 

Section 2.  This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of 

the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern. 

Section 3.  The city council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title 

only and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for 

public inspection and acquisition. 

INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY 

TITLE ONLY this 2
nd

 day of September, 2014.

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

Attest: 

City Clerk 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7992
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READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this 16
th

 day of September, 2014.

____________________________________ 

Mayor 

Attest: 

City Clerk 

Attachment A - Ordinance No. 7992
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TO:  Members of Council 
FROM: Dianne Marshall, City Clerk’s Office 
DATE: September 16, 2014 
SUBJECT: Information Packet 
 
 
1. CALL UPS 

A. Landmark Alteration Certificate to remodel and change the roof form to one side 
of the contributing accessory building at 2515 7th St. per Section 9-11-18 of the 
Boulder Revised Code 1981 (HIS2014-00190). This Landmark Alteration Certificate is 
subject to City Council call-up no later than September 16, 2014. 

 B. Site Review Amendment application, no. LUR2013-00059 and Final 
Plat application, no. TEC2013-00073, for the Boulder Municipal Airport to subdivide 
the existing 123.5-acre lot into two new lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 2C (120.8 
acres). The site is located at 3300 Airport Rd and is within the P and IG zone districts. 

 C.  2550 Canyon (LUR2013-00057) 
 D. Landmark Alteration Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory building, 

construct a 6’ x 26’ rear deck, flagstone patio, and basketball court, retaining walls and 
fire pit with concrete base at 437 Highland Ave. per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder 
Revised Code 1981 (HIS2014-00176). This Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject 
to City Council call-up no later than September 16, 2014. 

 E. Site and Use Review application, no. LUR2014-00036, to amend the 
existing Iris Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. professional office 
building at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl. The proposed office building would be an expansion 
of the existing “Blue Sky Bridge” nonprofit facility located on the adjacent site to the 
west at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl. The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking 
reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 parking spaces are required.  

2. INFORMATION ITEMS - Internal 
A. 2014 Food Tax Rebate Program 
B. Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan - 2014 Annual Review  

 C. Snow and Ice Control and Sidewalk Removal Enforcement 
 D. Notification of Temporary Judge Appointment  

 
 INFORMATION ITEM - External 
 E. Boulder Housing Partners – 2013 Annual Report 
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3. BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
A. Environmental Advisory Board – August 6, 2014 

 B. Landmarks Board – August 6, 2014 
 C. Landmarks Board – September 3, 2014 
 D. Planning Board – July 17, 2014 
 E. Planning Board – July 31, 2014 
 F. Planning Board – September 4, 2014 

 
4. DECLARATIONS 

A. Celebrating Boulder’s Immigrant Heritage Week – October 5-11, 2014 
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM  

 
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
 Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
 Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
 James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 
 Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 
  
Date:   September 16, 2014 
 
Call-up Item: Landmark Alteration Certificate to remodel and change the roof form to one side 
of the contributing accessory building at 2515 7th St. per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised 
Code 1981 (HIS2014-00190).  This Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City Council 
call-up no later than September 16, 2014.  
  
 
Executive Summary 
The proposal to remodel and change the roof form to one side of the contributing accessory 
building at 2515 7th St. was denied by the Landmarks Board (5-0) at the September 3, 2014 
meeting. The decision was based upon the board’s consideration that the proposed new fence and  
remodel of garage, which requested making a flat roof out of half of a gable roof, is inconsistent 
with the Mapleton Hill Historic District Design Guidelines and General Design Guidelines and 
does not meet the requirements in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981.  
 
The Board’s denial is subject to a 30-day call-up period by City Council. The denial of this 
Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City Council call-up no later than September 16, 
2014. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition dated September 16, 2014 
B. Photographs and Drawings of 2515 7th St. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Call Up   2515 7th Street 1A     Page1Packet Page     159



 
Notice of Disposition 

 
 
You are hereby advised that on September 3, 2014 the following action was taken: 
 
ACTION:     Denied by a vote of 5-0  
 
APPLICATION: Continuation of a public hearing and consideration of a Landmark 

Alteration Certificate to remodel and change the roof form to one 
side of the contributing accessory building at 2515 7th St.  per 
Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code 1981 (HIS2014-
00190). 

 
LOCATION:   2515 7th St. 
 
ZONING:   RL-1 (Residential Low-1) 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Christopher Melton/Jennifer Kilbury 
      
This decision was based on the purposes and intent of the Historic Preservation Code as set forth in 
9-11-18, B.R.C., 1981, as applied to the Landmark Alteration Certificate application.  
 
Public Hearing   
Abby Daniels, Historic Boulder, 1123 Spruce Street, stated that Historic Boulder considers the 
building to be contributing and that it supports the staff recommendation to deny the application. 
 
Motion: 
On a motion by M.Gerwing, seconded by K. Remley, the Landmarks Board denied  (5-0) the 
request for a Landmark Alteration Certificate to change the roof form of one side of the 
contributing accessory building to a flat roof form and to construct a 6’ tall front yard fence at 
2515 7th St. in the Mapleton Hill Historic District, in that the proposed construction does not 
meet the requirements of Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 and adopts the 
staff memorandum dated July 2, 2014 as findings of the board.  
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Figure 1. 2515 7th St. Tax Assessor Card photograph, c.1949 

Photograph Courtesy the Carnegie Branch Library for Local History. 
 
 

   
Figure 2. Location map, 2515 7th St.  
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Call Up   2515 7th Street 1A     Page3Packet Page     161



 
Figure 3. 2515 7th St., house, 2014. 

 

 
Figure 4. Sanborn Maps L to R: 1922, 1931, 1931-60. The existing accessory building was 

constructed in 1944. 
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Figure 4a. 1929 Tax Assessor photograph (at right) showing two-story building 

near location of existing garage 
 

    
Figure 5. Accessory building, east elevation  

(south 665 Maxwell Avenue side and north, 2515 7th Street side 2014 
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Figure 6. Accessory building, northeast corner, 2515 7th St., 2014 

 
 

 
Figure 7. Accessory building, south-west corner facing onto 655 Maxwell Ave., 2014 
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Figure 8. Accessory building, west elevation, 2515 7th St., 2014 

 

 
Figure 9. Site Plan. Shaded portion indicates footprint of approved addition.  
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Figure 10. Existing East Elevation (façade) 

 
 

 
Figure 11. Proposed East Elevation (façade) 
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Figure 12. Existing North Elevation 

 

 
Figure 13. Proposed North Elevation 
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Figure 14. Existing West Elevation 

 

 
Figure 15. Proposed South Elevation (façade) 
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Figure 16. Proposed Fence detail 
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 

      Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 
 Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
 Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I  
 
Date:   September 16, 2014 
 
Subject:  Call-Up Item:  Site Review Amendment application, no. LUR2013-00059 and Final 
Plat application, no. TEC2013-00073, for the Boulder Municipal Airport to subdivide the 
existing 123.5-acre lot into two new lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 2C (120.8 acres). The site is 
located at 3300 Airport Rd and is within the P and IG zone districts.   
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
On April 3, 2014, Planning 
Board approved (5-1, C. 
Gray opposed; Gerstle 
absent) the subject 
applications with the 
conditions found in the 
disposition of approval, 
provided as Attachment A.   
 
This Site Review 
Amendment and Final Plat 
request is to subdivide the 
existing single-lot Airport 
South Subdivision in order to 
create a new 2.6-acre lot to 
be sold to fund other airport 
improvements. No changes 
to the existing airport 
facilities or the planned facilities as outlined in the 2007 Boulder Municipal Airport Master Plan are 
proposed as part of this amendment, and the applicant is not requesting any modifications to the land 
use regulations.  

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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The Site Review Amendment is required in order to reconfigure the existing Planned Unit 
Development (P.U.D.) boundary and remove the proposed Lot 1C from the PUD so that it may be 
developed in the future. Depending on the type and size of the future development proposed, a 
discretionary review process may or may not be required. Please see Figure 1 for a vicinity map.  
Please see Attachment B for the applicant’s proposed plans. 
 
The Planning Board’s approval is subject to a 30-day call-up period by City Council which 
expires on October 6, 2014.  City Council is scheduled to consider this application for call-up at 
its September 16, 2014 public meeting. 
 
The staff memorandum of recommendation to Planning Board and other related background 
materials are available on the city website. Follow the links: www.bouldercolorado.gov  A to Z 
Planning Boardsearch for past meeting materials planning board201409.04.2014 PB 
Packet. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Project Site. 
The Boulder Municipal Airport is owned and operated by the city of Boulder, and is located on 
Airport Blvd. north of Valmont Rd. at the northeast boundary of the main city limits, as shown 
below in Figure 1. The 123.5-acre site is bordered by Airport Boulevard on the southeast, with 
the Boulder County Jail across the street and Vista Village mobile home park on the west, with 
an entrance to the park just south of the site. Hayden Lake (owned by the Boulder and Left Hand 
Ditch Company) lies northwest of the site; Valmont City Park is southeast of the jail, and 
Lakecentre Business Park is farther east and north. A large sculpture by the late Kim Field is 
located at the southern end of the site. The sculpture was funded in 1973 by the Parks and 
Recreation Department's Art in the Park program and moved to this location from the comer of 
Baseline and Broadway in 1986. 
 
The airport serves the general aviation needs of the community by providing business-related 
flying; personal and recreational flying; flight training; law enforcement, fire and rescue flying 
services; air charters for medical support; transport of mail and newspapers; and other aviation-
related activities. 
 
The Land Use Designation and Zoning for the proposed Lot 1C were changed as part of the 2010 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (2010 BVCP) update process.  Currently, the Airport is 
split-zoned, with the majority of the site (120.8-acres) zoned P (Public) and the 2.6-acre area 
proposed to become Lot 1C at the southwest corner of the site zoned IG (Industrial-General). Per 
section 9-5-2, B.R.C. 1981, the P zone district is defined as “Public areas in which public and 
semi-public facilities and uses are located, including without limitation, governmental and 
educational uses,” and the IG zone is defined as “General industrial areas where a wide range 
of light industrial uses, including research and manufacturing operations and service industrial 
uses, are located. Residential uses and other complementary uses may be allowed in appropriate 
locations.”   
 
Project History. 
On January 16, 2007, council adopted the 2007 Airport Master Plan Update for inclusion in the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. The 2007 Airport Master Plan identifies the subject portion 
of the Boulder Municipal Airport proposed to be subdivided, (proposed Lot 1C), for possible 
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sale. The site is a small triangle of land with significant slopes (up to 9 percent) located on the 
southwest comer of the airport and not accessible to the taxiway/apron (proposed new lot line 
shown in green in Figure 1 above). The airport intends to sell the site for redevelopment to fund 
other airport improvements. The site's significant slope and lack of taxiway access are the 
primary reasons that the Airport Master Plan did not identify airport uses for the property and 
recommended considering it for future sale.  
 
As part of the 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update, city staff performed a 
detailed analysis of possible alternative land uses for the site and recommended the most 
appropriate land use designation for the site to be Light Industrial. The change in the BVCP 
Land Use Designation from Public to Light Industrial for the portion of the Boulder Municipal 
Airport proposed to become Lot 1C was approved by Planning Board on May 24, 2011, and City 
Council on June 7, 2011. Public comment was solicited on the land use change at a 
neighborhood public meeting on Oct. 25, 2010 and at the May 24, 2011 hearing.  On August 7, 
2012, council approved an ordinance rezoning that portion of the site from Public to Industrial-
General. 
 
On July 8, 2014, following staff review and approval of a Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for 
consistency with the city’s Final Plat Subdivision criteria and lot standards, city staff approved 
the Airport South Replat C Subdivision as well as an Amendment to the Airport PUD to allow 
the new Lot 1C to be removed from the existing PUD. Final plat and Site Review Amendment 
approvals may be called up by the board or by the public within 14 days of staff’s decision. 
Three members of the Planning Board were interested in calling up the decision, indicating that 
they wished to discuss the project further in the context of the zoning and land use designation 
for the site 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Section 9-2-14(m), “Amendments to Approved Site Plans,” B.R.C. 1981 includes the procedures 
and review criteria for approval of an amendment to an approved site review development. The 
proposal was found to be consistent with the criteria for Amendments to Approved Site Plans 
found in section 9-2-14(m), B.R.C. 1981. Please refer to Attachment C for staff’s complete 
analysis of the review criteria.   
 
Subsection 9-12-8(b), B.R.C. 1981 lists all of the information that is required to be placed on a 
final plat.  Staff has reviewed the plat and determined that the applicant has included all of the 
required information on the plat document. Section 9-12-12, “Standards for Lots and Public 
Improvements,” B.R.C. 1981 includes all of the substantive regulatory requirements that need to 
be met in order to have an approvable final plat.  The proposed subdivision meets all of the 
necessary lot standards set forth in Section 9-12-12, B.R.C. 1981.  Attachment C includes a 
detailed analysis of the subdivision standards. 
   
Planning Board Hearing.  At their September 4, 2014 public hearing, the Planning Board 
approved the subject Site Review Amendment and Final Plat request in one motion with a vote 
of 5-1 (C. Gray opposed; J. Gerstle absent). There were no public comments regarding the 
proposal. 
 
If the City Council disagrees with this decision, it may call up the applications within the 30-day 
call up period which expires on October 6, 2014.  City Council is scheduled to consider these 
applications for call-up at its September 16, 2014 public meeting. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notices of Disposition dated September 4, 2014 
B. Applicant’s Proposed Plans 
C. Site Review Amendment and Final Plat Criteria Analysis  
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AN EXHIBIT MAP OF THE

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

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

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

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

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

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

SECTION 21 AND THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 22, ALL IN T1N, R70W OF THE 6TH P.M.,
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Section 9-2-14(m), Amendments to Approved Site Plans: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

___(C) Landscaping 
 

N/A (i) The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard 
surface materials, and the selection of materials provides for a variety of colors and 
contrasts and the preservation or use of local native vegetation where appropriate; 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. The intent of this 
application is to amend the existing PUD boundary in accordance with the proposed subdivision, 
thereby removing the proposed Lot 1c from the PUD. Landscaping standards will apply to any 
new development that takes place on the new lot in the future. 
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  N/A (ii) Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to important 
native species, plant communities of special concern, threatened and endangered species 
and habitat by integrating the existing natural environment into the project; 
 
Not applicable, as the subject site and the surrounding area is also fully developed. There are no 
species of special concern known in the area, and this proposal does not include any new 
development. Any new development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city 
standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (iii) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the 
landscaping requirements of sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards" and 
9-9-13, "Streetscape Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981; and 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. Any new development on 
the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review 
process. 
 
N/A (iv) The setbacks, yards, and useable open space along public rights-of-way are 
landscaped to provide attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features, and to 
contribute to the development of an attractive site plan. 
 
Not applicable, as this proposal does not include any new development. Any new development on 
the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review 
process. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
   (xiii)  Cut and fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the 
natural contours of the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope instability, 
landslide, mudflow or subsidence, and minimizes the potential threat to property caused by 
geological hazards; 
 
The existing Airport site is fully graded, and no new development is proposed for the new lot, so 
this proposal will not result in any new cut or fill. Any new development on the subdivided parcel 
would be required to meet city standards and undergo the city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xiv)  In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
boundaries between Area II and Area III, the building and site design provide for a well-
defined urban edge; and 
 
Not applicable, as this site is located in Area I and is not located in an urbanizing area along the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundary between Area II and Area III. Any new 
development on the subdivided parcel would be required to meet city standards and undergo the 
city’s review process. 
 
N/A (xv)  In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in 
Appendix A of this title near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between 
Area II and Area III, the buildings and site design establish a sense of entry and arrival to 
the City by creating a defined urban edge and a transition between rural and urban areas. 
 
Not applicable, as this site is not a gateway site as anticipated by the BVCP. 
 

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

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

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

 

Section 9-12-8, “Final Plat,” B.R.C. 1981 

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

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

Standard met. 

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

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

(10)  Proposed ownership and use of outlots; 

Standard met. 

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

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

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

(17)  The square footage of each lot; 

Standard met. 

(18)  Certification for approval by the following: 

(A)  Director of planning, 

Standard met. 

(B)  Director of public works and utilities, 

Standard met. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

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

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Not applicable, as the property is city-owned. 

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

Not applicable, as the property is city-owned. 

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

(6)  Agreements with ditch companies, if needed. 

Not applicable. 

 

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

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

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

(1) Standards for Lots: Lots meet the following conditions: 
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(A) Each lot has access to a public street.   

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

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

Standard met.  

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

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

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

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

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

Standard met.  

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

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

 (G) Corner lots are larger than other lots to accommodate setback requirements of 
section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," B.R.C. 1981.   

Not applicable, as neither lot will be a corner lot. Regardless, each lot has more than 
adequate room to accommodate required setbacks. 

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

Not applicable, as the proposed lots are not residential.  

(I) Lots shall not be platted on land with a ten percent or greater slope, unstable 
land, or land with inadequate drainage unless each platted lot has at least one 
thousand square feet of buildable area, with a minimum dimension of twenty-five 
feet. The city manager may approve the platting of such land upon finding that 
acceptable measures, submitted by a registered engineer qualified in the particular 
field, eliminate or control the problems of instability or inadequate drainage.  
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Standard met.  The proposed new lot has slopes of up to 9 percent; however, each lot also 
has at least one thousand square feet of buildable area. 

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

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

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

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

Not applicable. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 

(B) Streets are designed to bear a relationship to the topography, minimizing grade, 
slope, and fill.  

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 

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

Not applicable, as there are no new streets proposed. 
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 (D) Access to freeway, arterial, or collector street occurs only at intersections 
approved by the city manager, if the manager finds that the access provides efficient 
traffic movement and safety for drivers and pedestrians.   

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

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

Standard met.  

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

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

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

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

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

Standard met. Existing street signs are already in place.  

 (K) Traffic control signs are provided, as required by the city manager for control 
of traffic. 

Standard met. No new traffic control signs are required. 

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

Attachment C - Site Review Amendment and Final Plat Criteria Analysis

Call Up    3300 Airport 1B     Page 26Packet Page     198



Standard met. No crosswalks will be required.   

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

Standard met. No new bicycle lanes are required. 

(N) Private streets are not permitted.   

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. 

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

Standard met. All new utilities will be underground. 

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

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

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

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

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

Standard met. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

Not applicable. 

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

Standard met. 

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

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

 Standard met. 

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

Not applicable, as no new fire lanes are required. 
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM  

To:  Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
  David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 
  Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 
  Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
  Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 
 
Date:   September 9, 2014 
 
Subject:  Call-Up Item:  2550 Canyon (LUR2013-00057)  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On Aug. 28, 2014, the Planning Board approved with conditions (5-2, Gerstle and Gray opposed) the 
above-referenced application as provided in the attached Notice of Disposition (Attachment A), 
finding the project consistent with the Site Review criteria of Land Use Code section 9-2-14(h), 
B.R.C. 1981. Approval of the application would permit a four story, 43-foot tall Residence Inn Hotel 
within the Boulder Valley Regional Center and the Business Regional (BR-1) zoning district. The 
conditions of approval by the Planning Board require that the fifth floor of the hotel be removed, and 
to attach the sidewalk at the southwest corner of the existing sidewalk on the adjacent property and to 
extend the sidewalk on the west property line to the sidewalk on Canyon Boulevard. The hearing was 
a continuation of the July 17, 2014 Planning Board hearing.    
 
The Planning Board decision is subject to City Council call-up within 30 days concluding on  
Sept. 29, 2014.  There is one City Council meeting within this time period for call-up consideration 
on Sept. 16, 2013.  The staff memorandum of recommendation to Planning Board and other related 
background materials are available on the city website for Planning Board, follow the links: 
www.bouldercolorado.gov  A to Z Planning Boardsearch for past meeting materials planning 
board20148.28.2014 PB Packet. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The existing site is a surface parking lot within the Village Shopping Center at the corner of 26th 
Street and Canyon Boulevard and within the site are several large, healthy cottonwood trees at the 
northeast corner of the site and adjacent to the 26th Street entry into the shopping center.   The site is 
part of an overall Planned Unit Development (PUD) originally approved in the 1970s for the Village 
Shopping Center that has been amended several times, most recently in 2007 under case number 
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LUR20006-00091. At that time a number of changes to the shopping center were approved including 
a similar but smaller hotel project on the same site.  Due to the economic recession, the hotel 
approval was never implemented and subsequently expired.  However, a former 1,200 seat, four-plex 
cinema was converted into a food market as part of 
that Site Review approval.  The shopping center 
has approximately 60 tenants at present that 
include McGuckin Hardware, a number of in-line 
retail shops, restaurants, and offices. A five story 
Marriott Hotel is located off of 26th Street near the 
site, but is within a separate PUD than the Village 
Shopping Center. 
 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVRC) 
Regional Activity Centers:  The site is located 
within one of three “regional activity centers” as 
identified within the Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, that are comprised of  
(1) Downtown; (2) Boulder Valley Regional 
Center; (3) University of Colorado, as shown in 
Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrates the location of the 
site within the BVRC.  The regional activity 
centers are defined on page 20 of the 
comprehensive plan as follows, 
 

“Boulder’s commercial, entertainment, educational and 
civic centers are focused in concentrated nodes of 
activities at a variety of scales distributed throughout 
the community. 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 (CU) with the University Hill 
business district, which also serves as a neighborhood 
center for the surrounding area. Each regional center 
has a distinct function and character, provides a wide 
range of activities and draws from the entire city as well 
as the region.” 

 
The BVRC Plan is intended as a guide for 
redevelopment within this regional activity center.  
Projects within the BVRC are subject to the BVRC 
Design Guidelines and Transportation Connections 
Plan created by the Boulder Urban Renewal 
Authority (BURA) in 1987 and revised in 1998.  
The intent of the guidelines is to “bring 
predictability to the development objectives in the 
BVRC” while helping to facilitate the development 
review process and provide clear design direction.  
The design guidelines articulate how a 

Figure 2: Site as located within the BVRC 
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Figure 1  

BVCP: Three Regional Activity Centers in the City 
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development project should achieve the design goals of the BVRC for site design and layout, parking, 
building orientation, streetscapes, etc. The site is also included in the Boulder Plaza subarea and is 
subject to those guidelines.  While it predates the BVRC, adopted in 1992, the BPSP serves as a 
supplemental guide to redevelopment for the area with many of the guidelines being similar to those of 
the BVRC.  A weblink to the guidelines is found on line at www.bouldercolorado.gov A to Z 
boards-commissionsbdab. 
 
Based upon the guidelines, the Boulder Design Advisory Board (BDAB) reviewed the project twice 
prior to Planning Board review and in both circumstances, gave the applicant recommended revisions 
to better meet the intent of the guidelines. The applicant addressed the majority of the board’s 
comments and later refined plans further based on Planning Board recommendations. 
 
Land Use.  The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan land use for the site is Regional Business (shown 
in Figure 3) with the intent as follows,  

 
“Within these areas are located the major shopping facilities, offices, financial institutions, and 
government and cultural facilities serving the entire Boulder Valley and neighboring communities. 
These areas will continue to be refurbished and upgraded and will remain the dominant focus for major 
business activities in the region.” 

 
Zoning.  The site is zoned Business Regional – 1 (BR-1) as shown in Figure 4 and is defined 
within the Land Use Code as follow:  

 
 “Business centers of the Boulder Valley, containing a wide range of retail and commercial 
operations, including the largest regional-scale businesses, which serve outlying residential 
development; and where the goals of the Boulder Urban Renewal Plan are implemented. 
Residential uses are also permitted as a use by-right in the BR-1 zone” (section 9-5-2(c)(2)(I), 
B.R.C. 1981). 

 
The BR-1 zoning district permits a by-right height of three stories and 35 feet and hotels are a by-right 
use within the zoning district. The BR-1 zoning permits up to a 4.0 FAR, the highest in the city.  
 

Figure 3:  BVCP “Regional Business 
Land Use Designation 

Figure 4:  Regional Business (BR-1) 
Zoning 
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Surrounding Context.  The surroundings include 
a variety of retail, office and restaurants including: 
McGuckin’s Hardware, the Golden Buff 
Restaurant, Le Peep Restaurant, the Marriott 
Hotel, Essentials Spa, Sprouts Market and a 
number of other retailers.   The Water Street 
Office building along with several inline retailers 
are located to the north, along with, the Dairy 
Center for Performing Arts and high density 
residential uses along 26th Street to the west, 
including the Hub Apartments and Horizon West 
Condominiums.  Diagonally to the northeast, the 
redevelopment of the Eads Golden Buff site was 
recently approved by the Planning Board for an 
office retail building and two hotels, an Embassy 
Suites Hotel and a Hilton Garden Inn. In the larger 
context, the Twenty Ninth Street Mall includes 
retail, office, restaurants, apartments and cinemas.   
 
Canyon Boulevard adjacent to the site is a four 
lane arterial with dedicated turn lanes. Adjacent to 
the site on the east, 26th Street is a private street 
serving the Village Shopping Center.  The site is 
served by several major bus lines, as shown in 
Figure 5, including the HOP, the BOLT, the 205, 
and the 206.  
 
Existing Village Shopping Center.  The Village Shopping Center was approved in the 1970s as a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) and subsequent PUD amendments were also approved.  Currently, 
with the 60 retailers there are a total of 950 motor vehicle parking spaces and 75 bike parking spaces 
not including a seven-bike, B-Cycle station within the Village Shopping Center. The nearby existing 
Marriott Hotel provides 60 spaces for use within the Village Shopping Center, per both PUD 
approvals.  For nearly 20 years, the center has maintained an overall 10.58 percent parking reduction 
given the central context of the site, direct access to bus transit on all sides and linkages to the bike 
network. The most recent approval in 2007 removed what had been a Bennigan’s Restaurant where the 
project site is currently located with the intent of constructing a hotel and additional retail.  That 
approval also converted what had been a 1,200 seat, four-plex cinema space with into a grocery store 
(initially Sunflower Market, and later Sprouts Market as it exists today). 
 
The conversion of the cinema space in 2007 effectively lowered the overall parking requirement for 
the entire shopping center. Because the grocery store has a much lower parking demand than the 
cinema, the “additional” spaces that resulted with the cinema’s departure essentially created a surplus 
of parking spaces available for other uses and designates extra parking spaces available for other 
higher demand uses that may come into (or out of the center) such as restaurants. This surplus has 
been deemed the “conversion buffer” for the Village Shopping Center and has been  
 

Site 

Figure 5: Site within Bus Service 

Call Up   2550 Canyon - Boulder Residence Inn 1C     Page 4Packet Page     204



 
 

continually adjusted when retail spaces have been converted to restaurants or vice versa.  Therefore, 
the conversion buffer allows for future shopping center modifications such as new additions, square 
footage expansions or conversions with the stipulation that new uses utilize the surplus parking spaces 
available in the buffer. With the proposed hotel project, a total of 883 parking spaces are proposed 
equating to a slightly less 10.55 percent parking reduction on the site.  
 
PROPOSED PROJECT  
The proposed project is planned as a Residence Inn Hotel. It was originally planned with 163 rooms, 
however as approved by the Planning Board (to remove the fifth floor that equates to 27 rooms) there 
would be a total of 136 rooms.  Also proposed is an interior fitness facility with a small pool area and 
weights room; and also planned are three small meeting rooms.  A planned dining area near the front 
lobby area leads to an outdoor patio space.  The total floor area proposed was 128,346 square feet.  
However, as conditioned by the Planning Board, with removal of the fifth floor the total floor area 
equates to approximately 111,040 square feet with a resulting Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.54 where 
4.0 FAR is the maximum.   
 
Among the key site design considerations on the site are the large, healthy, long-lived trees that anchor 
the corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street. The applicant designed building to be well outside of 
the drip line of the large trees and instead created the outdoor patio space and a garden area to create 
an amenity space and preserve the trees.  The building itself is configured in a generalized “H” shape 
with two elongated wings along Canyon and along an internal access drive within the shopping center. 
The “front” of the building is along the private roadway of 26th Street where a broad entry overhang 
extends to an on-street drop-off lane.  The Residence Inn hotel rooms have small kitchen facilities 
provided for longer stays, up to 30 days, unlike most short-term stay hotels and there are no on-site 
restaurants or retail.  Parking is predominately below grade with some surface parking on the west, 
and “podium” parking on the south, and across the street from the McGuckin’s Hardware loading 
dock.  Access into the parking is from both the west and along 26th Street.  There are 25 bike parking 
spaces proposed with both short term and long-term covered parking, resulting in 100 bike parking 
spaces throughout the shopping center.  Figure 6 illustrates a birds-eye view of the site plan, and 
figures 7 and 8 illustrate perspective sketches of the building from different angles.  Refer to 
Attachment B for the project plans and written statement. 
 
Public Comment and Participation.  Required public notice for Site Review was given in the 
form of written notification mailed to all property owners within 600 feet of the subject site and 
the public notification sign was posted on the property for at least 10 days, per the public 
notification requirements of Section 9-4-3, B.R.C. 1981. There were no public comments received 
on the application.   
 
Design Advisory Board Review.  The Boulder Design Advisory Board (BDAB) reviewed and 
discussed the application on Jan. 8, 2014 and Mar. 12, 2014 at regularly scheduled BDAB meetings, 
followed by a brief check-in with staff.  The BDAB provided the applicant with a written summary of 
the BDAB review specific to each applicable design guideline within BVRC guidelines along with 
recommended changes to the building.  The applicant implemented the majority of the BDAB and 
staff recommendations related primarily to simplifying the building finish materials and form.    
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PLANNING BOARD HEARING 
 
The Planning Board reviewed the application twice with an initial review on July 17, 2014.  At the 
hearing, the board discussed following key issues:  

 
1. Is the proposed project consistent with Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies? 
 
2. Does the proposed project, including the requested modifications to height, number of 

stories, and setbacks meet the Site Review criteria of Land Use Code Section 9-2-14(h), 
B.R.C. 1981? 
 

3. Is the proposed project consistent with the Boulder Valley Regional Center Design 
Guidelines? 
 

4. Does the proposed parking reduction of 10.5 percent meet the criteria of Section 9-2-14 
(h)(2)(K), B.R.C. 1981? 

Figure 6:  Axonometric (Birds-Eye Perspective) of Proposed Hotel 
(prior to implementation of Planning Board Condition of Approval) 
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Figure 7:  Illustration of proposed hotel from corner of 26th and Canyon Boulevard  
(prior to implementation of Planning Board condition of approval to remove fifth floor) 

Figure 8: Illustration of Planned Pedestrian view along Canyon Boulevard 
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While the Planning Board appeared to generally support the proposed modifications to 
the zoning standards, they requested that the applicant return in a continuation of the 
public hearing, with several revisions to the project plans to better meet the Site Review 
criteria.  The items requested by the Planning Board were summarized as follows: 

 

1. Simplify the façade of the building, particularly along Canyon Boulevard, this could 
include utilizing two brick colors instead of three and by having less wall returns; 
 

2. Along Canyon Boulevard, create a greater building setback from the right of way, add 
more plantings and an second row of trees along the northern façade; further screen the 
parking lot from Canyon Boulevard, add a bus shelter; 
 

3. Provide a walkway along the south side of the building; 
 
4. Provide an extended period to five years for EcoPasses to employees. 
 
5. Provide rough-in electrical conduit for future roof mounted photovoltaic panel array. 

  
Subsequently, the Planning Board reviewed the changes that were requested by the applicant in a 
continuation of the public hearing on Aug. 28, 2014.  At the hearing, the Planning Board 
acknowledged that applicant was responsive to all of the revisions that they had requested.  
However, during the continuation discussion, several board members articulated on-going 
concerns about the five story height of the building and the lack of certain sidewalk connections 
through the site.  As a result, the Planning Board made a motion to approve the project plans with 
removal of the fifth floor and to require two specific sidewalk connections on the site.   The 
application for Technical Document review will be required to reflect the requested changes.  A 
majority of the Planning Board voted to approve the application with the additional conditions. 
However, two board members articulated that they had remaining concerns about the height and 
mass of the building and voted against the motion.    

 
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 
 
In approving the application, a majority of the Planning Board found that the proposal to be consistent 
with the Site Review criteria of the Land Use Code subsection 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981 and Design 
Guidelines, because: 
 
1. The proposed project’s massing, scale, design and materials as conditioned in the approval are 

compatible with the surrounding context where two to five stories exist in a varied context.   
 

2. The proposed project meets the Site Review Criteria for pedestrian oriented building design, 
preservation of long lived trees, reduced parking, and consistency with the BVCP plan for 
regional business.   
 

3. The application is consistent with the BVRC design guidelines for the following reasons: 
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a. The building is located close to the street with parking behind and beside the building.  
 

b. The building is oriented to the street with the main façades and entryways located along  
26th Street and Canyon Boulevard.   
 

c. The building will maintain a human scale with use of standard sized brick and horizontal brick 
bands along with proposed landscaping that includes a double row of trees along Canyon 
Boulevard. 
 

d. For human scale and visual interest, the mass of the building is further articulated vertically 
through use of simple wall off-sets and building bays.  
 

e. The outdoor patio and garden at the northeast corner of the building is intended to ensure the 
building mass is removed from the long lived trees and provides an opportunity to intermingle 
the indoors with the outdoors per the guidelines. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
By a majority vote (5-2, Gerstle and Grey opposed) the Planning Board approved the application with 
conditions.  Consistent with the land use code section 9-4-4(c), B.R.C. 1981, if the City Council 
disagrees with the decision of the Planning Board, it may call up the application within a 30-day call up 
period which expires on Sept. 29, 2014, and with one City Council meeting during that time, it may 
consider this application for call-up at its Sept. 16, 2014 public meeting. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
A.  Planning Board Notice of Disposition dated Aug. 28, 2014 
B.  Project Plans and Written Statement 
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CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD 

NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 
 
You are hereby advised that on August 28, 2014 the following action was taken by the Planning Board 
based on the standards and criteria of the Land Use Regulations as set forth in Chapter 9-2, B.R.C. 1981, 
as applied to the proposed development. 
 
DECISION:      APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS  
PROJECT NAME:    BOULDER RESIDENCE INN AT VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTER  
DESCRIPTION:    Site Review Amendment-New urban hotel located on approx. 1.65 acres at 

the southwest corner of Canyon Boulevard and 26th Street in the Village 
Shopping Center with 4 stories above grade.  Below grade basement parking 
is approved to be under the north wing of the hotel along Canyon Boulevard. 
Podium parking is approved on the first floor of the south wing along with 
surface parking along the interior west property line. Amendment to 
previous approvals:  P-77-5, P-81-3 and P-91-30.  

LOCATION:     2550 CANYON BLVD  
COOR:       N03W04  
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Exhibit A Attached 
APPLICANT:     BILL MARTINIC  
OWNER:      GRI VILLAGE LP 
APPLICATION:     Site Review, LUR2013-00057 
ZONING:      BR-1   
CASE MANAGER:   Elaine McLaughlin 

  VESTED PROPERTY RIGHT: Yes 
 
APPROVED MODIFICATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS: 

  Section 9-9-6, B.R.C. Parking Reduction of 10.58% for overall Village Shopping Center  
  Section 9-7-1, “Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards,” B.R.C. 1981 

 Height Modification to accommodate the 4th story when 35 feet is allowed by right 

 Five stories when three stories are permitted by-right 

 Front yard setback (26th Street): Eight feet where 20 feet is the by-right standard 

 Side yard adjacent to street (Canyon Boulevard):  minimum 3 feet for the entry element only; 14.5 to 17.5 
feet for the majority of the setback, where 20 feet is the by-right standard 

 
 

This decision may be called up before the City Council on or before September 29, 2014.  If no call-up 
occurs, the decision is deemed final thirty days after the Planning Board's decision. 
 
FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, SEE THE FOLLOWING PAGES OF THIS DISPOSITION. 

CITY OF BOULDER 
Community Planning & Sustainability 

1739 Broadway, Third Floor  •  P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO  80306-0791 
phone  303-441-1880  •  fax  303-441-3241  •  web  www.bouldercolorado.gov 

Attachment A - Planning Board Notice of Disposition dated Aug. 28, 2014
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Address: 2550 CANYON BL 

IN ORDER FOR A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION TO BE PROCESSED FOR THIS PROJECT, A 
SIGNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND SIGNED FINAL PLANS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT WITH DISPOSITION CONDITIONS AS APPROVED SHOWN ON THE FINAL 
PLANS, IF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IS NOT SIGNED WITHIN NINTY (90) DAYS OF THE 
FINAL DECISION DATE, THE PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL AUTOMATICALLY EXPIRES. 
 
Pursuant to Section 9-2-12 of the Land Use Regulations (Boulder Revised Code, 1981), the applicant must 
begin and substantially complete the approved development within three years from the date of final 
approval.  Failure to "substantially complete" (as defined in Section 9-2-12, Boulder Revised Code 1981) 
the development within three years shall cause this development approval to expire. 
 
At its public hearing on August 28, 2014 the Planning Board approved the request with the following 
motion: 
 
On a motion by B. Bowen, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (C. Gray and J. Gerstle 
opposed) to approve Site Review case no. LUR2013-00057, incorporating the staff memorandum for the 
August 28, 2014 public hearing as findings of fact and the attached Site Review criteria checklist as 
findings of fact, and subject to the recommended Conditions of Approval found in the memo and with the 
following additional conditions of approval: 

 

 remove the fifth floor of the building without increasing the height of the remaining four floors; and 

 attach the sidewalk at the southwest corner to the existing sidewalk on the adjacent property and to extend the 
sidewalk on the west property line to the sidewalk on Canyon. 

 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all approved plans dated August 15, 
2014 on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by 
the conditions of this approval.   

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

that any previous conditions may be modified by this approval, including, but not limited to, the following:  P-77-5, P-81-
3, P-91-30, LUR2006-00091, and ADR2013-00088. 
 

3. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a Technical Document Review application for the 
following items, subject to the approval of the City Manager: 

 
a. 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 dated –
August 15, 2014 is acceptable except that the Applicant shall remove the fifth floor of the building without increasing 
the height of the remaining four floors.  Planning staff will review plans to assure that the architectural intent is 
performed.  
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Address: 2550 CANYON BL 

b. A final site plan illustrating the approved site configuration.  On the final site plans, the Applicant shall show the 
sidewalk at the southwest corner attached to the existing sidewalk on the adjacent property and the sidewalk on the 
west property line extended to the sidewalk on Canyon. 

 
c. A final utility plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. 
 
d. A final storm water report and plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards. 
 
e. Final transportation plans meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards and CDOT Access 

Code Standards for all transportation improvements.  These plans must include, but are not limited to:  street plan 
and profile drawings, street cross-sectional drawings, signage and striping plans in conformance with Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) standards, transportation detail drawings, geotechnical soils report, and 
pavement analysis. 

 
f. A CDOT access permit meeting the CDOT Access Code Standards for all transportation improvements within the 

CDOT right-of-way for the change in use of the existing permit. 
 
g. A detailed landscape plan, including size, quantity, and type of plants existing and proposed; type and quality of 

non-living landscaping materials; any site grading proposed; and any irrigation system proposed, to ensure 
compliance with this approval and the City's landscaping requirements.  Removal of trees must receive prior 
approval of the Planning Department.  Removal of any tree in City right of way must also receive prior approval of 
the City Forester.  

 
h. A detailed outdoor lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, indicating compliance 

with section 9-9-16, B.R.C.1981. 
 

4. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a Final Plat, subject to the review and approval of the 
City Manager, and execute a subdivision agreement meeting the requirements of Chapter 9-12, “Subdivision,” B.R.C. 
1981, which provide, without limitation and at no cost to the City, for the following: 

 
a. The dedication, to the City, of all easements necessary to serve the development, including, but not limited 

to, the following: 
 

i. “No-build” easements located along the west and south property lines.  
ii. An approximately 1.5-foot wide public access easement along the north property line. 
iii. A public access easement located along the east property line and a portion of the south property 

line varying in width from approximately 6.46’ at the south property line to 20-feet at the northeast 
corner of the property. 

iv. A utility easement located in the northwest portion of the property, adjacent to the existing water 
line easement, varying in width as necessary to provide a minimum 25’ width utility easement. 

v. A utility easement located south of the south property line, wrapping around the southeast corner 
of the property, and extending north along either side of the east property line to the south end of 
the vehicle pull-out. 

vi. A drainage and utility easement along the south property line. 
 

b. The construction of all public improvements necessary to serve the development, including, but not limited 
to, the following: 
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Address: 2550 CANYON BL 

 
i. An 8-foot wide sidewalk located along the south side of Canyon Boulevard. 
ii. A 5-foot sidewalk located along the east property line. 
iii. An RTD transit stop along with a shelter located on the south side of Canyon Boulevard. 
iv. A detention pond located along the south property line. 
v. An 8” water main extension at the southeast of the property extending north along the private 

access drive. 
vi. An 8” sanitary sewer main extension south of the property within the private access drive. 
vii. A 15” storm sewer lateral and main extension from the drainage outlet structure south to a 

connection with the existing storm sewer main at the inlet in the private access drive. 
viii. A fire hydrant east of the proposed building, north of the tuck-under parking entrance near the east 

property line. 
ix. The fire hydrant in the southwest corner of the property to replace a hydrant to be removed to 

accommodate the south parking entrance. 
 

c. A financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of 
constructing all public improvements necessary to serve the development. 

 
5. Applicant shall provide eco-passes or, if not available, a similarly effective transportation option in promoting alternate 

modes to the single-occupant vehicle use, subject to approval by the City Manager, to the employees of the 
development for a minimum of five years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 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 to the employees of the development for three years after the 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy to secure the provision of eco-passes. 

 
6. The Applicant shall ensure that all surface parking spaces are available in a manner consistent with the Declaration 

of Covenant recorded in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Film No. 1314, Reception, No. 
637601 on August 1, 1984 (“Declaration”).  The Applicant agrees that the terms of such Declaration as provided in 
Paragraph 4 of the Declaration shall not be terminated without the prior consent of the City of Boulder Planning Board. 
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Note: Due to the size and number of pages of the plan set, Attachment B was too large to 
include in the memo. Therefore, a complete set of plans is available in the City Council 

office of the City Manager’s Office. 

Attachment B - Project Plans and Written Statement
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
 Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 
 Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
 James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 
 Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 
  
Date:   September 16, 2014 
 
Call-up Item: Landmark Alteration Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory building, 
construct a 6’ x 26’ rear deck, flagstone patio, and basketball court, retaining walls and fire pit 
with concrete base at 437 Highland Ave. per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code 1981 
(HIS2014-00176).  This Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City Council call-up no 
later than September 16, 2014.  
  
 
Executive Summary 
At its September 3, 2014 meeting, the Landmarks Board denied the application for a Landmark 
Alteration Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory building located on the property at 
437 Highland.  It approved with conditions the application’s proposal for a rear deck, patio and 
basketball court.  One of the conditions of approval was the removal of retaining walls, 
specifically the fire pit and planter retaining walls.  The vote was 4-0, with M. Schreiner having 
recused himself.  The application was filed after the work had been nearly completed.  The 
Board’s decision was based upon its finding that certain elements of the proposed construction 
met, and certain other elements did not meet, the requirements in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981.  
 
Because the Board disapproved a portion of the application, Council may call up the decision at 
any time within 30 days of the Board’s decision.  The decisionI is subject to City Council call-up 
on or before October 1, 2014. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition dated September 16, 2014 
B. Photographs and Drawings of 437 Highland Ave. 
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Notice of Disposition 
 
 
You are hereby advised that on September 3, 2014, the following action was taken: 
 
ACTION:     Application for Landmark Alteration Certificate denied in part and 

conditionally approved in part by a vote of 4-0 (M. Schreiner 
recused).  

 
APPLICATION: Public hearing and consideration of a Landmark Alteration 

Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory building, construct 
a 6’ x 26’ rear deck, flagstone patio, and basketball court, retaining 
walls and fire pit with concrete base at 437 Highland Ave. in the 
Mapleton Hill Historic District, per section 9-11-18 of the Boulder 
Revised Code (HIS2014-00176). 

 
LOCATION:   437 Highland Ave. 
 
ZONING:   RL-1 (Residential Low-1) 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Andy and Genny Horning 
      
This decision was arrived at based on the purposes and intent of the Historic Preservation Code as set 
forth in 9-11-18, B.R.C., 1981, as applied to the Landmark Alteration Certificate application.  
 
Background 
The demolition of a contributing building and installation of back yard hardscaping, including an 
athletic court, was undertaken without a Landmark Alteration Certificate (LAC) in 2013 and 
2104. The applicant is requesting a (after the fact) Landmark Alteration Certificate for 
demolition of a contributing building, as well as various hardscaping elements in the back yard 
area of the property. 
 
Public Hearing   
Chris Sestrong, 430 Mapleton Ave., spoke in support of the Landmark Alteration Certificate 
application, particularly of the retention of the sport court.  
 
Abby Daniels, Executive Director of Historic Boulder, Inc., 1123 Spruce St., stated that the 
Historic Boulder Preservation Committee agrees with the staff’s recommendation and also urged 
the board to take the violation seriously, acknowledging the precedent this case may set. She 
pointed out that many other communities in Colorado require illegally demolished buildings to 
be reconstructed. 
  
Kathryn Barth, 2940 20th St., spoke of her experience as a consultant for the 2005 accessory 
building survey and the importance of accessory buildings to the Mapleton Hill Historic District. 
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Paul Wenig, 2443 6th St., spoke of his previous experience with the Landmarks Board regarding 
a tension between safety and preservation. 
 
Carrie O’Neal, 421 Pine St., spoke in support of the sport court as a safe gathering space for 
neighborhood children.  
 
Kristin Zompa, 454 Highland Ave., spoke in support of the sport court and the Horning’s back 
yard as an important community space and against a reconstruction of the accessory building as 
it would not be historic.  
 
Beverly Potter, 3211 11th St., spoke in support of staff’s recommendation.  
 
Maggie Warn, 429 Highland Ave., spoke in support of the historic character of the district and 
in support of the Horning’s application.  
 
A letter and photographs view of the Horning’s back yard from  the property immediately to the 
east were circulated to the Board by Carol Grasse. 
 
Applicant’s Rebuttal 
Andy Horning, 437 Highland Ave., stated that he anticipated that the landscape architect had 
taken care of the required Landmark Alteration Certificate and permits. He urged the board to 
provide additional outreach to contractors, consultants and property owners regarding the design 
guidelines and required processes in the historic district and offered his services as a liaison in 
the neighborhood.  
 
Motion  
Regarding the application for a Landmark Alteration Certificate submitted in case HIS2014-
00176, on a motion by M. Gerwing, seconded by F. Sheets, the Landmarks Board, by a vote of 
4-0, with M. Schreiner recused, adopted the staff memorandum, dated Aug. 6, 2014, as findings 
of the board, denied the application for the demolition of a contributing accessory building, and 
because the application’s proposal for a rear deck, patio and basketball court does not meet the 
standards for issuance of a Landmark Alteration Certificate in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981, and 
is inconsistent with Sections 2, Site Design, and 7, Garages and Other Accessory Structures, of 
the General Design Guidelines and Section C, Landscaping and Section D, Alleys, Easements 
and Accessways, of the Mapleton Hill Historic District Design Guidelines, those elements of the 
proposal were conditionally approved.  
 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 

 
1. The application shall:  

 Remove approximately 50% of the hardscaping between the rear of the house and the 
garage;  

 Remove the fire pit, retaining walls and planter retaining walls;   
 Revise fence design to a maximum height of 5’;  
 Submit for review by Design Review Committee materials, color, and exterior 

lighting.   
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2. The applicant shall submit detailed plans for the hardscaping, fire pit and retaining wall 

removal, as well as a revised fence design showing the height to the top of the fence to be 
no more that 5’ at any point. These design details shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Landmarks design review committee, prior to the issuance of a building permit. The 
applicant shall demonstrate that the design details are in compliance with the intent of 
this approval and the Mapleton Hill Historic District Design Guidelines and the General 
Design Guidelines. 

3. The applicant shall be responsible for completing the work as shown on plans that have 
been approved pursuant to 3, above. 
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Figure 1. Location Map, 437 Highland Ave. 

 
 
 

   
Figure 2. Tax Assessor Photograph, 437 Highland Ave., c.1929 

 

 

Attachment B - Photographs and Drawings of 437 Highland Ave

Call Up    437 Highland Avenue 1D    Page 5Packet Page     223



 
Figure 3. 437 Highland Sanborn Map, 1931.  

 

 

 
Figure 4. 437 Highland Ave., Facing east, North faces of garage (demolished 2005)and shed 

building (demolished 2013). 
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Figure 5. 437 Highland Ave. rear yard landscaping and shed building, 2004 prior to demolition 

and paving. 

 

 

 

    
Figure 6. 437 Highland Ave. Southwest corner of demolished shed, July 2004 
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Figure 7. 437 Highland Ave. Northeast corner of property where shed was previously located, 

July 2014. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 8, 437 Highland Ave. Northeast view of backyard, July 2014.  
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Figure 9. 437 Highland Ave. North elevation (rear) showing deck, July 2014.  
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Figure 8. 437 Highland Ave., Landscape Plan for Landmark Board Review, 2005.  
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Figure 9. 437 Highland Ave., Landscape Plan, Current (2014).  
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 

      Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 
 Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
 Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I  
 
Date:   September 16, 2014 
 
Subject:  Call-Up Item:  Site and Use Review application, no. LUR2014-00036, to amend the 
existing Iris Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. professional office building 
at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl.  The proposed office building would be an expansion of the existing 
“Blue Sky Bridge” nonprofit facility located on the adjacent site to the west at 2617 Iris Hollow 
Pl.  The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking 
spaces where 10 parking spaces are required.  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
On September 4, 2014, Planning Board unanimously approved (6-0, J. Gerstle absent) the 
subject application with the conditions found in the disposition of approval, provided as 
Attachment A.   
 
This proposal is to develop the currently vacant  lot at 2619 Iris Hollow Pl. within  the Iris 
Hollow PUD with a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. office building. The proposed office space is 
intended to serve Blue Sky Bridge, a nonprofit organization that offers consultation services to 
professionals in Boulder County in regards to concerns about children and families in relation to 
child abuse allegations, and which currently occupies an office facility located on the adjacent 
lot to the west. Per the Applicant’s written statement, the physical expansion is not intended to 
increase the intensity of their existing operations, but instead to give more space to 
accommodate their existing operations. They do not anticipate an increase in staff, interns, or 
client traffic. The 2,645 sq. ft. project site is located just southeast of the intersection of Iris 
Ave. and Folsom St. within the RM-3 zone district. Please refer to Figure 1 for a vicinity map.   
 
The height, mass, scale and orientation of the building are in keeping with the original approved 
site plan for the Iris Hollow PUD, which included lot regulations calling for a 35’ tall, 3,400 sq. 
ft. building with minimal setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The current 
proposal is slightly lower in height at 30’-3” tall and slightly smaller at 3,131 sq. ft., but honors 
the original intent by maintaining pedestrian-level interest with a covered entryway and ample 
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fenestration as well as minimal setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The 
exterior material palette of shingle siding, cement-board lap and board & batten siding is 
consistent with the architectural intent of the approved Iris Hollow PUD as well as the existing 
residential character of the area, and the projects includes various elements encouraged in the Iris 
Hollow PUD approval including a gabled roof, wood-clad windows, and a covered entryway 
feature. 
 
The applicant is requesting a 20% parking reduction to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces 
where 10 spaces are required per the parking standards for nonresidential uses in the RM-3 zone 
district. Per the original Iris Hollow PUD approval, the subject lot is allocated eight reserved 
parking spaces located in the covered condominium parking garage immediately to the north of 
the subject site. The original approval also included two on-site parking spaces for the proposed 
bed and breakfast use; however, because the applicant is not proposing to expand their existing 
parking demand, they are proposing to eliminate the two approved on-site spaces called for per 
the original approval.  Given that the parking demand will not increase, the reserved garage 
spaces in conjunction with ample on-street parking on Iris Hollow Pl. and Iris Walk Ct. will 
adequately meet the parking needs of the proposed use. Refer to Attachment B for the 
applicant’s proposed plans and Parking Analysis. 
 
The existing hours of operation are generally from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday, 
with a total of 7 staff positions ranging from 28 to 40 hours per week. There are also one to three 
volunteer interns on-site at any given time. On average, approximately 7 to 15 clients visit the 
site each day. There are no changes to the existing staffing or operating characteristics included 
with this proposal.  
 
The Planning Board’s approval is subject to a 30-day call-up period by City Council which 
expires on October 6, 2014.  City Council is scheduled to consider this application for call-up at 
its September 16, 2014 public meeting. 
 
The staff memorandum of recommendation to Planning Board and other related background 
materials are available on the city website. Follow the links: www.bouldercolorado.gov  A to Z 
Planning Boardsearch for past meeting materials planning board201409.04.2014 PB 
Packet. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Project Site. 
The 6.15-acre Iris Hollow PUD was originally approved in 1996 following Annexation, Site and 
Use Review and Subdivision, as a mixed-use development containing 86 mixed-density 
residential units and a daycare facility, laundromat, office use and post office, as well as a two-
story, 3,400 sq. ft. bed and breakfast use to be located on the subject lot (2619 Iris). Since that 
time, development  has proceeded largely in accordance with the original PUD approval except 
for the subject lot which has remained vacant due to a lack of market demand for a bed and 
breakfast use. Please see Attachment D for additional information on the original Iris Hollow 
PUD approval. 
 
The existing Blue Sky Bridge office use has been in its current location at 2617 Iris Hollow Pl. 
since 2000.  As mentioned above, Blue Sky Bridge offers consultation services to professionals 
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in Boulder County in regards to concerns about children and families in relation to child abuse 
allegations. Blue Sky Bridge provides clinical interventions to families who may have 
experienced trauma through forensic interviews, crisis intervention, treatment and psycho-
educational support. The organization also provides educational opportunities through 
specialized programs, outreach, and formal training. Per the Applicant’s written statement, Blue 
Sky Bridge provides consultation services to nine different law enforcement jurisdictions within 
Boulder County, and several other organizations, departments, and individuals within the county. 
These other organizations, departments, and individuals can vary from private organizations with 
concerns about a child or family and looking for advice, to therapists working with a family, to 
representatives from the District Attorney's Office, a mental health center, or hospital. In 
addition to persons described above who visit or contact the center in a professional capacity, 
Blue Sky Bridge provides clinical services to approximately 300 families in person per year and 
170 individuals in crisis over the phone. Please see Attachment B for the Applicant’s proposed 
plans including a written statement. 
 
Site Context. 
The project site is located just southeast of the intersection of Iris and Folsom within the RM-3 
(Residential- Medium 3) zoning district.  Per section 9-5-2(c), B.R.C. 1981, the RM-3 zone 
district is defined as “Medium density residential areas which have been or are to be primarily 
used for attached residential development, where each unit generally has direct access to ground 
level, and where complementary uses may be permitted under certain conditions.”  Office uses 
are allowed in the RM-3 zone district if approved through a Use Review. 
 
To the north of the subject lot is a private park area surrounded by attached residential condo 
units to the north and west, with the existing Blue Sky Bridge office located to the south of the 
condominium units and immediately to the west of the subject lot. Single family homes lay 
across Iris Hollow Pl. to the south, and to the east lies a daycare center surrounded by additional 
single family residential. Parking is provided as a mix of off-street parking for the residential 
units, on-street parking for visitors and non-residential uses, and a covered garage under the 
adjacent condominium building that includes 8 reserved spaces for the approved bed and 
breakfast use. 
   
ANALYSIS: 
Overall, the application was found to be consistent with the existing Iris Hollow PUD approval 
in terms of building mass, scale and architecture, as well as the Site Review criteria of section 9-
2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981  including the additional criteria for parking reductions found in section 9-
2-14(h)(2)(K) , B.R.C. 1981. The application was also found to be consistent with the Use 
Review criteria of section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981. Specifically, the proposed operating 
characteristics of the office use are such that the use will provide a direct service to the 
surrounding area, and will be compatible with and have a minimal negative impact on the use of 
nearby properties. In addition, given the variety of uses surrounding the site and the fact that the 
original PUD approval anticipated a non-residential use of a similar scale in this location, the 
proposed use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area. Please see 
Attachment C for staff’s complete analysis of the review criteria. 
   
Planning Board Hearing.  At their September 4, 2014 public hearing, the Planning Board 
unanimously approved the subject Use Review request with a vote of 6-0 (J. Gerstle absent). The 
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board amended the conditions of approval to allow for additional flexibility in the hours of 
operation and the number of employees. There were no public comments regarding the proposal. 
 
If the City Council disagrees with this decision, it may call up the applications within the 30-day 
call up period which expires on October 6, 2014.  City Council is scheduled to consider these 
applications for call-up at its September 16, 2014 public meeting. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition dated September 4, 2014 
B. Applicant’s Proposed Plan 
C. Site and Use Review Criteria Analysis  
D. Iris Hollow PUD Information 

Call Up    2619 Iris Hollow Place 1E     Page 4Packet Page     234



Call Up    2619 Iris Hollow Place 1E     Page 5Packet Page     235



Call Up    2619 Iris Hollow Place 1E     Page 6Packet Page     236



 

  

Blue Sky Bridge Parking Analysis 

2619 Iris Hollow Place 

LUR2014-00036 

8/4/2014 

 

 

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

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

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

two buildings. 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

on-street parking. 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

ISSUED/REVISION SCHEDULE
DESCRIPTION         . AUTHOR CHECKED DATE
USE/SITE REVIEW
SUBMITTAL

FB PW 05.16.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
RESUBMITTAL

FB PW 07.01.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
CORRECTIONS

FB PW 07.31.14

DRAWING INDEX

SITE PLANS
SR-1 TITLE SHEET
SR-2 SITE PLANS
SR-3 UTILITIES & DRAINAGE

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS
AR-1 FLOOR PLANS
AR-2 ELEVATIONS

PROJECT INFORMATION
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
LOT 39, IRIS HOLLOW, LOCATED IN THE
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20,
TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST
OF THE 6TH P.PM., COUNTY OF BOULDER,
STATE OF COLORADO.

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

PROJECT TEAM

APPLICANT
BLUE SKY BRIDGE
PO BOX 19122
BOULDER, CO 80308

ARCHITECT
COBURN DEVELOPMENT
3020 CARBON PLACE #203
BOULDER, CO 80301
P: 303.442.3351
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Blue Sky Bridge

07.31.2014
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USE/SITE REVIEW
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USE/SITE REVIEW
SUBMITTAL

FB PW 05.16.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
RESUBMITTAL

FB PW 07.01.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
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FB PW 07.31.14
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Landscape Concept Plan

LANDSCAPE PLANTING LEGEND

NATIVE GRASS

SPREADING GROUNDCOVER
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SR-2
SITE PLAN
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Solar Shadow Plan (Solar Access Area II)

SOLAR SHADOW LEGEND
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SHADOWS MAR/SEP 21 9AM - 3PM
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SHADOWS PER SOLAR ACCESS
AREA II - 25 FT SOLAR FENCE
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Blue Sky Bridge

07.31.2014

2619 Iris Hollow Pl
Boulder, CO 80304

USE/SITE REVIEW

ISSUED/REVISION SCHEDULE
DESCRIPTION         . AUTHOR CHECKED DATE
USE/SITE REVIEW
SUBMITTAL

FB PW 05.16.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
RESUBMITTAL

FB PW 07.01.14

USE/SITE REVIEW
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SR-3
UTILITIES & DRAINAGE

NOTE: WATER & SANITARY SEWER STUBS ARE EXISTING. ALL WET UTILITY
INFRASTRUCTURE (MAINS, INLETS, MANHOLES, ETC. ARE EXISTING. REFER
TO THE ORIGINAL IRIS HOLLOW SITE ENGINEERING PLANS AND AS-BUILTS.
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USE REVIEW CRITERIA 

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

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

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

  (2) Rationale: The use either: 

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

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

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

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

Case #: LUR2014-00036  
 
Project Name: Blue Sky Bridge Office Expansion 
 
Date: Sept. 4, 2014 
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  N/A   (D) Is an existing legal non-conforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under 
subsection (e) of this section; 

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

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

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

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

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

The project site is within the Iris Hollow PUD, which was originally approved in 1996 as a mixed-use 
development containing 86 mixed-density residential units and a daycare facility, laundromat, office use and post 
office. In addition, the subject lot was intended to hold a two-story, 3,400 sq. ft. bed and breakfast use; however, 
since that time there has not been a market demand for a bed and breakfast use, so the site has remained vacant. 
At 30’-3” tall, the current proposal is slightly lower in height than the previously approved use and slightly 
smaller at 3,131 sq. ft., but honors the original intent by maintaining pedestrian-level interest with a covered 
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entryway and ample fenestration as well as minimal setbacks along the south and east sides of the property. The 
exterior material palette of shingle siding, cement-board lap and board & batten siding is consistent with the 
architectural intent of the approved Iris Hollow PUD as well as the existing aesthetic in the area, and the projects 
includes various elements encouraged in the Iris Hollow PUD approval including a gabled roof, wood-clad 
windows, and a covered entryway feature. Overall, staff has found that the proposal is in keeping with the intent 
of the oIris Hollow PUD, and will maintain the existing small-scale neo-traditional mixed use character of the 
surrounding neighborhood.  

  N/A   (6) Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non-Residential Uses: There shall be a presumption against 
approving the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts set forth in Subsection 9-5-
2(c)(1)(a), B.R.C. 1981, to non-residential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through the 
change of one non-conforming use to another non-conforming use. The presumption against such a 
conversion may be overcome by a finding that the use to be approved serves another compelling social, 
human services, governmental, or recreational need in the community including, without limitation, a use 
for a day care center, park, religious assembly, social service use, benevolent organization use, art or craft 
studio space, museum, or an educational use. 

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

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

 2.01 Unique Community Identity  
 2.03 Compact Development Pattern 
 2.14 Mix of Complementary Land Uses 
 2.30 Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment 
 2.32 Physical Design for People 
 8.10 Support for Community Facilities 

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

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

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

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

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

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

___(C) Landscaping 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
   (xiii)  Cut and fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the natural 
contours of the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope instability, landslide, mudflow or 
subsidence, and minimizes the potential threat to property caused by geological hazards; 
 
There will be no cut and fill on site, as the existing site is already graded. 
 
N/A (xiv)  In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries 
between Area II and Area III, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge; 
and 
 
Not applicable, as this is not located in an urbanizing area along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 
boundary between Area II and Area III. 
 
N/A (xv)  In the urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in Appendix A of 
this title near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between Area II and Area III, 
the buildings and site design establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a defined 
urban edge and a transition between rural and urban areas. 
 
Not applicable, as this site is not a gateway site as anticipated by the BVCP 
 

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

 
N/A (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 
District: 
 
Not applicable. 
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     (K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of section 9-9-6,, 
"Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be modified as follows: 
 

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

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

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

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

 
(c) A mix of residential with either office or retail uses is proposed, and the parking needs 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
The reserved parking spaces are located within the condominium parking garage adjacent to the site on 
the north. All of the lots within Iris Hollow are subject to the HOA, which manages parking. 
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

 
  
To:  Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 

Karen Rahn, Director, Human Services  
  Betty Kilsdonk, Deputy Director, Human Services 
  Jason Allen, Food Tax Rebate Administrator 
 
Date:    September 16, 2014 
 
Subject:  Information Item:  2014 Food Tax Rebate Program 
  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This item presents a summary of the 2014 Food Tax Rebate Program (FTRP). The FTRP 
provides cash rebates to help compensate qualified residents for sales tax paid on food items. 
Those eligible for rebates include low-income families, seniors and persons with disabilities. 
 
In 2014, 910 applications were received. Twenty-six (26) applications were denied because the 
applications were incomplete or those applying did not meet the qualifications; 884 were 
approved. Rebate amounts were $231 per qualified family and $75 per qualified individual. 
Since 2001, rebates have been indexed for inflation.  
 
In 2014: 
• 172 rebates were issued to families for a total of $39,732; 
• 540 rebates were issued to seniors for a total of $40,500; and 
• 172 rebates were issued to persons with disabilities for a total of $12,900. 
• Total rebate disbursement was $93,132. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT  
Total cost of the 2014 program, including rebates ($93,132) and administration ($17,512) was 
$110,644.  
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COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
● Economic: There may be a small positive impact on local business, as a FTRP recipient may 

spend some or all of the rebate at businesses in the City of Boulder. 
 
● Social: The rebate program helps low-income and disabled residents meet basic needs by 

providing a modest financial benefit.  
 
BACKGROUND 
Since passage of a voter initiative in 1967, Boulder has operated the FTRP to help compensate 
lower-income residents for sales tax paid on food items.  
 
To qualify for a rebate, an applicant must have been a resident of Boulder for the entire 2013 
calendar year, meet the income guidelines, complete an Immigration Status Affidavit as required 
by state law, and be either: 

a) A family with at least one child under 18 living at home; 
b) A senior more than 62 years of age for the entire year; or 
c) An individual with disabilities. 

 
Applications were accepted March 1 through June 30. All who applied for a tax refund in 2013 
were mailed an application for 2014. Program information and the application were also 
available online at https://bouldercolorado.gov/seniors/food-tax-rebate-program. There is 
ongoing outreach to partner community organizations to enroll their clients who qualify.  
 
The FTRP is administered by the Department of Human Services, Senior Services Division. The 
West Senior Center, 909 Arapahoe Avenue, is the main distribution and processing point for 
applications.  
 
ANALYSIS 
In 2014, there were 910 total applicants and 884 qualified applicants. Of the 884 who qualified, 
540 (61%) were seniors; 172 (19.5%) were families; and 172 (19.5%) were individuals with 
disabilities. As compared to 2013, the number of qualified families increased by 6 (3.6%); 
qualified individuals with disabilities stayed about the same; and qualified seniors decreased by 14 
(2.5%). The 2014 season was the first following the September 2013 floods. Three applicants 
experienced a temporary flood-related disruption in their residency status and exceptions were 
made to allow them to qualify for a rebate.    
 
In each of the last five years, seniors comprised the largest category of qualified applicants. The 
total number of unqualified applicants –26 – was the lowest in five years. The total rebate 
disbursement in 2014 ($93,132) was the highest in five years, and was a 1.8% increase over the 
2013 total ($91,480).  
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Applicants by Category, 2010-2014 
Year Total 

Applicants 
Total 

Unqualified 
Applicants 

Total 
Qualified 

Applicants 

Qualified 
Families  

Qualified 
Seniors  

Qualified 
Individuals with 

Disabilities 
2014 910 26 884 172 540 172 
2013 925 32 893 166 554 173 
2012 871 33 838 162 526 150 
2011 826 46 780 155 475 150 
2010 847 40 807 175 465 167 
TOTAL 4379 177 4202 830 2560 812 
 
 
NEXT STEPS 
The FTRP accepts and processes applications from March through June each year. Public notices 
are sent out at least two weeks in advance and program information and application are posted on 
the city website.  
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 Maureen Rait, Executive Director of Public Works 
 Greg Testa, Chief of Police 
 Larry Donner, Fire Chief 
 Mike Chard, Director of Boulder Office of Emergency Management 
 Mike Patton, Director of Open Space and Mountain Parks 
 Jeff Dillon, Parks and Planning Superintendent 
 Jeff Arthur, Director of Public Works for Utilities 
 Bob Harberg, Principal Engineer - Utilities        
 Annie Noble, Flood and Greenways Engineering Coordinator  
 Kristin Dean, Utilities Planner 
  
Date:   September 16, 2014 
 
Subject: Information Item: City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2014 Annual 

Review 
  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This memo provides City Council members with the results of the 2014 annual review of the 
city’s Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan.   
 
Boulder’s Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (the Plan) was prepared pursuant to the requirements of 
the Federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, to ensure the city would be eligible for the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Pre-Disaster Mitigation and Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program.  The original Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan was adopted by City Council on Aug. 19, 
2008. As required by FEMA, a comprehensive update was adopted by City Council on April 2, 
2013 and approved by FEMA on May 24, 2013.   
 
The annual review is required to receive credit in the National Flood Insurance Program's (NFIP) 
Community Rating System (CRS) and remain eligible for federal grant moneys.  Per the CRS 
credit criteria, the plan is to be reviewed annually and fully updated every five years.  To achieve 
CRS credits and maintain grant eligibility, the annual review must be presented to the governing 
body and made available to the public via the web.  No action is required by council. 
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The 2014 plan review (Attachment A) was completed in the third quarter of 2014.  In general, 
the annual review shows that much progress has been made since the comprehensive update was 
adopted in 2013.  Implementation of the actions has resulted in: 

• Greater community awareness of Boulder’s vulnerability to natural hazards; 
• Reduced vulnerability to these hazards; and  
• Enhanced response preparation by agencies to reduce impacts of natural hazards.   

 
An overview of the progress made towards implementing the Plan is provided in the Analysis 
section of this memo.   

 
The full Plan can be found on the city’s website: 
www.bouldercolorado.gov > city A-Z > M > Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
Implementation of the actions in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan is funded by existing 
approved budgets.   
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
• Economic: Property damage, transportation and utilities disruption from natural and man-

made disasters can cause substantial economic costs.  Action items identified in the Plan 
were developed to reduce the risk to life and property and disruptions to business.   

• Environmental: Implementation of the recommended Plan’s action items will help reduce 
damage to the environment resulting from natural and man-made disasters.     

• Social: Implementation of the Plan’s action items will help reduce the risk to life and damage 
to property along Boulder Creek and its fifteen tributaries, including at-risk populations.      

 
BACKGROUND 
The NFIP CRS is a voluntary incentive program that recognizes and encourages community 
floodplain management activities that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements.  Flood insurance 
premium rates are discounted based on the community’s efforts to reduce flood losses beyond 
the minimum requirements.  The City of Boulder participates in the CRS program and currently 
has a community rating of 5 out of 10 (1 being the highest rating). This rating provides an annual 
flood insurance premium discount of up to 25 percent for property owners.  The City’s rating has 
been steadily improving since 2010. 
 
Each participating community must submit documentation to FEMA for annual recertification.  
Community ratings can change depending on the current level of flood mitigation activities.  One 
of the program elements the City of Boulder elected to participate in was the preparation of a 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The Plan is intended to be a dynamic, living document.  As a 
result, to achieve CRS credits and maintain grant eligibility, the Plan must be reviewed on an 
annual basis, presented to the governing body (council) and made available to the public via the 
web.  Every five years, the Plan needs to be fully updated.  The annual review must evaluate 
each of the mitigation actions and submit the review to the governing body, be released to the 
media and made available to the public.  Credit for floodplain management planning is 
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dependent on the report’s being submitted with the community’s annual CRS recertification 
which is due Oct. 1 of each year.   

 
ANALYSIS 
The City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan has three goals: 

1. Increase community awareness of Boulder’s vulnerability to natural hazards; 
2. Reduce vulnerability of people, property and the environment to natural hazards; and 
3. Increase interagency capabilities and coordination to reduce the impacts of natural 

hazards. 
 
To meet identified goals, the plan recommends 33 mitigation actions.  The actions include: 

• Twelve multi-hazard actions; 
• Twelve flood actions; 
• One human health action; 
• Six wildfire actions; and 
• Two drought actions. 

 
In the full plan, each of the actions includes a description of the issue / background, identification 
of alternatives if applicable, the responsible office, the priority, cost estimate, estimated benefits, 
potential funding sources and schedule.  Attachment A presents the 2014 annual review of the 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan.   
 
The following provides an overview based on the 2014 annual review of the progress made 
towards implementing the Multi-Hazard Mitigation plan’s 33 action items since its acceptance in 
2013:   
 
 Twelve actions relate to multiple hazards and most all are being implemented or are in 

progress.  These include public outreach efforts, emergency warning and automated vehicle 
location system enhancements, development and implementation of an evacuation plan, 
development of a recovery plan, preplanning of prime evacuation points/shelter locations, 
preparation of pre-disaster forms to facilitate public assistance by FEMA post-disaster, 
becoming a StormReady Designated community and urban forestry management.   

 
 Twelve actions relate to flood mitigation.  Six actions have been completed or are underway 

including: the approval of a critical facilities ordinance, the development of two floodplain 
mitigation plans, development of three other mitigation plans that are in progress, mapping 
updates for seven of the fifteen major drainageways, city acquisition of several properties in 
the high hazard flood zone and the installation of a camera along Bear Canyon Creek 

 
■ One human health mitigation action relates to control of West Nile Virus (WNV).  Council 

adopted the WNV mosquito Management Plan in 2004 and amended it in 2006.  The 
monitoring and control program has been implemented on an annual basis and this 
management plan has been successful in controlling WNV mosquito populations. The WNV 
risk index has not reached levels to warrant further action or response. 
 

■ Six actions relate to wildfire mitigation, all of which have been implemented or are in 
progress including; the adoption of a Structure Protection Plan, approved bond funding to 
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construct a new Wildland Fire Facility (construction began in January 2014), the upgrade of 
six seasonal wildland firefighting positions to full time, completion of significant forest 
restoration and fire mitigation work, and the commencement of a watershed planning study 
for the Middle Boulder Creek Watershed.  

■ Two actions relate to drought mitigation.  A drought mitigation plan was developed in 2003 
and updated in 2010.  Drought status continues to be evaluated every year in accordance with 
the city’s drought plan and it has been determined that the existing drought plan is adequate 
for the city’s needs for the foreseeable future. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The 2014 annual update will be submitted to FEMA for credit with the community’s annual CRS 
recertification.  Per the CRS credit criteria, the Plan is to be reviewed annually and fully updated 
every five years.  As a result, an annual review will be conducted in 2015, 2016 and 2017, and a 
full plan update is scheduled for 2018.  Annual reviews will be presented to City Council and 
made available to the public via the web.   
 
ATTACHMENT 
A – City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2014 Annual Review 
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City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
2014 Annual Review 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The National Flood Insurance Program's (NFIP) Community Rating System 
(CRS) is a voluntary incentive program that recognizes and encourages community floodplain 
management activities that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements.  Flood insurance premium 
rates for community members are discounted based on the community’s efforts to reduce flood 
losses beyond the minimum requirements.  The City of Boulder participates in the CRS program 
and currently has a community rating of 5 out of 10 (1 being the highest rating). This rating 
provides an annual flood insurance premium discount of approximately 25 percent for property 
owners.  The City’s rating has steadily been improving since 2010, when the rating was a seven 
and thus only provided for a 15 percent discount for property owners.   
 
Participating communities must submit documentation annually to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) for recertification by Oct. 1.  One of the program elements the 
City of Boulder elected to participate in was the preparation of a Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan.  
The plan was prepared pursuant to the requirements of the federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 
2000 so that the city would be eligible for the FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program in addition to achieving CRS credits.  The original Multi-Hazard 
Mitigation Plan was adopted by City Council on Aug.19, 2008 and a comprehensive update was 
adopted by City Council on April 2, 2013 and approved by FEMA on May 24, 2013.   
 
The full City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan can be found on the city’s website at:  
www.bouldercolorado.gov > city A-Z > M > Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
 
While the comprehensive update was prepared and adopted prior to the September 2013 flood 
event, many of the action items in the plan have been implemented as a response to that event, 
thus improving the city’s and county’s preparation for and response to natural hazard events in 
the future.    
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City of Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan has three goals: 

1. Increase community awareness of Boulder’s vulnerability to natural hazards. 
2. Reduce vulnerability of people, property and the environment to natural hazards. 
3. Increase interagency capabilities and coordination to reduce the impacts of natural 

hazards. 
 
To meet identified goals, the plan recommends 33 mitigation actions.  The actions include: 

• Twelve multi-hazard actions 
• Twelve flood actions 
• One human health actions 
• Six wildfire actions 
• Two drought action 

Attachment A 
Attachment A: Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2014 Annual Review
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 2 

 
The full plan includes a description of each action, identification of alternatives if applicable, the 
responsible office, the priority, a cost estimate, estimated benefits, potential funding sources and 
schedule.   
 
EVALUATION OF PLAN ACTIONS 
 
Each of the 33 actions was reviewed by the responsible office.  The review includes a statement 
on how much has been accomplished, when the action is scheduled to be addressed, or if 
modifications to the action are recommended.  The following presents the annual review by 
action item.   
 
Multi-Hazard Actions 
 
Action #1:  Outreach Efforts Associated with BoCo911Alert.com 
 
Now that many families had stopped using telephone land lines efforts need to be made to insure 
that emergency notifications can be sent to people potentially impacted by emergency situations.  
Public safety agencies throughout Boulder County are switching to a new emergency notification 
system which is accessible at BoCO911Alert.com. This system will allow residents of the county 
and all cities within the county to be notified of an emergency situation in a variety of ways, 
including on their cell phone, home and work phones and by text messaging and e-mail. This 
project would include outreach efforts to raise awareness about BoCO911Alert.com to increase 
the number of subscribers. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder Office of Emergency Management (“OEM”) 
 
This action is ongoing.  The Boulder OEM website has been updated to include 
BOCO911Alert.com as a link to allow for community sign up. Media releases throughout 2014 
included not only the current topic but also included the BOCO911 sign up message. Three 
community meetings related to flooding in the City of Boulder were held with the 
BOCO911.Alert message in the agenda. Social media is also being used to push the 
BOCO911.Alert message. 
  
Action # 2. Develop Updated City Continuity of Operations and Emergency 
Evacuation Plans 
 
The city has outdated or incomplete plans for staff evacuation and continuity of operations 
following a disaster.  These plans need to be updated / developed to ensure adequate safety and 
services.    
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: CMO/Department Heads 
 
Evacuation information for every city facility was posted on the employee intraweb in 2014. 
Evacuation maps will continue to be posted in all city facilities within the floodplain.  Full 
updates to the City Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) and Emergency evacuation plans will 
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 3 

be completed in 2015.  The September 2013 flood was a real application of these plans, and the 
lessons learned will be applied and plans revised and updated.  Flood recovery staff will assist in 
coordinating these updates in conjunction with a multi-departmental staff team.   
 
Action #3. Preplan prime evacuation points/shelter locations for emergency 
situations (fire, flood, snow, etc.) 
 
The city and county have developed systems to alert the public when there is an emergency or 
disaster. These mass notification systems are effective tools to use when evacuating the public 
out of harm’s way. Currently there is not a plan or infrastructure to identify locations or facilities 
as pre-designated evacuation sites. There is a shelter plan and this is managed by ESF 8 Mass 
Care and Red Cross. Shelters take 2-3 hours to establish and evacuation sites or locations are to 
be the intermediary locations for the public to gather safely and obtain information with little 
assistance provided except for immediate life threatening and safety issues. This project would 
entail preplanning prime evacuation points/shelter locations for emergency situations (fire, flood, 
snow, etc.). 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office:  Boulder OEM 
 

• Boulder OEM has worked with the Red Cross to verify shelter locations and Americans 
with Disabilities Act compliance. 

• ESF 6- Mass Care has performed an After Action Report from flood disaster and is 
making improvements. 

• ESF 6- Mass Care created EOC summary sheet describing the roles, responsibilities and 
operational concepts of operations. 

• Operational Planning has emergency notification polygons with evacuation points 
identified. Having polygons predetermined makes it is easier to launch messages and also 
know size of evacuation for shelter capacity and location of the shelter.  

• 3 access and functional needs shelters in the County exist right now. North Boulder Rec 
is currently in the inventory and East Boulder Rec is becoming an access functional needs 
site and should be completed in 2015. 

• BCARES deploys to all shelter sites for communications between the EOC and shelter 
 
Action #4. Prepare pre-disaster forms to facilitate public infrastructure mitigation 
through the FEMA public assistance program during post-disaster recovery  
 
Following a disaster there is a 60 day filing time to complete project sheets to qualify for funding 
under the Public Assistance (PA) program within a Stafford Act (Presidential Disaster) 
Declaration. Having the critical infrastructure project sheets completed in advance and updated 
yearly ensures that the City of Boulder will qualify to the maximum benefit under a disaster 
declaration within reimbursement cost share guidelines. In addition, if mitigation projects are 
included in the assessment and written into the project sheets it will increase opportunities to 
apply mitigation projects into the recovery process.  This project would entail assembling, in a 
pre-disaster environment, data for PA forms for infrastructure that would be expected to be 
impacted by; flood, fire, or technological hazards. 
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Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder OEM 
 
Emergency Management meeting with City officials was held on August 18, 2014. The scope of 
meeting was to define future projects that specifically will impact this objective. The first phase 
of project worksheets is to identify the damages.  The city needs to complete a damage 
assessment plan and recover plan to execute the above objective. Recommendations from the 
August 18 meeting are as follows: review and update existing facility or Department Emergency 
Plans and Continuity of Operations Plans, adopt the City’s Emergency Operation Plan, meet with 
OEM to review existing recovery, debris management and damage assessment plans.  
 
Action #5. Recovery Plan Development  
 
Currently there is not a recovery plan for the City and County of Boulder. The process is 
currently under way and integrating the efforts of the (UASI) Wide Area Recovery Plan and the 
State of Colorado Recovery Plan. Recovery planning is important because mitigation projects 
and efforts post disaster are coordinated through the recovery coordination group. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder OEM 
 
A Recovery Plan and a Damage Assessment Plan has been completed by Boulder OEM but have 
not yet been adopted. A damage assessment and recovery group was established during the 2013 
flood. Damage Assessment After Action Reports have been completed and the plan is revised 
and under first draft approval.   
 
Action #6. Become a StormReady Designated Community 
 
The National Weather Service provides a StormReady assessment for local communities that 
develop their severe weather monitoring capability, public warning systems, and rain / stream 
gauge monitoring systems. If a community obtains this rating they can receive credits under the 
Community Rating System which could potentially lower the cost of flood insurance for 
residents.  Boulder OEM has been working with the NWS to prepare and submit this application 
in 2012. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder OEM 
 
The City of Boulder and Boulder County were designated as storm ready in 2013.  
 
Action #7.  Increase web-based public outreach  
 
Increased public awareness of hazards in the city and county is a goal of this plan and an ongoing 
activity of the city and County of Boulder Office of Emergency Management. This project would 
continue and supplement existing outreach efforts with additional web-based information on 
hazards and personal preparedness measures. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder OEM/Public Works 
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In the spring of 2014, the city launched an eight-week campaign to increase public awareness of 
flood safety and personal preparedness measures.  The campaign was paired with online 
advertising, social media posts and an integrated web presence. 
 
The ads and messages pointed users to Boulder’s Community Guide to Flood Safety, a 
comprehensive guide on how to prepare before, during and after a flood.  Based on campaign 
metrics, a total of 311,184 Boulder County residents saw some iteration of the web-based public 
outreach.    
 
Action #8. Enhance Outdoor Emergency Warning System - add sirens to NW, East 
& SE areas of the City  
 
There are 11 outdoor warning sirens operating in the City of Boulder currently. The sirens should 
be evaluated for all risk placement to ensure coverage serves the identified hazard message 
capability of the system. For example the sirens in sector 5 may need to be moved further west to 
increase coverage capability. The movement may require additional sirens towards the core of 
the city in the Northern corridor. In addition, to cover the entire city in outdoor warning sirens it 
possibly could require 6 additional sirens. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder OEM 
 
A siren inventory has been verified to determine coverage gaps and determined approximate 6 
locations where sirens should be installed;  3 sirens west of Broadway (one west of Lee Hill and 
Broadway, one west of Linden and Broadway, and one in the vicinity of BCH); the 
neighborhood SE of Baseline and Foothills (near the East Boulder Rec Center or Manhatten 
Middle School) ;  the area around 55th and Valmont;  and also the City properties in Gunbarrel, 
as there are no nearby sirens in that area at all.  Sirens are intended for outdoor warning, so they 
don’t necessarily need to be placed only in neighborhoods, but also anywhere the active Boulder 
citizens play outdoors.  The cost estimate is $45,000 dollars per siren. 
 
Action #9. Implement Replacement Planting Program to Meet Tree Criteria  
Target a 2:1 replacement ratio for the planting program and target species diversity such that no 
tree species comprises more than 10 percent of the current population (consistent with City of 
Boulder Environmental Management Audit 2001). 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: City Parks and Recreation 
 
The current annual Parks and Recreation Forestry tree planting budget is $18,500. This budget 
allows approximately 100 trees to be planted per year. To achieve a 2:1 planting to removal ratio 
based upon pre-emerald ash borer losses, the budget would need to be approximately doubled. 
Planting to removal ratio for the past five years has ranged from 1:2 to 1.5:1. In 2010 thru 2014, 
the city Urban Forestry has achieved a minimum of a 2:1 planting ratio using funding from the 
Tree Mitigation program. Urban Forestry receives reimbursement for trees removed or destroyed 
per B.R.C, 6-6-7. This funding source is variable from year to year however and therefore not 
stable. 
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Additional tree loss will occur however over the next decade due to the emerald ash borer 
(EAB). EAB was discovered within the city of Boulder in September, 2013. Ash comprises at 
least 15% of the urban tree canopy and it is estimated the city of Boulder has over 90,000 ash 
trees. 
 
Action #10. Increase Urban Forest Canopy from 7 Percent to 9 Percent in 
Commercial Areas and from 31 Percent to 35 Percent in Residential Areas to 
Provide Maximum Flood Reduction Benefit  
 
Extensive research conducted worldwide provides evidence that stream degradation occurs with 
as little as 10 percent impervious cover. During storms, accumulated pollutants are quickly 
washed off and rapidly delivered to aquatic systems as stormwater runoff. In a typical small-
scale storm event (0.5 inch), highly concentrated and polluted stormwater would, without 
interference, flow directly into Boulder’s waterways. These small storms are responsible for 
most pollutant washout, also known as the “first flush” effect. Urban stormwater runoff is the 
second most common source of water pollution for lakes and estuaries and the third most 
common source for rivers nationwide. (From Calculating the Value of Boulder’s Urban Forest, 
October 2002, Chapter 1, page 2) 
 
Trees in urban areas can protect water quality by substantially reducing the amount of runoff 
from the more frequent but less extreme storm events that are responsible for most annual 
pollutant runoff. Infiltrating and treating stormwater runoff on site can reduce runoff and 
pollutant loads by 20 to 60 percent. Trees’ extensive fibrous root systems also hold soil in place, 
reducing further impacts on water quality due to erosion. (From Calculating the Value of 
Boulder’s Urban Forest, October 2002, Chapter 1, page 4)  
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: City Parks and Recreation 
 
The numbers stated in the action item were extrapolated from a series of plots within the city. 
The city teamed up with the City of Denver on the 2013 USFS Metro Denver Urban Forest 
Assessment report. For this report, the USFS estimated the total urban tree canopy in Boulder at 
27.4%. The raw GIS data will be analyzed once it is received from the researchers to determine 
if it is possible to determine the urban tree canopy per zoning district. 
   
The Forestry Division received additional funding starting in 2009 for tree planting and 
maintenance in the commercial areas. Forestry planted 208 trees in the Business Improvement 
District since spring 2008 (23 trees in 2008, 19 trees in 2009, 33 trees in 2010, 25 trees in 2011, 
24 trees in 2012, 21 trees in 2013 and 63 trees in 2014).   
 
Ash comprises at least 15% of the urban tree canopy and it is estimated the city of Boulder has 
over 90,000 ash trees. In September 2013, City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Forestry staff 
discovered an emerald ash borer (EAB) infestation within the city. The subsequent delimitation 
survey showed EAB is well established within a corridor in central Boulder. Over the next 
decade, EAB management, including tree removal, tree replacement, wood disposal and 
pesticide treatments will have a significant direct budgetary impact to the City of Boulder and 
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private residents. The loss of urban tree canopy will have considerable economic, social, and 
environmental impacts for decades.  
 
Forestry staff has developed a city 2014 EAB Workplan to respond to the infestation within the 
city and potentially slow the spread throughout Boulder and to nearby communities. An EAB 
city interdepartmental working group has been formed and will meet over the next several 
months to identify the key issues and recommendations for long term EAB management.  
Recommendations will be presented to City Council in a study Session in 2015. 
 
Action #11. Implement a System of Automatic Vehicle Location for Police, Fire, 
Snow Removal Vehicles 
 
City snow removal vehicles now have GPS vehicle locators; however, this information is not 
shared with police, fire, and other agencies. Police and fire vehicles, if equipped with automatic 
vehicle location (AVL), will enable better tracking and dispatching of resources. Tracking of 
resources during flood warnings will enable police, fire, and snow vehicles potentially at risk to 
flooding to be mobilized. During a major flood event on Boulder Creek, the city will be cut in 
two. The AVL system will help the tracking and dispatching of resources on the north and south 
sides of Boulder Creek. Sharing of snow removal vehicle movement during winter storms and 
blizzards will assist fire and police personnel with emergency response access and evacuation 
needs. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder Office of Emergency Management (“OEM”) 
 
An AVL has been installed in city law and fire resources vehicles and in city snow removal 
vehicles.   
 
Action #12. Increase Rotational Pruning of Street Trees to Eight Years  
 
The current pruning rotation of ten years places undue stress on the urban forest. Improving the 
pruning rotation from 10 years to 8 years will improve structure, reduce sight clearance 
problems, remove deadwood, mechanically remove insect/disease problems, and most 
importantly, reduce potential liability. An eight-year pruning rotation would make trees stronger 
and more resistant to storm, freeze, and snow damage, thus reducing post-storm cleanup costs 
and liability exposure. 
 
Note that Boulder’s urban forest, when maintained in a healthy condition, returns benefits of $56 
per tree or $2 million annually. Furthermore, for every $1 spent on tree care, Boulder receives 
$3.64 in benefits (E.G. McPherson, et al. September 2005). 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: City Parks and Recreation 
 
The current city pruning rotation is 10 years for trees in the public street rights-of-way and 8 
years for city park trees. An additional $30,000 was allocated to the Parks and Recreation 
Forestry Division in 2014 and on-going to ensure the current pruning rotation can be maintained 
given additional public trees added through development projects over the past eight years.  

Attachment A: Boulder Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 2014 Annual Review

Information Item 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan

2B     Page 11Packet Page     279



 8 

 
Flood Mitigation Actions 
 
Action #13. Enhance Flood Warning System on Smaller Tributaries  
 
There are 14 tributaries to Boulder Creek that flow through the City of Boulder.  The city has an 
extensive network of rain and stream gages that provide real-time data for Boulder Creek and 
South Boulder Creek.  The city also has cameras showing stream conditions on Boulder Creek 
and Fourmile Creek.  The city is ‘blind’, however, on most of the smaller tributaries.  Storm 
flows in these tributaries peak too quickly to make installation of stream gages effective.  
Installation of cameras, however, would greatly enhance the city’s knowledge of flood 
conditions along the smaller tributaries.  Installation of additional rain gages located within the 
city’s smaller tributary watersheds would also provide reliable real-time information that could 
be accessed by the Urban Drainage and Flood Control’s ALERT network. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
The city installed a camera along Bear Canyon Creek in spring of 2013.  The city will continue 
to evaluate the need and location options for additional cameras such as along Fourmile Canyon 
Creek.   
 
Action #14. Relocate Fire Station out of 100-year Floodplain 
 
As noted in the City of Boulder’s 2011 Operations and Management Assessment, Fire Station #3 
at Arapahoe and 30th Street is currently located in the 100-year floodplain.  The city’s 2012 Fire 
Master Plan also recommends that a new station include administrative staff space and records 
storage.  This project would entail relocation of the station to a location outside of the 100 and 
500 year floodplains. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
In August 2013, the critical facilities ordinance was approved by City Council which identified 
requirements for critical city facilities in the 500-year floodplain, which a fire station would be 
subject to. 
 
The Fire Department along with Information Resources has mapped out response times of 
existing stations with current and expected growth in the city to identify optimal station 
locations.  Per City Council’s request, the Fire Department is also looking at smaller fire 
response vehicles which will affect station sizing.  FAM will conduct a space study for sizing a 
new Fire Station 3 and it is anticipated that this study will be completed in Spring 2015.  The 
goal is to identify the cost of a new station in preparation for a possible 2016 bond to go to the 
citizens of Boulder. 
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Action #15. Flood Hazard Prioritization  
 
The city prepares flood mitigation studies for creek systems.  The flood master plans prioritize 
flood mitigation among each creek system.  The city, however, has not conducted an evaluation 
to prioritize flood mitigation efforts city wide. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
   
No action has been taken to date. However, funding for this study is scheduled for 2017.   

Action #16. Update the Comprehensive Flood and Stormwater Master Plan (CFS)  
 
The city prepared a Comprehensive Flood and Stormwater Master Plan (CFS) in 2004.  The plan 
provides a framework for evaluating, developing, and implementing programs and activities 
related to the city’s flood management, stormwater quality and stormwater drainage problems.  
The plan is nearly eight years old and requires updating.   
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
No action has been taken to date. However, funding for this study is scheduled for 2016.   

Action #17. Update Flood Preparedness Web Mapping Site 
 
The Flood Preparedness website is a primary tool for city flood preparedness.  The site brings 
together a large amount of city GIS data with real time USGS/UDFCD rain and stream gages 
along with NWS radar info.  ESRI, the GIS software company, will sunset the WebADF API in 
future releases of software; meaning the Flood Preparedness site will not work in 10.1 (released 
July ’12).  The city is holding off upgrading to 10.1 until all issues have been explored.  The plan 
is to upgrade to a Javascript or Silverlight application.  Once the flood site has been upgraded, 
consider adding All-Hazards functionality depending on how useful it would be to other 
departments. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
The city is holding off upgrading the flood preparedness website to 10.1 until all issues have 
been explored.  Other platforms will be evaluated during the analysis in 2015. It is anticipated 
that this will be completed in Fiscal year 2015. 
 
Action #18. Develop Flood Mitigation Plans After Flood Mapping Updates  
 
Develop major drainageway Phase A flood mitigation plans following floodplain mapping 
updates. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
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Floodplain mitigation studies have been developed for Fourmile Canyon Creek and Wonderland 
Creek.  A floodplain mitigation plan is currently being developed for South Boulder Creek and 
Gregory Canyon Creek.  A floodplain mitigation study is being initiated for Bear Canyon Creek. 
A watershed master plan is being initiated by the UDFCD for Boulder Creek  
 
Action #19. Implement Mitigation Plan for Fourmile Creek and Wonderland Creek  
 
Fourmile Canyon Creek and Wonderland Creek exhibits a significant flood risk to a number of 
residential neighborhoods in Boulder. The existing system is undersized along most reaches of 
both creeks.  Fourmile Canyon Creek spills to Wonderland Creek during storms greater than the 
50-year event, increasing the flood risk along Wonderland Creek during major events.  In 
addition, approximately 20 percent of the Fourmile Burn area that occurred in 2010 is tributary 
to Fourmile Canyon Creek.  The burn area will increase the flood risk along Fourmile Canyon 
Creek for up to the next 10 years.  The Fourmile Canyon and Wonderland Creek Flood 
Mitigation Final Plan presents background information and recommended flood mitigation 
measures.  
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
A Community and Environmental Assessment Process (CEAP) application was prepared and 
accepted in March 2012 for flood improvements and multi-use path enhancements from 19th 
Street to Tamarack Avenue.  The CEAP improvements include constructing a new underpass at 
19th Street with a path connection to Tamarack Avenue.  The improvements are in the 
preliminary design phase and a new CEAP evaluating upstream mitigation alternatives but both 
actions were put on hold following the September 2013 flood.  A CEAP evaluating mitigation 
alternatives upstream from 19th Street to Broadway and possibly areas west of Broadway will be 
initiated late fall 2014. 
 
Action #20. Update City's Floodplain Mapping 
 
The city recognizes that floodplain maps need to be periodically revised to incorporate changes 
in development, modeling techniques, and improved topographic data as well as LOMR 
information. The city is trying to keep mapping at least 10 years current. The city is currently 
updating Boulder Creek, Skunk Creek, Kings Gulch, Bluebell Canyon Creek, Boulder Slough, 
Upper Goose, and Two Mile Canyon Creek.  The city goal is to keep all 14 tributaries to Boulder 
Creek current within a 10-year timeframe.  Other basins that will need future updating include: 
Sunshine Canyon Creek. 
 
Updates to floodplain mapping should include the development of depth grids which can be 
imported and used to refine loss estimation through programs such as HAZUS-MH. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
Boulder Creek mapping has been updated and adopted through City Council. It has been 
submitted to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for final approval.  
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Bear Canyon Creek, Boulder Slough, Upper Goose and Twomile Canyon Creek, Skunk Creek, 
Bluebell Canyon Creek and Kings Gulch mapping has been analyzed and updated by consultants 
to the City. The proposed mapping updates are currently going through the City approval 
process.  Once the mapping updates are approved by City Council, then they must be submitted 
to FEMA for final approval and regulatory adoption.  
 
Action #21. Acquire Properties in the High Hazard Flood Zone 
 
Numerous structures are located in the City of Boulder’s High Hazard Flood Zone where there 
exists the potential for risk to life and safety. In 1989, Boulder created a floodplain ordinance 
that prohibits new construction of structures intended for human occupancy in the high hazard 
zone. As part of this objective, community acquisition and removal of high hazard structures has 
been a key component of mitigating floodplain impacts in the city. The High Hazard Zone 
acquisition program has been in place for many years with funding by the flood management 
utility. Available funds are leveraged with matching funds from other organizations such as the 
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District, and purchases are made as high hazard properties 
become available on the market. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
The city budgets $500,000 a year to purchase property from willing sellers in flood prone areas.  
This is an on-going effort.    The following properties have been acquired for the sole purpose of 
removing them from flood risk and not for the purpose of completing a drainageway 
improvement project: 

 299 Arapahoe 
 810 Marine 
 1228 17th St. 
 1800 Violet 
 1650 Alpine 
 2400 Topaz 
 2435 Topaz 
 2446 Sumac 
 2490 Topaz 
 2650-2660 13th St. 
 4018 26th St. 

 
Action #22. Mitigate Flooding in the South Boulder Creek Floodplain  
 
Updated floodplain mapping has identified several hundred residential structures to be subject to 
South Boulder Creek flooding that are located in the city and were previously not determined to 
be in the floodplain. These structures were developed without flood protection measures. The 
large residential area is primarily “built-out” and is referred to as the West Valley. West Valley 
flood is the result of flooding that spills the main creek along the east side of the valley and 
spreads to the west, exacerbated by the U.S. 36 highway that serves to redirect flows away from 
the main creek corridor. Floodplain mitigation would preserve the regulatory floodplain status 
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that existed during the development stages of the West Valley and would prevent the flood 
potential to structures that are not designed to accommodate flood impacts. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
A draft South Boulder Creek Major Drainageway Plan has been completed along with a study 
recommendation.   

The recommended alternative would provide significant flood protection within the West Valley 
area, including eliminating the 100-year floodplain designation that currently affects 
approximately 700 structures.  The estimated cost of the alternative is approximately $46 
million, but the project could be constructed in three phases.  Construction of the project would 
require numerous permits, agreements with the University of Colorado and Boulder Valley 
School District, disposal of Open Space and Mountain Park land and would be regulated by the 
State as a high hazard dam.  Construction of the regional detention facility at US36 would result 
in significant impacts to wetlands, habitat for threatened and endangered species and other 
environmental and aesthetic resources.   In 2014, the recommendation has been presented to the 
public, twice to the Water Resources Advisory Board and once to the Open Space and Mountain 
Parks Board of Trustees. The remaining public process includes the following items: 

• A second meeting with the Open Space Board of Trustees at which a motion will be 
requested. 

• A study session with City Council is scheduled for September 30, 2014. 
• Additional agenda items meetings with City Council will follow the study session.   

 
These items are anticipated to be completed in 2014 or early 2015.  Selection of the 
recommended alternative or any phase of the alternative would require securing funding beyond 
what is currently approved in the 2014-2019 CIP.   
 
Action #23.  Develop a Critical Facilities Floodplain Ordinance 
 
The 500-year floodplain affects approximately 20 percent of the incorporated lands in the City of 
Boulder. As a result, many of the community’s critical facilities are located in the 500-year 
floodplain. There is a significant concern with the location of critical facilities given the need to 
ensure that these facilities are operational and accessible during a major flood event. Adoption of 
an ordinance that regulates new construction and improvements for critical facilities to the 500-
year flood level will offer a higher level of protection for these facilities from flood losses and 
damage that could render them unusable during times of need. In addition to adopting flood 
protection standards, the critical facilities ordinance offers a mechanism to support funding 
opportunities to floodproof existing facilities that are subject to flood impacts. Given the vital 
nature of critical facilities, protection from flooding is of particular interest to the community. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
The ordinance was approved on October 1, 2013 and became effective on March 1, 2014. 
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Action #24. Institute a Community Assisted Floodproofing Program Focusing on 
Critical Facilities  
 
Evolving trends and philosophies in national and regional floodplain management have outlined 
alternative approaches and measures for addressing flood hazards in the future. These trends 
focus on the “wise use of the nation’s floodplains” and “no adverse impacts.” In an effort to 
allow possible development and flood mitigation flexibility that would avoid the need to 
implement publicly funded drainageway improvements to contain flood waters, the City of 
Boulder is interested in establishing opportunities to permit limited applications of floodproofing 
of critical facilities. City assistance under the program would involve development and adoption 
of local floodplain regulations to approve floodproofing applications for property owners to 
implement improvements to their facilities. The program would be consistent with nonstructural 
measures endorsed under the Comprehensive Flood and Stormwater Master Plan.  This action 
would be focused on critical facilities in the floodplain. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
The city is exploring resources and offering assistance with OEM to help critical facilities in 
completing their plans. It is intended that this will be more fully evaluated and most likely 
implemented in 2015.  
 
Human Health Mitigation Actions 
 
Action #25. Continue the City of Boulder West Nile Virus Mosquito Monitoring and 
Control Program  
 
West Nile Virus is a mosquito-vectored disease first detected in the United States in 1999 in New 
York City, which has since spread westward across the United States. While many people who 
contract the virus experience very mild symptoms, infection can result in severe and sometimes 
fatal illnesses. In 2003, Colorado led the country in West Nile cases and deaths. Colorado 
experienced a significant decrease in cases in 2004 and 2005. During the 2006 mosquito season, 
Colorado had a resurgence of cases and ranked second only to Idaho in the national case count. 
Boulder and Weld Counties reported the highest number of cases (74 and 68) in Colorado. As in 
years past, the City of Boulder and Boulder County continued to conduct a very intensive 
mosquito testing program. With the widespread and frequent testing throughout the county, 107 
pools of mosquitoes tested positive for the virus, which was significantly more than most other 
Colorado counties. 
 
The city’s West Nile Virus Mosquito Management Plan was first adopted by City Council in 
2004. Further refinements were adopted in 2006. The primary goal of the program is to reduce 
the risk of West Nile Virus infection while minimizing environmental impacts. The plan is 
directed at controlling the larval stages of vector mosquitoes and their sources. The objectives 
that have been used to accomplish this goal are categorizing the habitats that support mosquitoes 
that most effectively transmit WNV to humans; applying the larvicide (Bacillus thuringiensis 
subspecies israelensis, or Bti) to all sites where Culex species are found; using adult mosquito 
monitoring to provide an early warning system of the occurrence of West Nile Virus within and 
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near city limits; developing trigger mechanisms to respond to early larval detection and/or 
heightened mosquito activity to appropriately increase management activity; utilizing thresholds 
for initiating adult mosquito control in emergency cases; and continuing the program to educate 
the public about West Nile Virus and increase awareness of the city’s West Nile Virus Mosquito 
Management Plan. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Environmental Affairs 
 
The management plan has been successful. The WNV risk index has not reached levels to 
warrant further action or response. Public education and outreach is crucial to reduce WNV risk 
by advising residents to drain standing water on their properties to reduce mosquito breeding 
habitat and to take personal protective measures to avoid mosquito bites. 
 
Wildfire Mitigation Actions 
 
Action #26. Structure Protection Plan  
 
The City of Boulder communities are at risk to wildfire.  A Structure Protection Plan would 
provide a common operating picture of the needs of protecting the communities on the west side 
of the city from wildfires.   
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder Fire 
 
The Structure Protection Plan was completed in 2012. This plan will be updated periodically as 
needed.  
 
Action #27. Construct New Wildland Fire Facility 
 
The city’s current wildland cache is in a residential unit at 1888 Violet.  Due to zoning 
restrictions, the facility cannot be remodeled for what’s needed for a wildland fire facility.  In the 
November 2011 ballot, voters approved $1.15 million to construct a new Wildland Fire Facility; 
however, the 2011 Fire Operations and Management Assessment identified a need that doubled 
the space requirements from today’s wildland fire operations to include adding permanent staff 
due to year-round wildland fire hazards and new equipment.  A shortfall of $1.3 million from the 
bond funding is anticipated. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: FAM 
 
An additional amount of $1.31 million in bond funding was approved in February 2014 for the 
shortfall.  Construction began in January 2014. 
 
The existing wildland cache was damaged beyond repair in the Sept 2013 floods and the 
wildland crew has relocated temporarily into the former Eco-cycle facility, which was the former 
Boulder Emergency Squad building, at the city’s Municipal Service Center until the new facility 
is completed. 
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A FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program for a new generator for the wildland fire station will 
be applied for in late August 2014.  The FEMA HGMP funds will cover 75 percent of the 
$47,000 cost for the new generator and the state will pay for 12.5 percent with the city paying for 
the remaining 12.5 percent. 
 
Action #28. Implement the City’s Community Wildfire Protection Plan  
 
Project Description/Background: The City of Boulder is listed in the National Fire Plan as a 
community at high risk from wildfire. In 2007, the city worked with consultants to develop a 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) to address the wildfire threats to the community. 
The plan meets the requirements of the federal Healthy Forests Restoration Act and outlines 
steps the city can take to reduce and mitigate the threats of wildfire. The CWPP could be 
considered a parallel document to the city’s Forest Ecosystem Management Plan (FEMP) in that 
the CWPP addresses areas within the city boundary, and the FEMP is focused on adjacent 
wildlands. The CWPP outlines steps the city and private property owners can take to both 
mitigate the threat of wildfire and increase public safety in the event of a wildfire. The plan 
makes recommendations for fuels modification projects, safety zones, evacuation routes, 
addressing, and ingress/egress routes. Funding for the plan development came from a 
combination of city departments and a matching state grant. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Boulder Fire/OSMP 
 
Several of the recommended fuels treatments have been accomplished. The training 
recommendation has been addressed and is ongoing, along with the defensible space evaluations 
of high risk communities.   The fuels treatment recommendations are ongoing and should be 
completed within 2 years.  The other projects and recommendations are ongoing and continue to 
be revised. 
 
Action #29. Implement the City’s Forest Ecosystem Management Plan  
 
The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks Department (OSMP) manages 
approximately 10,000 acres of forested land. Due to the land’s close proximity to homes, dense 
forest conditions, and risks of fire ignition, the forests of Boulder fall within the high hazard 
category of the wildland-urban interface. In June of 1999, the City Council approved the Forest 
Ecosystem Management Plan (FEMP). The plan established a framework, policy guidelines, and 
management direction for forest ecosystem management on city lands. One of the FEMP’s 
primary goals is to “reduce the wildfire risk to forest and human communities.” Part of this 
objective includes forest thinning and prescriptive burning as key components in mitigating the 
threat of large scale wildfire. Forest treatments are to be completed on a steady basis under the 
plan. Funding for projects completed to date has come from the annual OSMP budget. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: OSMP 
 
OSMP has completed over 1200 acres of forest restoration and fire mitigation work over the past 
10 years. The department continues to fund an annual seasonal crew of 8 people that is solely 
dedicated to the implementation of the City’s Forest Ecosystem Management Plan.  All of the 
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treatments to date have been located in high hazard areas and areas that decrease the risk of 
wildfire to the City, surrounding homes or private property or serve as important emergency 
egress routes. OSMP has also secured over $200,000 in grant funds over the past 5 years to help 
fund forest management and fire mitigation operations on city lands. Forest work will continue 
on OSMP for the foreseeable future and will continue to include mitigation efforts in areas 
directly adjacent to the city and in areas where heavy fuel loads pose a significant risk in the 
event of a wildfire.  
 
No additional resources are necessary at this time but an ongoing budget item to support seasonal 
crews is necessary for the work to continue in the future. This has been a regular part of the 
OSMP operating budget.  
 
Action #30. Increase Boulder Wildland Fire Hazard Mitigation Crew Funding 
 
Since the 1990s, Boulder has maintained its own seasonal Wildland Fire Hazard Mitigation Crew 
through the City of Boulder Fire–Rescue Department Wildland Fire Division. Funding for the 
mitigation crew has historically come from Open Space and Mountain Parks and the Fire–
Rescue Department. Constrained budgets are supplemented by crew assignment to fire incidents 
outside the local area for which the department is reimbursed by the federal, state, or local 
agency. While this reduces Boulder’s cost to maintain the crew, it also reduces their availability 
to complete needed hazard mitigation on city-owned lands. The Utilities Division proposes to 
contribute to the Wildland Fire Hazard Mitigation Crew funding with the objective of increasing 
crew size and availability to: 

• Identify and plan measures to protect infrastructure and access to Utilities Division 
properties, 

• Complete hazard mitigation projects on lands owned and managed by the Utilities 
Division, and 

• Participate in broader community hazard mitigation projects that would reduce risks to 
Utilities Division lands and facilities. 

 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works/ Boulder Fire 
 
This year the city completed a three-year plan to upgrade six seasonal wildland firefighting 
positions to fulltime. Additionally, Public Works pays the Fire Department mitigation crew to 
perform specified wildland fire mitigation near or around Public Works facilities as needed. The 
need varies from year-to-year. 
 
Action #31. Develop a Wildland Fire Mitigation Program for the Middle Boulder 
Creek Watershed  
 
The city’s Barker Reservoir and Middle Boulder Creek supply approximately 35 percent of 
Boulder’s annual water needs. When considered in terms of both wildland fire hazard rating and 
structural density, the approximately 25,000-acre Middle Boulder Creek watershed contains 
large areas of high, very high, and extreme danger for wildland fire. As has been experienced by 
other Colorado Front Range water providers, a major wildland fire can render a reservoir 
unusable for years when ash, sediment, and debris from upstream fire-ravaged areas are washed 
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into streams and reservoirs following a fire. Reservoir clean-up and rehabilitation costs can be in 
the millions of dollars, not including loss of use of the water or lost hydroelectric power 
revenues.  
 
The city proposes partnering with the Front Range Fuels Treatment Partnership (FRFTP), a 
coalition of federal, state, and local government agencies and private interests, to plan and 
implement a watershed-wide fire risk mitigation program targeted at the high and extreme risk 
areas within the Middle Boulder Creek basin. FRFTP exists to reduce wildland fire risks, protect 
communities from wildland fires, and restore fire-adapted ecosystems in the 10-county Front 
Range corridor. The city has successfully partnered with the FRFTP in the past in the 38,000-
acre Winiger Ridge Ecosystem Restoration Project just south of the Middle Boulder Creek basin. 
 
The city will explore recent guidelines developed by the Colorado State Forest Service for 
Community Wildfire Protection Planning specific to prioritizing watersheds for fuels treatment. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works 
 
In 2012, the City began a pre- and post-fire watershed planning study.  The study is being headed 
up by City Utilities staff in association with consultant JW Associates and involves small scale 
watershed hazard quantification and prioritization, establishment of watershed goals, 
identification of potential management projects, post fire planning and collaboration with other 
stakeholders.  The studies are expected to be completed in the 2015 to 2016 timeframe with 
future management projects to follow. 
 
Drought Mitigation Actions 
 
Action #32. Review City Landscape Codes for Drought  
 
The Statewide Water Supply Initiative 2010 (http://cwcb.state.co.us/water-management/water-
supply-planning/Documents/SWSI2010/SWSI2010.pdf) published by the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board in January 2011, recommended the following actions be taken by 
municipalities for landscape water use restrictions (residential and non‐residential) including: 

• Targeted audits for high demand landscape customers 
• Landscape transformation of some high water requirement turf to low water requirement 

plantings 
• Irrigation efficiency improvements 

 
This project would review the current city codes related to landscaping and water conservation 
and recommend suggested improvements that may increase the resiliency of the city during 
times of drought. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office: Public Works and Comprehensive Planning & Sustainability 
 
The city’s current landscaping regulations include water conservation and xeriscape landscape 
standards.     The city is due to update its Water Efficiency Plan in 2016 in accordance with the 
Colorado Water Conservation Board requirements.  Additionally, the long-term water use is 
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currently being reviewed in the city’s Water Conservation Future Study.  These studies may help 
identify necessary changes to the landscaping regulations which would promote additional water 
conservation measures, including provisions related to irrigation use.   Potential changes to the 
landscaping regulations would be evaluated by a citywide staff team and subsequently be 
presented for board and council consideration.   

Action #33.  Identify and Implement Priority Projects Identified in the City’s 
Drought Plan  
 
The City of Boulder is subject to drought due to its location in a semiarid climate. City Council 
adopted a Drought Plan in 2003 to mitigate the effects of drought on the municipal water supply. 
The plan applies principles of water conservation and reliability criteria for the city’s raw water 
system. The reliability criteria specify acceptable levels of frequency and amount of reduction in 
water availability due to drought for the various classifications of use. Water provided by the city 
serves multiple purposes ranging from critical uses that require an assured supply, such as water 
for drinking or firefighting, to uses that can tolerate occasional restrictions, such as outdoor 
irrigation or car washing. The Drought Plan provides guidance for recognizing droughts that will 
affect water supply availability and responding to these droughts. Strategies for responding to 
drought include increasing the water supply (e.g., eliminate leasing programs to farmers, lease 
water, trade water) and decreasing water demand (e.g. voluntary restrictions, mandatory 
restrictions). Each option presents its own unique issues and must be considered individually and 
with respect to drought severity. 
 
Reviewer / Responsible Office:  Public Works 
 
Monitoring the city’s water supply and demand conditions is a continuous and ongoing process.  
Drought status was evaluated in accordance with the City’s drought plan in the spring of both 
2013 and 2014 (as it is every year).  In both years, key water supply factors such as snowpack 
and reservoir storage levels were adequate such that no water restrictions were required.  The 
existing drought plan is adequate for the city’s needs for the foreseeable future.  The update of  
Volume 2 of the drought plan mentioned in the 2012 MHMP has been put on hold to allow the 
city to focus on flood recovery in addition to other planning studies which will better inform 
future drought updates (e.g. climate studies, water conservation planning).  
 
The city is due to update it’s Water Efficiency Plan (formerly the Water Conservation Plan) in 
2016 in accordance with Colorado Water Conservation Board requirements. The plan will 
include information from the planning studies mentioned above.  
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
  
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 Maureen Rait, Executive Director of Public Works 
 Tracy Winfree, Director of Public Works for Transportation 
 Greg Testa, Police Chief 
 Curt Johnson, Deputy Police Chief - Operations 
 Carey Weinheimer, Deputy Police Chief - Support and Staff Services 
 Tom Trujillo, Commander - Boulder Police Department 
 Jennifer Riley, Code Enforcement Supervisor 
 Peter Rosato, Transportation Maintenance Manager 
 
Date: September 16, 2014   
 
 
Subject: Information Item: Snow and Ice Control Program and Sidewalk Snow Removal 

Enforcement 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This year, the city’s official “snow season,” in terms of operational response preparation, begins 
Sept. 15, 2014 and lasts until May 22, 2015. With the onset of winter, the public begins to ask 
questions about the city's snow removal procedures. This memorandum provides City Council 
with information about the city’s snow and ice control program, new residential road plowing 
program, and sidewalk snow removal enforcement. 
 
The goals of the city’s snow and ice control program, as related to the Transportation Master 
Plan, are to: 
  
1. Keep primary and secondary streets, on-street bike lanes and the off-street path system open. 
2. Respond with enhanced service levels when a significant snowfall impedes the mobility of 

the public in and around residential roads, sidewalks and bus shelters.  
3. Use materials and equipment efficiently and effectively to help reduce the dangers of 

traveling in inclement weather. 
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4. Enforce the sidewalk snow removal regulations (Section 8-2-13, B.R.C. 1981), which require 
all owners or residents of private property to have ice and snow hazards cleared from public 
sidewalks or walkways abutting their property no later than 24 hours after a snowfall stops. 

5. Communicate any delayed opening or early release decisions in advance of city functions 
before impending severe weather impacts the ability of residents or employees to safely 
arrive at their destination within the city.     
 

Snow and ice control program information is made available each year in news releases, a utility 
bill insert, a snow brochure, and online at bouldercolorado.gov/public-works/snow. The city’s 
snow brochure, which is provided to residents who request additional information, includes 
details about the snow and ice control program and provides answers to commonly asked 
questions about snow operations.  
 
A copy of this year’s snow brochure is included in the 2014-2015 City of Boulder Snow and Ice 
Control Information packet. This year, the packets will be distributed electronically to council 
members and internal staff. The packet is also posted on the website mentioned above. 
 
In 2013, council supported moving forward with a residential road plowing pilot program for the 
2013-2014 snow season. During that season, Boulder experienced one snow event that met the 
criteria for staff to deploy one partial implementation of this pilot program. For the 2014-2015 
snow season, staff has outfitted two additional trucks with the equipment necessary to solely 
cover these residential routes when the criteria are met.  
 
With voter approval of a 2014 tax initiative that provides additional transportation funding from 
2014 through 2030, staff has implemented this pilot project as a permanent program for 2014 and 
beyond. Due to the increased mileage of multi-use path added over the past several years, Public 
Works has also increased maintenance staffing levels to provide a higher level of service on the 
multi-use path system, including snow and ice control operations.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
Each year, the Transportation Division’s budget accounts for snow and ice control operations for 
normal weather patterns and events. The adopted 2014 budget for snow and ice control is 
$1,067,758. Snow control on city streets is affected by the amount of snow, length of the storm, 
time of day, temperatures and traffic conditions.  
 
COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
 
• Economic:  The mobility of workers, residents and consumers is essential to the overall 

economic health of Boulder. The ability to safely travel roads, sidewalks and/or bus stops 
affects the city’s overall economic health. 

 
• Environmental:  Snow and ice control operations and sidewalk snow removal efforts 

support multiple travel choices that benefit the environment. The city’s street sweeping 
program and selection of environmentally sensitive products also help achieve air quality and 
water quality goals for the city and region.   
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• Social:  Mobility is a key component to independence, particularly for people with 
disabilities, seniors and schoolchildren who are adversely impacted if roads are impassable or 
sidewalks, bus stops and multi-use paths are not adequately cleared of snow. The 
involvement of these populations in community activities, including employment, is 
essential. 

 
BACKGROUND 
The snow and ice control program goals are achieved by having full crews available, equipment 
maintained and ready when needed, and providing a safe environment for employees. Each year, 
crews are provided with education and training on the use of snow removal materials and 
equipment, and plow operators are recertified on the equipment used to perform snow control 
operations. Equipment is also calibrated and thoroughly inspected at the beginning of each 
season as well as throughout the season. 
 
In September of each year, staff develops two snow crew rosters. During the snow season, mid-
September through the end of May, each crew rotates on a weekly basis as the "first call" crew. 
A Transportation Maintenance employee is on snow standby 24 hours a day, seven days a week 
to track weather conditions and respond to notification of snow events. Working with the 
Boulder Police Department patrol officers and dispatchers, the snow standby person is notified 
when snow conditions occur after normal work hours or on holidays and weekends. Crews are 
expected to respond as quickly as possible and work rotating 12-hour shifts throughout a storm 
event.   
 
A standard operating procedure guides communication and assists the City Manager’s Office 
with decision-making regarding city facilities and programming. When an incoming severe 
weather event is forecasted that may impact the transportation system, Transportation 
Maintenance staff assesses local roads, investigates the response of other agencies, and informs 
the City Manager’s Office with a recommendation as to whether a delayed opening, early release 
of city functions, or public meeting postponement is warranted. The City Manager’s Office then 
makes the decision to alter city functions or facility hours. 
 
During snowstorms, 16 plow trucks are operating on Boulder streets. Fifteen trucks drive 
predetermined routes, while one “floater” truck responds to problem areas and requests from 
public safety personnel and the community.  Ten trucks have dual systems that can distribute 
either liquid deicer or traction materials while five are able to spread only liquid materials.  
Like other Front Range communities, the City of Boulder does not normally plow residential 
streets because most snow melts within a day or two and this additional level of service would 
significantly increase costs, impacting the city’s ability to perform other high-priority services. 
When snowfall exceeds 12 inches, the city will strategically service some neighborhood streets 
to address known problem areas.  
 
From Dec. 1 to March 1, the residential road plowing program is triggered in 10 predetermined 
residential areas when snow accumulation reaches eight inches or greater and is followed by 72 
consecutive hours of below-freezing temperatures. View a map of the residential street plowing 
program.  
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The Transportation Maintenance workgroup utilizes a “real-time” Automatic Vehicle Location 
(AVL) system to track the actual location, speed and plowing operation of the main route snow 
fleet. The Global Positioning System (GPS) allows supervisors to track and verify snow and ice 
control operations for dispatching efficiency adjustments, and for liability purposes. 
 
Deicing and Traction Materials 
In order to minimize the environmental impacts of snow and ice control, the city uses alternative 
deicing and traction materials. City water quality staff have reviewed and analyzed the materials 
used and found no significant impact to Boulder’s water sources or distribution system. No sand 
is used unless alternative deicing materials are not available from the supplier and public safety 
is an issue.  
 
The liquid deicer is a magnesium chloride solution, a plant nutrient and soil stabilizer that is less 
corrosive than other deicing products. In 2008, the city switched to a more effective and 
environmentally friendly formulation of magnesium chloride called “Meltdown Apex.” 
Meltdown Apex, which costs slightly more than traditional magnesium chloride, is more readily 
available from the supplier and continues to be effective at lower temperatures. Staff continues to 
analyze new and less-corrosive liquid deicers.     
 
The granular material called “Ice-Slicer,” used as a crystallized deicer, is made up of complex 
chlorides that dissolve over time and do not need to be swept. However, in keeping with the 
city’s commitment to air quality goals monitored by the Regional Air Quality Council (RAQC), 
staff attempts to sweep all snow routes within four days of a storm event after a full snow shift 
has been called.  
 
Depending on weather conditions, streets are sometimes pretreated with liquid deicer before a 
storm to help reduce the buildup of snow and ice. The material or combination of materials used 
depends on existing and predicted weather conditions (i.e., the amount of precipitation and 
humidity) and pavement temperatures.  
 
Standard operating procedures also provide for the proactive application of deicing materials on 
streets that have certain factors, such as steep grades and significant shading, which contribute to 
more challenging conditions and typically generate a high number of resident requests for 
attention. Utilizing data collected from resident service requests, this “spot plowing and treating” 
approach will occur at locations with significant elevation gain/loss and/or solar shading. 
 
Operational Efficiencies 
The Public Works, Parks and Recreation, Parking Services and Open Space and Mountain Parks 
departments continue to investigate operational efficiencies and potential areas of overlap, 
including snow and ice operations. To date, several minor changes in operational responsibilities 
have been made and will continue to be discussed among these departments.   
 
Staffing efficiencies are also an important aspect of budget management. An operational 
efficiency was implemented between Transportation and Utilities maintenance crews by 
requiring utilities positions to participate in snow response. This change allows the city to “staff 
up” for larger events and to have smaller, more efficient crews during smaller events.   
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Transit shelter maintenance continues to be a challenge for the city and the Regional 
Transportation District (RTD). With nearly 1,000 transit stops located within the city, the city 
and RTD are only able to provide regular maintenance at high-use transit stops to the extent that 
human and financial resources permit. Snow removal is performed at the remaining RTD transit 
stops on a limited basis by city staff or contractors, typically by request only. RTD’s Adopt-a-
Stop program utilizes community volunteers to remove trash and snow from designated stops.   
 
SIDEWALK SNOW REMOVAL ENFORCEMENT 
Section 8-2-3, B.R.C., 1981 requires that sidewalks adjacent to both residential and commercial 
properties be cleared of snow and ice no later than 24 hours after snowfall stops.  Property 
owners, tenants and property managers can each be held responsible for failure to remove snow. 
Violation of the ordinance can result in a municipal court summons and fine ($100 for first 
offense) or abatement, in which the city hires a contractor to clear the sidewalk at the property 
owner’s expense. Enforcement of the sidewalk snow removal ordinance is handled by the Code 
Enforcement Unit in the Boulder Police Department.  
 
The National Weather Service website, www.nws.noaa.gov/data/obhistory/KBDU.html, is the 
official resource for local weather conditions. The information is updated every 20 minutes. To 
learn when the 24-hour time period begins, community members can go to the website and look 
for the “Weather” column and corresponding time. The descriptions in the weather column will 
include “Overcast,” “Fair,” “Mostly Cloudy,” “Light Snow,” “Snow,” etc.  
 
Code Enforcement may begin enforcing the snow removal ordinance 24 hours after the last 
mention of snow listed on this website. Residents may also check Inquire Boulder or call the 
code enforcement line at 303-441-1875 to learn the official time that snowfall stopped. During 
times of consecutive storms, the original stop of snowfall will be enforced if no apparent effort is 
made to keep the sidewalks cleared for safe passage.  
 
When a Code Enforcement Officer identifies a violation of the sidewalk snow removal 
ordinance, the officer attempts to make contact at that location to have the snow removed. If no 
contact can be made, a 24-hour notice of violation is posted on the front door of the property. 
Only one notice will be issued to a property per snow season. A notice will also be mailed to the 
owner of record per the Boulder County Assessor’s office. After the expiration of the notice, an 
officer will re-inspect the property to confirm compliance. Should a property remain in violation 
and for repeat offences, the address will be added to a list that is forwarded daily to a contractor 
for abatement of the hazardous condition. The property owner is then billed for all snow removal 
charges and assessed an administrative fee. 
 
The Code Enforcement Unit partners with the University of Colorado Off-Campus Housing and 
Neighborhood Relations department, as well as other community and neighborhood groups, for 
an educational campaign that focuses on the importance to “Make it Clear,” with a focus on: 
 
• increasing community awareness of each person’s role in ensuring that sidewalks are cleared 

and safely passable after snow events;  
• the requirements of the sidewalk snow and ice removal ordinance; and 
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• the liability should a violation remain on private property.  
 
Education will be in the form of detailed pamphlets being delivered door-to-door in identified 
areas that have a high volume of new residents each season and a history of repeat violations. 
Information will also be available on the city website and through outreach to local media 
sources. “Make it Clear” will also direct people to resources for snow removal assistance and to 
volunteer opportunities to assist others in the community. 
  
Additional code enforcement information can be found on www.inquireboulder.com under 
“Code Enforcement Unit,” which includes a link to the National Weather Service report for 
Boulder. 
 
NEXT STEPS  
Snow and ice program information will be made available in news releases, an October 2014 
utility bill insert, and a snow brochure and at bouldercolorado.gov/public-works/snow. The city’s 
snow brochure, which is provided to residents who request additional information, includes 
information about the snow program and answers commonly asked questions about snow 
operations. A copy of this year’s brochure is included in the 2014-2015 City of Boulder Snow 
and Ice Control Information packets, which will be available electronically to council members. 
Detailed snow route maps and operations information are also included in the packet.   
 
For more information about the snow and ice control program, please contact Peter Rosato at 
rosatop@bouldercolorado.gov or 303-413-7116. 
 
For more information about the transportation planning effort regarding bus shelter maintenance, 
please contact Kathleen Bracke at brackek@bouldercolorado.gov at 303-441-4155.  
 
For more information about code enforcement efforts, please contact Jennifer Riley at 
rileyj@bouldercolorado.gov or 303-441-1877. 
 
ATTACHMENTS  
 
Attachment A – 2014-2015 Snow and Ice Control Information 
https://bouldercolorado.gov/links/fetch/9840 
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INFORMATION PACKET 

MEMORANDUM 
  

To: Members of City Council 

 

From:  Linda Cooke, Presiding Judge 

 James Cho, Interim Court Administrator 

 

Date:   September 16, 2014 

 

Subject: Information Item: Notification of Temporary Judge Appointment 
  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this information item is to notify City Council that Judge Cooke intends to 

appoint, through contract, the following temporary judge:  Carol Glowinsky.  Trained and 

experienced temporary judges permit the efficient coverage of the court’s docket when conflicts 

in scheduling, such as leave requests or a required recusal of the presiding or associate judge, 

occur. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The funding necessary to meet the terms of the contracts associated with the appointments of 

temporary judges is contained within the department’s budget. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Boulder Revised Code §2-6-4 (b)(3) provides that the presiding judge shall appoint temporary 

judges for terms of up to one year, after notification to the City Council of each such 

appointment. 
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CITY OF BOULDER  
LANDMARKS BOARD  

September 3, 2014 
1777 Broadway, Council Chambers Room 

6 p.m. 
 
The following are the “unapproved and unsigned” action minutes of the September 3, 2014 City 
of Boulder Landmarks Board meeting. A digital recording and a permanent set of these minutes 
(maintained for a period of seven years) are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-
3043).  You may also listen to the recording on-line at: www.boulderplandevelop.net. 
 
BOARD MEMBERS:   
Mark Gerwing, Chair 
Kate Remley 
Mike Schreiner 
Fran Sheets 
Deborah Yin 
*Crystal Gray  *Planning Board representative without a vote 
  
STAFF MEMBERS: 
Debra Kalish, Senior Assistant City Attorney 
James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 
Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 The roll having been called, Chair M. Gerwing declared a quorum at 6:00 p.m. and the 
 following business was conducted.  
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

On a motion by M. Gerwing, seconded by F. Sheets, the Landmarks Board approved (5-0) 
the minutes of the August 6th, 2014 Board meeting.  
 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

4. DISCUSSION OF LANDMARK ALTERATION AND DEMOLITION 
APPLICATIONS ISSUED AND PENDING 
• 747 12th St. – Stay-of-Demolition expires Oct. 20, 2014 

The Landmarks Board voted (5-0) to hold an initiation hearing for 747 12th St., to be held 
on Oct. 1st.  

• 445 College Ave. – Stay-of-Demolition expires Oct. 25, 2014 
The board voted (5-0) to hold a public hearing on October 1, 2014 to either initiate 
landmark designation or to issue a demolition permit for the property. 

• 405 Valley View Dr. – Stay-of-Demolition expires Nov. 23, 2014 
A meeting to discuss alternatives to demolition with the property owners will be 
scheduled in the next week by Staff. 
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• Statistical Report 
 
5.   ACTION ITEMS 
A. Public hearing and consideration of an application to designate the property located at 

1919 14th St. as a local historic landmark per Section 9-11-5 of the Boulder Revised 
Code, 1981 (HIS2014-00186).  Applicant / Owner: 1919 Street, LLC. 
 

Motion  
On a motion by M. Gerwing, seconded by M. Schreiner, the Landmarks Board adopted (4-1, 
K. Remley opposed) a resolution to initiate landmark designation the property at 1919 14th St. as 
a local historic landmark, to be known as the Colorado Building. 
 
 
B. Continuation of a public hearing and consideration of a Landmark Alteration 

Certificate to remodel and change the roof form to one side of the contributing 
accessory building at 2515 7th St. in the Mapleton Hill Historic District, per section 9-
11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code (HIS2014-00190). Applicant: Christopher Melton.  
Owner: Jennifer Kilbury. 

 
Motion  
On a motion by M.Gerwing, seconded by K. Remley, the Landmarks Board denied (5-0) the 
request for a Landmark Alteration Certificate to change the roof form of one side of the 
contributing accessory building and construct a 6’ tall front yard fence at 2515 7th St. 
 
 
C. Continuation of a public hearing and consideration of an application for a Landmark 

Alteration Certificate to construct a 1,459 sq. ft. addition to the main house, to relocate 
an existing garage on the property, and to construct a 330 sq. ft. one-car garage at 711 
Pine St. in the Mapleton Hill Historic District, per section 9-11-18 of the Boulder 
Revised Code 1981 (HIS2014-00172). Applicant: David Waugh.  Owner: Kevin 
Deighan. 

 
Motion  
The majority of the Landmarks Board considered that the proposed design of the addition did not 
meet the design guidelines and it was withdrawn. 
 
 
D. Continuation of a public hearing and consideration of a Landmark Alteration 

Certificate to demolish a contributing accessory building, construct a 6’ x26’ rear deck, 
flagstone patio, and basketball court, retaining walls and fire pit with concrete base at 
437 Highland Ave. in the Mapleton Hill Historic District, per section 9-11-12 of the 
Boulder Revised Code (HIS2014-00176). Applicant/Owner: Andrew and Genevieve 
Horning. 
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Motion  
On a motion by M. Gerwing, seconded by F. Sheets, the Landmarks Board adopted (4-0) the 
staff memorandum, dated Aug. 6, 2014 as findings of the board and approve in part and deny in 
part the application for a Landmark Alteration Certificate submitted in case HIS2014-00176. 
 
 
E. Public hearing and consideration of an application for a Landmark Alteration 

Certificate to construct a 1,359 sq. ft. addition to a contributing house and to construct 
a 440 sq. ft. two-car garage at 735 Mapleton Ave. in the Mapleton Hill Historic District, 
per section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code 1981 (HIS2014-00192). Applicant: 
David Waugh.  Owner: Marybeth Emerson. 

 
Motion  
The Landmarks Board considers that due to the extent of the proposed conditions of approval, 
the application could not be reviewed by the Landmarks Design Review Committee. 
 
 
6. MATTERS FROM THE LANDMARKS BOARD, PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND 

CITY ATTORNEY 
A. Update Memo  
B.  Subcommittee Update 

1) Demolition Ordinance 
2) Outreach 
3) Potential Historic Districts and Landmarks 
4) Design Guidelines 

 
7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 
   
8. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 12:30 a.m. 
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Part 2: Concept Plan: 

Board Questions: 

K. Guiler answered questions from the board.  
 
Public Hearing: 

1. Adrian Sopher, 1919 14th Street, did not think that the Council call up process took too 
long. If Council is concerned and interested, they should take over the review process 
from the Planning Board at Site Review. Do not subject applicants to four reviews. 

 
Board Comments: 

C. Gray understood Mr. Sopher’s recommendation but did not think that it was appropriate for 
Council to take on the Site Review process. They rely on Planning Board’s decision. 
 
L. Payton recommended that Council and Planning Board have joint meetings for some items, 
or that they appoint members to co-hear projects with the Planning Board. 
 
B. Bowen liked L. Payton’s idea to have joint meetings. 
 
L. May thought there was an issue with that process. He did not think that Council rehearing a 
concept plan would create greater predictability. 
 
A. Brockett agreed with L. May. If the boards had divergent opinions it would create a difficult 
scenario. 
 
C. Gray would prefer joint meetings because it would create a more transparent process. 
Developers currently try to meet with Council members before they go before Planning Board. 
 
A. Brockett liked L. Payton’s suggestion to allow Council to appoint members to co-hear 
certain projects with the Planning Board. 
 
L. May recommended that applicants be given the opportunity to determine whether they would 
prefer whether Council would rehear a project. 
 
C. Gray noted that Council counts on the Planning Board’s expertise when reviewing projects. 
 
B. Bowen noted that the board is trying to encourage applicants to have Concept Reviews but the 
expectations are getting more intense. This could make concept review harder and more 
expensive for applicants. 
 
 
Motion: 
On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. Payton, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (A. Brockett 
and B. Bowen opposed) to support the proposed change to allow City Council to review Concept 
Plans as amended by L. Payton. 
 
On an amendment by L Payton, seconded by J. Gerstle, the board voted 6-1 (C. Gray opposed) 
to consider joint Concept Plan hearings.  
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PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett, Chair 
Bryan Bowen 
Crystal Gray 
Leonard May 
John Putnam 
 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
 John Gerstle 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager for CP&S 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 
Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant III 
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner 
Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I 
Heidi Hansen, Civil Engineer II 
David Thompson, Civil Engineer Transportation 
Beth Roberts, Housing Planner 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:08 p.m. and the following business was conducted. 

 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

The July 31, 2014 Planning Board minutes are scheduled for approval. 
 
Approved 5-0 (J. Gerstle absent) 
 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS 
A. Call Up Item: Wetland Permit (LUR2014-00056): Expires: Sept. 9, 2014 
B. Call Up Item: 2250 Pearl Street (LUR2014-00022): Expires: Sept. 2, 2014 
 
No items were called up 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

A. Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review Minor Amendment (LUR2013-00059) and Final 
Plat (TEC2013-00073) for the Boulder Municipal Airport to subdivide the existing 123.5-acre lot into 
two new lots: Lot 1C (2.6 acres) and Lot 2C (120.8 acres). Lot 1C will be removed from the existing 
Airport PUD, and Lot 2C will contain the existing Boulder Municipal Airport. The site is located at 
3300 Airport Rd and is within the P and IG zone districts.   

 
Applicant: City of Boulder 
Owner:   City of Boulder 

 
CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING SUMMARY  
DATE: September 4, 2014  
TIME: 6 p.m. 
PLACE: Council Chambers, 1777 Broadway 
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Approved 5-1 (C. Gray opposed, J. Gerstle absent) 

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

amend the existing Iris Hollow PUD to allow for a new two-story, 3,131 sq. ft. office building on Lot 
39. The proposed office building would be an expansion of the existing “Blue Sky Bridge” facility 
located on the adjacent site to the west.  The proposal includes a request for a 20% parking reduction 
to allow for 8 off-street parking spaces where 10 parking spaces are required.  

 
Applicant:  Blue Sky Bridge c/o Peter Weber 
Owner: Mark L. Polster 
 

Approved with Condition and Friendly Amendment 6-0 (J. Gerstle absent) 

Revision to Condition 3a: The Applicant shall operate the business in accordance with the Written 
Statement dated August 4, 2014, which is attached to this Notice of Disposition, except that there 
shall be no restriction with regard to the number of employees and the facility may occasionally be 
used until 10 p.m. for board and community business and for Blue Sky Bridge events and except as 
otherwise modified by these conditions of approval. 

Friendly Amendment by J. Putnam to add “occasionally” to “the facility may be used until 10 p.m. 
for board and community business and for Blue Sky Bridge events” consistent with what was 
described by the Applicant.  C. Gray accepted the friendly amendment 

 
 

C. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT:  Request for citizen, staff and Planning Board 
comment on a proposal to redevelop the existing properties located at 3085, 3155 and 3195 Bluff 
Street totallying approximately 4.25 acres into 77 dwelling units consisting:  24 three-bedroom, for-
sale townhomes; 45 two and three-bedroom permanently affordable rental townhomes; and eight 
standard townhomes.  Total of 84,534 square feet of habitable area on three lots: 3085, 3155 and 
3195 Bluff Street. Review case number LUR2014-00050. 

 
Applicant: Adrian Sopher 
Property Owner: 1240 Cedar, LLC 
 
No decision made for Concept Plans 

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

ATTORNEY 
 

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK 
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:20 p.m. 
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Celebrating Boulder's Immigrant Heritage
October 5-11, 2014

wrrEREAS, immigrants have enriched the united States beyond measure,
bringing many contributions to our society along with the unique
customs and traditions of their ancestral homeland; and

WHEREAS, immigration has been one of the largest single factors in our
nation's social, cultural, and economic development; and

WHEREAS, immigrants have had an indelible impact on the growth and
development of Boulder throughout its history, playing a critical
economic and cultural role in making it a great and diverse place to
live; and

WHEREAS, immigrants have provided meaningful contributions to the city
of Boulder; and

WHEREAS, Boulder recognizes the importance of educating the City,s
population on shared immigrant histories, diverse cultures and the
role these play in shaping and enriching the life of the City; and

WHEREAS, Boulder celebrates its fourth annual Immigrant Heritage week
with a series of events honoring the experiences and contributions of
the millions of immigrants who have shaped the city for generations;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by Ciry Council of the Ciry of
Boulder, Colorado, that October 5- 1 1, 2014 is recognized as

Boulder's Immigrant lleritage Week

and invite all Boulder residents to celebrate the vibrant life stories of
immigrants in our community and facilitate the successful integration
of immigrants into the civic, economic and cultural life of Boulder.

Matthew App elb aí6d Mayor
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Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Council
Briefing - with other related 

efforts, workplan

SS - objectives, recommended 

early action items
Briefing

Direction on policy 

options

Adopt strategy and 

action plan

Staff Activities

Housing choice analysis; needs 

assessment; best practices; 

trends data; workplan

Opportunity site inventory; 

potential tools with "bang for 

buck" analysis

Develop policy options and 

recommendations; 

stakeholder engagement

Council
IP - update and preliminary 

policy choices
Briefing - options and feedback Update and direction

Staff Activities Public meeting with options
Preferred options and refined 

action plan
Action plan

Council
Briefing - issues, scope, and 

feedback

SS - preferred scenarios, draft 

plan, and action plan

Plan "Lite" - council 

action

Next Corridor - 30th 

St or Colorado

Staff Activities
Joint East Arapahoe workshop 

to "test" planning workshop

East Arapahoe scope of work, 

public workshop, scenario 

modeling, character definition

Scenario refinement ad 

recommendations

Develop East Arapahoe 

action plan

Council Briefing - scope agenda SS - scoping session SS Direction or IP Direction or IP Direction or IP

Staff Activities Agenda setting workshop 4/28
Hire Asst. City Manager, begin 

strategy development
Scope strategy components Scoping Resilience work

Strategy analysis and 

development

Strategy analysis and 

development

Strategy analysis 

and development

Council SS - scoping session SS Direction or IP Direction or IP Direction or IP

Staff Activities
Scoping analysis and 

partner outreach
Issues identification

Strategy analysis and 

development

Strategy analysis and 

development

Strategy analysis 

and development

Annexation Strategy - 

Direction (options and 

feedback)

Usable open space - Code 

Change 

Economic Sustainability 

Strategy implementation - 

Code Change 

Density/ROW Dedication 

Calculations - Code Change

Parking generation and 

reduction - Code Change

County Assessor valuations for 

landscape and lighting 

upgrades - Code Change

Renewable energy sources - 

Code Change

Annexation Strategy - analyze 

costs and options

Planning Board for above code 

changes

Planning Board for above 

code changes

Planning Board for above code 

changes

2014 2015

North Boulder

East Arapahoe/Sustainable 

Streets and Centers

Boulder Valley Comprehensive 

Plan

Other

Council

Staff Activities

H
O

U
SI

N
G

/L
A

N
D

 U
SE

/P
LA

N
N

IN
G

Resilience

Comprehensive Housing 

Strategy
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Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Council IP (includes scope for AMPs) SS (includes AMPS)
Acceptance - establish work 

program and coordination

Continue 

implementing pilots

Coordination with 

BVCP

Coordination with 

BVCP

Coordination with 

BVCP

Coordination with 

BVCP

Staff Activities
Scenario and sensitivity 

analysis
Joint board workshop, TAB

Develop final update for 

board recommendation and 

council acceptance

Implement and 

coordination with 

BVCP and Resilience

Council
Feasibility Study - joint release 

with County
Rolls into TMP update

Staff Activities

Council Briefing Briefing Briefing Briefing Briefing

Staff Activities

Council Council agenda SS IP IP IP IP

Staff Activities

Council Scope

SS - Guiding principles, work 

program and process (includes 

TMP update)

Round 1 Code Changes - Auto 

and parking planning, zoning 

regs, EV charging stations

Update - Work plan 

and policy issues

Long Term Round 2 - 

Parking code 

changes and other 

policy issues

Council endorsement 

of ongoing work plan

Finalize work program
Short term parking code 

regulation changes

Long term parking code 

changes

Long term parking 

code changes

Additional 

workplan items and 

public process tbd

Finalize document

TDM tool kit development for 

TMP integration

Long term parking code 

regulation changes
Additional workplan items tbd

Additional workplan 

items and public 

process tbd
Short term parking code 

ordinance changes

Public outreach and joint board 

meeting

Research/best practices Additional workplan items tbd

Develop communications 

strategy

Council Direction SS SS - finalize ballot? Ballot?

Staff

Cap. Bond 1 Implement. Staff Construction 85% complete 100% Complete

Flood Recovery Staff
Repairs and FEMA 

Reimbursement
FHWA/FEMA work FHWA/FEMA work

Building Better 

Boulder

Building Better 

Boulder

Boulder Junction Phase 1 

Implementation
Staff South side of Pearl opens

Ongoing 

redevelopment 

coordination

Goose Creek Bridge 

opens

Depot Square 

opens

Boulder Junction Phase 2 - City 

owned site
Staff Coordination Coordination Coordination

Yards mobilized to move for 

Pollard option
Staff Grading, prairie dogs, moving Final prep Yards moves continue

Safe Routes to School Staff
Public process to prioritize 

projects
Application

Implement Transpo.Tax Staff Expand maintenance, hire

Comp. Financial 

Strategy/Capital Bond

A
D

D
'L

 H
O

U
S/

P
LA

N
/T

R
A

N
SP

TR
A

N
SP

O
R

TA
TI

O
N

2014 2015

Transportation Master Plan

Access Management and 

Parking Strategies

Community EcoPass

Staff Activities

Regional Transportation

Electric Vehicle Parking 

Ordinance/Energy Services

Reference Materials     Page  4Packet Page     366



Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Shelter/ Funding: Update on  

position and relationship 

with Boulder Shelter; Shelter 

funding and issues update 

and other funders.

SS - Human Services Strategy 

Update and Homeless Action 

Plan (including funding 

priorities and partnerships )

IP - Homelessness Issues

SS - Human Services 

Strategy Update and 

Homeless Action 

Plan (including 

funding and service 

priorities )

Regional Planning 

update/services and housing

2014 Point in Time Report

SS - Services and Regional 

coordination update

IP - Services and 

Regional coordination 

update

IP - Services and 

Regional 

coordination 

SS - Services and 

Regional coordination 

update

SS - Services and 

Regional 

coordination update

IP - Services and 

Regional 

coordination Facilitate monthly Boulder 

Homeless Planning Group re: 

Service Coordination

HS Strategy Update and 

Homeless Action Plan Update

HS Strategy Update and 

Homeless Action Plan - 

research and analysis, key 
Convene regional meeting 

with Denver/Boulder/MDHI

County Ten Year Plan meeting 

with focus on meeting housing 

goals for homelessness

County Ten Year Plan meeting 

with focus on meeting housing 

goals for homelessness
GOCO grant application GOCO grant acceptance

SS - Special Events with 

Street Closures and 

Block Party Permitting

Review current PR permits and 

developm pilot program

Conduct pilot neighborhood 

event (link with Hill and GOCO 

school yard grant)

Conduct pilot neighborhood 

event

Review neighborhood 

park planning and 

event pilot success and 

plan schedule for 2015

Finalize 

njeighborhood 

event schedule for 

2015

Conduct neighborhood 

events

Conduct 

neighborhood 

events

Review pilot 

program and 

propose permit 

changes required to 

make 

improvements
Link with park planning 

outreach

Summer recreation programs - 

arts, music, health, wellness

Continue summer art series 

and volunteer events

GOCO school yard grant Submit GOCO grant
GOCO grant award - start civic 

area community park 

planning design and outreachReview and analysis of existing 

special event permitting
Develop recommendations

Council Items
SS - Library & Arts, including 

Community Cultural Plan

Adoption of 

Community Cultural 

Plan

Staff Activities Work with new director

Arts

LI
V
A
B
IL
IT
Y

Homelessness/Human Services

Council Items

Staff Activities

Council Items

Neighborhood/Park Events and 

Other Events

Staff Activities

2014 2015
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Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Council Items SS 
SS  (includes Social Issues 

Strategy information)

Staff Activities

IP - 14th St Public/Private 

Partnership

Update - 14th St Public/Private 

Partnership

Update - 14th St 

Public/Private Partnership

Bears/Trash 

SS - Hill Reinvestment Strategy 
Update - Hill Reinvestment 

Strategy

14th St - Hill Alt. Mode survey

 14th St - Finalize analysis and 

develop recommendation to 

proceed with the Global 

Agreement
14th St - Finalize LOI

14th St - Financial Analysis

14th St - Additional access 

analysis
14th St - Board outreach

Pilot Parklet Competition Parklet Implementation

Outreach to CU and 

stakeholders for support of 

Reinvestment Strategy

Fox Theatre mural by CU 

students

start pilot RSD program (to 

run through 2016)

Recommendation for staffing 

Strategy implementation and 

prelim. analysis of future org 

structure options

Hire a fixed term Hill 

Coordinator

Council Items
SS - Park Program 

and Improvements

Civic Activity Team established Coordinate music in park series

Review summer series 

success and revise for 

2015

Prepare first phase 

of park 

improvements for 

2015

Conduct adult fitness 

and health classes

Conduct visitor 

event at civic area 

around art 

installations

Hire Civic Area staff for P&R

Add seasonal park staff for 

outdoor education and 

orientation

Expand Ready to Work 

crew

Revise summer 

programs and plan 

for 2015

Install temporary adult 

fitness playground

Coordinate 

horticulture gardens 

with Farmers' 

Market event

Prepare GOCO grant for nature 

play and park planning

Conduct volunteer event 

around upgrades to Peace 

Garden and edible plant exhibit

Complete park 

planning outreach

Conduct art 

competition for 

summer installation

Install south side 

nature play area

Work with Park Foundation to 

develop plan for art and 

entertainment

Coodinate with CU for 

partnership with GUB and Civic 

Area park plan

Develop 1% for Arts 

demonstration project 

in partnership with 

foundations and non-

profits

Expand seasonal 

staffing and 

horticulture/edible 

garden displays

Council Items

Staff Activities

Staff Activities

LI
V
A
B
IL
IT
Y

2014 2015

Code Enforcement

University Hill

Civic Area
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Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Council Items
IP - update on 

implementation
SS - catalyst projects

Staff Activities

Council Items IP Acceptance

Staff Activities

Council Items

CU/BVSD partnerhip for 

neighborhood garden
Form cross-dept team 

Develop work plan to 

achieve council vision

Burk Park/Horizon School 

playground

Housing links with YSI programs 

and local gardening pilot

Design guidelines for edible 

landscape in local parks

Council Items IP SS - options and feedback
Acceptance and 

action plan

Implementation - 

commercial focus

Staff Activities

Stakeholder input on options 

and rulemaking on curbside 

compost

Public feedback on 

strategies

Draft plan and 

action plan for 

public review

Implementation - 

program 

enhancements and 

ordinance 

development

SS - workplan

SS - energy services

Staff Activities
Xcel/city task force; refine 

recommendations

Council Items

Briefing - framework, 

preliminary goals/targets, 

strategy development

SS - goals/targets, feedback 

on strategy scenarios, draft 

document

Approval

Staff Activities Working groups meet
Scenario development; GHG 

inventory complete

Strategy formulation; city 

organization initiative 

launched

Launch action plan

Council Items SS

Staff Activities

Update - energy 

services

Update - energy 

services

Update - energy 

services

Update - energy 

services

Valmont Butte

C
LI

M
A

TE
 A

N
D

 E
N

ER
G

Y

Municipalization

Climate Commitment

Council Items

Zero Waste Master Plan

Briefing - energy services
Briefing - energy 

services

2014 2015
LO

C
A

L 
FO

O
D

Civic Area

Ag Plan

Other or not categorized
Staff Activities

Reference Materials     Page  7Packet Page     369



Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Council Items

Address disposition process 

and use of Realization 

Point for pro bike race

Staff Activities

Council Items

Staff Activities In process

Council Items

Staff Activities

City/County review of 

contractor proposals for 

potential mountain bike 

connection

Routes - weather dependent

Council Items

Staff Activities

City/County requirement 

complete and await railroad to 

replace bridge

Council Items

Staff Activities status update

Council Items

Staff Activities additional signage

O
P

EN
 S

P
A

C
E

2014 2015

Charter Issues

Highway 93 Underpass

Eldo to Walker Ranch

IBM Connector

Trailhead as part of 

transportation system

Other or not categorized
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Project Council or Staff? 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

IP

Develop preliminary 

management plan
Implement pilot plan Monitoring

Evaluate long term 

forest management 

plan and EAB strategy

Management plan 

and response
Response EAB EAB

Civic Use Pad Council SS - Public/private partnership
Approval of MOU with St. Julien 

Partners

Update on negotiations with 

St. Julien Partners

Human Services Strategy Council SS SS Public hearing

IGA with CDOT/County for US 

36 bikeway maintenance

Pilot dog waste composting 

project - Valmont and OSMP 

possible site

Transportation code changes 

for AMPS

Smoking ban - public 

hearing

IGA for bikeway maintenance/ 

US 36 enhancements

CEAP call up for Baseline 

Underpass east of Broadway

Comprehensive Annual 

Finanical Report 

Old Pearl Street ROW vacation
DRCOG TIP Priorities for city 

applications

Appointment of independent 

auditor

Transportation code changes - 

bike parking, TDM, etc.

Mobile food vehicles - 

ordinance change to expand 

podding in downtown

Update on investment 

policies - action

NPP - zone expansions and 

removal

Modification of construction 

use tax filing - IP then action

Pearl Street Mall regulations - 

code changes

Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Council

Council

O
TH

ER
2014 2015

Various

Reference Materials     Page  9Packet Page     371



Reference Materials     Page  10Packet Page     372



                                                             COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 

Matthew 
Appelbaum 

 Mayor 

George Karakehian  Mayor Pro Tem 
Macon Cowles  Council Member 
Suzanne Jones  Council Member 

Lisa Morzel  Council Member 
Tim Plass  Council Member 

Andrew Shoemaker  Council Member 
Sam Weaver  Council Member 
Mary Young  Council Member 

                                                               
 
                                                             COUNCIL EMPLOYEES 
 

Thomas A. Carr  City Attorney 
Jane S. Brautigam  City Manager 

Linda P. Cooke  Municipal Judge 
                                                                
 
                                                              KEY STAFF 
 

Mary Ann Weideman 
Bob Eichem 

 Assistant City Manager 
Chief Financial Officer 

Alisa D. Lewis  City Clerk 
Patrick von Keyserling  Communications Director 

David Driskell  Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability and 
Acting Director of Housing 

Molly Winter  Downtown, University Hill Management & Parking Services 
Director 

Heather Bailey  Energy Strategy and Electric Utility Development Executive Director 
Larry Donner  Fire Chief 

Joyce Lira  Human Resources Director 
Karen Rahn  Human Services Director 

Don Ingle  Information Technology Director 
Eileen Gomez  Labor Relations Director 
David Farnan  Library and Arts Director 

Lynne C. Reynolds  Municipal Court Administrator 
Michael Patton  Open Space and Mountain Parks Director 

Jeff Dillon  Acting Parks and Recreation Director 
Greg Testa  Police Chief 

Maureen Rait 
Cheryl Pattelli 

 Public Works - Executive Director 
Director of Fiscal Services  

Tracy Winfree  Transportation Director 
Jeff Arthur 

 
 Utilities Director 
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2013 City Council Committee Assignments 
 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Beyond the Fences Coalition Morzel, Plass (Castillo – staff alternate) 
Boulder County Consortium of Cities Morzel, Young 
Colorado Municipal League (CML) – Policy Committee Jones, Appelbaum (Castillo – staff alternate) 
Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) Jones, Plass 
Housing Authority (Boulder Housing Partners) Shoemaker 
Metro Mayors Caucus Appelbaum 
National League of Cities (NLC) Appelbaum, Cowles 
Resource Conservation Advisory Board Morzel (at large seat), Plass 
Rocky Flats Stewardship Morzel, Plass (1st alternate), Castillo (2nd alternate) 
University of Colorado (CU) / City Oversight Cowles, Shoemaker, Weaver 
US36 Mayors and Commission Coalition Appelbaum 
US36 Commuting Solutions Karakehian, Morzel (alternate) 
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District Karakehian 

 
LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS 
Boulder Museum of Contemporary Art (BMoCA) Young 
Boulder Convention and Visitors Bureau Plass, Cowles (alternate) 
Dairy Center for the Arts Jones 
Downtown Business Improvement District Board Shoemaker, Weaver, Young 
 
INTERNAL CITY COMMITTEES 
Audit Committee Cowles, Morzel, Shoemaker 
Boards and Commissions Committee Plass, Shoemaker 
Boulder Urban Renewal Authority (BURA)  
Mayoral Appointment 

Karakehian 

Charter Committee Karakehian, Morzel, Weaver 
Civic Use Pad/ 9th and Canyon Karakehian, Morzel, Young 
Council Retreat Committee Jones, Morzel 
Evaluation Committee Morzel, Plass 
Legislative Committee Jones, Karakehian, Weaver 
School Issues Committee Morzel, Plass, Shoemaker 
 
SISTER CITY REPRESENTATIVES 
Jalapa, Nicaragua Jones 
Kisumu, Kenya Morzel 
Llasa, Tibet Shoemaker 
Dushanbe, Tajikistan Weaver 
Yamagata, Japan Plass 
Mante, Mexico Young 
Yateras, Cuba Karakehian 
Sister City Sub-Committee Morzel, Cowles, Karakehian 
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