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I.  PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study session is to provide an update and receive Council feedback on the 
next steps in two University Hill-related projects: The Uni Hill Commercial District Moratorium 
project and the CU Hotel/ Conference Center Comparative analysis.   

A separate study session in May, 2015 will focus on the University Hill Reinvestment Strategy 
(HRS). An update on the HRS work plan and accomplishments is provided in Attachment I-C. 

 
II.  QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL: 

 

Uni Hill Moratorium project: 

Because of the tight timeframe of the moratorium project, the Planning Board public hearing is 
scheduled for one week following this study session. For this reason, the Planning Board 
memo with background, analysis, findings and staff recommendations, are included as the 
information for this study session (see Attachment I). Staff is seeking Council’s feedback and 
comments on the questions below, so that Planning Board can consider them in their 
deliberations and staff can further address them in future public hearings.  The key item for 
Planning Board’s deliberation is consideration of an ordinance that revises the BMS zoning 
district standards (see draft ordinance in Attachment I-A), but the Board will also consider 
additional staff-recommended strategies to address the issues outlined in the staff memo. 
1. Does City Council have questions or comments about information provided in the memo 

in Attachment I, including: 

a. the project analysis and findings in Sections VI and VII (including the economic 
consultant’s analysis)?  

b. the potential strategies to address the findings in Section V 

c. staff’s recommendations to Planning Board as described in Section II? 

2. Are there other issues that Planning Board should consider in its Feb 5 deliberation and/ 
or that staff should address when we bring forward an ordinance and other strategies to 
Council in March? 

FROM: 



3. Should staff spend time in 2015 on a proposal for council consideration that explores tax 
policies to encourage and facilitate development of projects that address desired uses 
that are difficult to attract or that provide a public benefit and implement the Hill vision 
(see page 17 in Attachment I)? 

 

  CU Hotel/ Conference Center Comparative Analysis: 

4. Should the city staff team continue to work with the university to explore options and 
feasibility for development of a university-affiliated hotel and conference center on either 
the Grandview site or Folsom site? 
 
 

III.  UNIVERSITY HILL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT MORATORIUM PROJECT 

 

Background 

Please see Sections I-V in Attachment I for background on the Uni Hill Moratorium project. These 
sections also include an Executive Summary and staff’s recommendation to Planning Board. 
 
Issues 
 
The key issues, analysis, findings and recommended strategies for the Uni Hill Moratorium 
project are provided in Sections VI and IX. 
 
Next Steps 
 
The following are the next steps in the moratorium project: 

• Feb 4:    Landmarks Board input on staff recommendations 
• Feb 5:   Planning Board public hearing and recommendation 
• Feb. 11:   UHCAMC public hearing and recommendation 

Feb. 17:  City Council first reading of an ordinance related to the University Hill  
Business Main Street zoning district 

• March 3:  City Council second reading of an ordinance, public hearing, and  
decision on the University Hill moratorium project 

• March 17:  City Council third reading of an ordinance and final decisions on the  
University Hill moratorium project (if needed) 



IV. UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO HOTEL / CONFERENCE CENTER – COMPARATIVE 
SITE ANALYSIS 

Background 

In the third quarter of 2014, city staff became aware of discussions at the university to explore the 
feasibility of developing a university-affiliated hotel and conference center near the corner of 
Folsom and Arapahoe, within the university-owned area often referred to as “north of Boulder 
Creek.” The university had recently started master planning for the redevelopment of married 
student housing in the area, and initiated a major expansion at the nearby football stadium. At the 
city staff’s request, the CU team agreed to undertake a comparative analysis of the Folsom site 
and the university-owned Grandview site (at the corner of University and Broadway) before 
proceeding further with the Folsom site plan. The Grandview site had been previously identified 
as a potential candidate for such a facility, and—from the city’s perspective—could be a major 
catalyst in the community’s ongoing effort to diversify uses in the adjacent University Hill area. 
The site, while constrained, could also serve to create a stronger link between the campus, 
University Hill, and the Civic Area / Downtown, especially if combined with pathway and public 
space improvements connecting the Grandview site to 13th Street. While the university has 
prioritized the use of Grandview for the expansion of academic uses, their team agreed to devote 
the time and effort to the comparative analysis before proceeding further. 

The comparative analysis was undertaken by a consultant team collaboratively chosen and 
contracted by CU and the city. The lead consultant was 4240 Architecture, Inc., based in Denver, 
with assistance from JVA Consulting Engineers, Cumming, and CS&L International. The 
comparative site analysis considered program options for developing a university-only facility as 
well as a facility that could serve a broader range of users. In all options, the center would have a 
strong CU affiliation and “branding.” Based on these options, a draft program was defined for both 
sites to ensure an “apples to apples” comparison, with the relative merits and constraints of each 
site then considered, including site characteristics, grading, environmental constraints, utilities, 
zoning and transportation as well as key design drivers and cost factors.  The draft results of the 
consultants’ work are outlined in the attached document (Attachment II). The report does not 
conclude with a recommendation for one site over another, as its purpose was to inform the 
university’s and city’s discussions. What does become clear, is that each site presents a very 
different type of opportunity, as well as challenges and constraints (and associated cost and 
design impacts). 

Issues 

From the city team’s perspective, the report highlights some key strengths and opportunities for 
the Grandview site, not the least of which is the adjacency to University Hill, the main campus 
and the Civic Area / Downtown; the existing multi-modal connections, including high frequency 
transit service on Broadway; and the opportunity to introduce a major “anchor use” that could 
significantly contribute to Hill revitalization efforts. However, the city team also acknowledges the 
university’s concern about losing a part of the Grandview site for future expansion of academic 
uses, as well as the site’s challenges in terms of height, parking and traffic. The report also 
highlights the opportunities and challenges of the Folsom site, and its potential to transform an 
area, over time, that is currently not very well designed from a pedestrian and urban design 
perspective. For both sites, it is important to keep in mind that this is a CU-led endeavor, to create 
a CU-affiliated hotel and conference facility. The purpose of the collaboration is to hopefully 
leverage CU’s investment in a manner that benefits the community at large; to explore whether 
the facility could be structured so as to serve non-university entities as well; to minimize to the 
extent feasible any negative impacts of such a development; and to identify potential city 
investments that could support the facility’s beneficial impact on adjacent areas. 

 



Next Steps 

With the initial site comparison complete, staff is seeking feedback and direction from Council on 
whether to proceed with potential next steps, in collaboration with university staff, to further 
understand the feasibility of a hotel and conference facility on the Grandview or Folsom site. 
These steps would include: 

• Evaluation of historic structures to determine potential for adaptive reuse or relocation 
• Further exploration of program, site and facility design options to ensure market, site and 

construction feasibility, including options to address site challenges and constraints identified 
in the Comparative Site Analysis 

• Exploration of financing and public improvement options that might support the potential 
facility, leverage its beneficial impacts, and create amenities of lasting community value, 
including the possibility of creating a “hill climb” through the arboretum area as an inviting, 
safe and convenient pedestrian connection between 13th street in the Civic Area, as well as 
other connections and public infrastructure to improve access between the Uni Hill area, 
Grandview site and Downtown. Similarly, for the Folsom site, exploring what public 
investments would be necessary to improve multi-modal connectivity to nearby commercial 
areas, hotels, adjacent neighborhoods and the CU campus. 

• Exploration of opportunities on adjacent sites, specifically in relation to parking and hotel 
development, that could help ‘relieve’ the program needs on the Grandview site and support 
the facility’s overall success. 

 

Attachments: 

I- Planning Board memo 
I-A.  Ordinance 
I-B.  EPS Studies 
I-C.  Hill Reinvestment Strategy Update 

II- CU Hotel/ Conference Center Comparative Analysis 
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C I T Y  O F  B O U L D E R 
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM 

 
MEETING DATE:  February 5, 2015 

 
AGENDA TITLE:   Public Hearing and Consideration of Recommendations to City Council 
regarding the University Hill Commercial District moratorium project, including: 

1. An ordinance amending the BMS zoning district standards to limit new residential uses 
within the University Hill Commercial District, except for permanently affordable units 
or housing for persons 62 years or older; and 

2. Other strategies to consider further as part of the on-going Uni Hill Revitalization 
Strategy and the Community Planning and Sustainability Work Plan. 

 
REQUESTING STAFF: 
David Driskell, Executive Director, Community Planning & Sustainability (CP&S) 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director, CP&S 
Molly Winter, Director, Downtown and Hill Management Division/ Parking Services 
Sarah Wiebenson, Hill Community Development Coordinator 
Karl Guiler, Senior Planner/Code Amendment Specialist 
Ted Harberg, Planning Intern 
Jay Sugnet, Senior Housing Planner 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 
Ruth McHeyser, University Hill Moratorium Project Manager 

 
 
 
 

 
OBJECTIVE: 
Staff presentation and Questions for staff 
Public hearing 
Planning Board discussion  
Recommendations to Council on changes to the code and other strategies
 

I. Executive Summary 
 
The purpose of this agenda item is for Planning Board to provide recommendations to City 
Council regarding the Uni Hill commercial district moratorium project. In particular, this 
includes recommendation of an ordinance that limits new residential uses on the Hill. 
 
The Hill commercial district, along with the university, is designated as one of Boulder’s three 
major activity centers. The Hill has a rich historic past as a shopping and music center for the 
area, but in recent history, it has been widely acknowledged that it faces challenges and is in 
need of revitalization. Last year, City Council adopted University Hill as one of its top priorities, 
and staff began work on the Hill Reinvestment Strategy, which provides a framework for 
improving the quality of life on the Hill for residents, visitors and businesses, with the city acting 
as a catalyst for sustained public/ private partnerships and private investment over the long term. 
The Reinvestment Strategy acknowledges that there is no single solution to resolving issues for 
the Hill, and the city recently hired a fixed-term Hill community development coordinator, Sarah 
Wiebenson, to coordinate the inter-departmental Hill staff team, strengthen stakeholder 
relationships and develop and implement the Hill Reinvestment Strategy work program.   
 
The moratorium project was initiated by City Council to address a specific concern that the 
current economic environment strongly favors student rental housing in the Hill commercial 
district, making it difficult for other more diverse uses to compete in the market place. Over-
concentration of any single use in this small commercial district would conflict with the 
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community’s vision for the Hill, defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) as  
“a safe, comfortable, and attractive place to shop, work, visit and live,” and  “an activity center 
that serves a variety of commercial, entertainment, educational and civic functions,” and “also 
serves as a neighborhood center for the surrounding area [and] drawing people from the entire 
city as well as the region.”   
 
In August, 2014, Council passed a temporary moratorium on new residential uses in the Business 
Main Street (BMS) zoning district on the Hill to allow time to analyze and present options to 
address community concerns. The moratorium expires on March 18, 2015. 
 
The project was designed to address this narrow issue in the following five phases: 
• Information gathering, issue identification, and analysis   Sept and Oct  2014  
• Public outreach on preliminary findings and possible strategies  Nov 2014   
• Refine findings and strategies and develop staff recommendations       Dec 2014 and Jan ‘15  
• Planning Board & UHCAMC hearings and recommendations  Feb 2015 
• City Council public hearing(s) and decision                Feb and March 2015 
 
Findings from the analysis and public outreach are generally that: 
1. The proximity of the University provides significant economic, intellectual and cultural 

benefits to the city, and has influenced the Hill’s unique, student-centric and bohemian 
character.  While it is neither desired nor necessary to change the student-focus of the Hill, 
diversifying the users and uses on the Hill will make it more lively year-round and attractive 
to the community at large as envisioned in the city’s long-term vision for the Hill.  

2. There is already an over-concentration of housing in this small commercial district and 
adding more units will limit opportunities for non-residential uses that would attract more 
diverse users. 

3. There are very few offices on the Hill, yet office uses could potentially play a crucial role in 
adding a year-round diversity of ages and professions, and benefit from the proximity to both 
CU and downtown.  

4. Among the barriers to expanding the diversity of uses and users on the Hill are:  
• The current market favors student rental housing over all other uses allowed, and it is 

difficult for more diverse uses to compete. 
• Insufficient parking (or the perception of a lack), particularly for office uses and city-wide-

serving retail uses; 
• Lack of another attraction or anchor that could attract a broader visitor mix;  
• Lack of other office uses and “comps” (i.e., lack of comparable sales figures), which makes 

attracting other office uses and financing offices difficult; and  
• The inherent student-centric market, which has resulted a somewhat run-down aesthetic in 

portions of the Hill, because property upkeep is not essential to stay competitive. 
 

II. Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff analyzed eleven potential strategies to address the findings and recommends a combination 
of a BMS zoning code change described below. Staff also recommends implementation of a 
number of strategies that would encourage the addition of diverse users to the Hill, as discussed 
later in this memo (Section IX).    

 
 

 

Staff recommends that Planning Board recommend to City Council the adoption of the 
ordinance in Attachment I-A revising the BMS zone district standards for the Uni Hill 
commercial area to limit new residential uses, except for permanently affordable units or housing 
for persons 62 years or older.  
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Under the provisions of this ordinance, all attached dwelling units and efficiency living units 
within the Hill’s BMS zone are ‘conditional uses’ requiring staff level review. Like other 
conditional use reviews, specific standards are proposed that would require new units to be 
permanently affordable or senior housing units. No additional market-rate housing would be 
permitted, thus—over time—shifting the current market dynamic that is driven by the economics 
of market rate student rentals. The new criteria are added to Chapter 9-6, “Use Standards,” 
B.R.C. 1981. Staff recommends this ordinance as it 1) does not exacerbate the current over-
concentration of student rental housing on the Hill, 2) could entice other more diverse land uses 
like offices to locate on the Hill; and 3) continues to allow for permanently affordable or senior 
housing units, which address an identified housing need in Boulder. 
 
Pursuant to Section 9-10, B.R.C., 1981, all existing residential units would be considered legal, 
non-conforming uses that would be allowed to remain in place, unless they were vacant for more 
than a year. They would also be allowed to expand a maximum of 10% of existing floor area. 
 
The ordinance also corrects two errors uncovered during staff’s analysis of the BMS zoning 
district standards, allowing for buildings over 15,000 square feet to be considered through the 
Site Review process and changing the residential use standards for areas outside the Uni Hill 
area back to being allowed only above or below the first floor. Further, because detached 
dwelling units, duplexes and townhomes are by definition, ground floor residential uses, staff is 
proposing to prohibit these uses in the BMS zone as part of this ordinance. 
 

III.   Public Input 
 
The Phase Two Public Input Report is provided at the project website - 
https://bouldercolorado.gov/planning/uh-moratorium.  It contains a compilation of all public 
comments received to date and a chart summarizing the outreach efforts in each of the project 
phases. The report includes about 50 public comment forms that were submitted during an Open 
House and during drop-in “staff open hours” on the Hill November 19th and 20th and from a 
survey that was posted on the moratorium project website.  The comments were in response to 
questions about the preliminary findings and potential strategies to address the findings that were 
presented at the Open House/ Open Hours and available on-line. 
 
Although the comments and surveys are not scientifically representative of the community, they 
were from a cross-section of Hill stakeholders, including property owners, business owners, CU 
students, long-time Hill residents and nearby homeowners.  
 
In discussions with various Hill stakeholders during this project, areas where there seemed to be 
the most agreement were about: 

 the desire to improve the diversity of uses to make the Hill more attractive to diverse ages 
and professions;  

 the need for an anchor use to attract and make other types of uses more viable; 
 the need to improve access, particularly access to public parking for a broad range of 

users; 
 the importance of the relationship with the University and of coordinating on Hill-related 

issues; and 
 the importance of making students feel welcome to the Hill and ensuring that any action 

that limits future student housing does not mean that students aren’t welcome or 
important to the Hill. The Hill came into being to address the needs of students, faculty 
and staff, and they will continue to be important to the health and vitality of the  
commercial district.   
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IV.      Other Board and Commission Input 
 
UHCAMC 
The University Hill Commercial Area Management Commission (UHCAMC) was established as 
an advisory board by the City Council that combines the University Hill General Improvement 
District (UHGID) parking and maintenance responsibilities with other considerations of the 
University Hill Commercial area including health, safety, aesthetics, economic vitality and 
sustainability. 
 
At its 12/10/14 meeting, the commission reviewed the Phase One and Phase Two moratorium 
project reports (both available at the project website - https://bouldercolorado.gov/planning/uh-
moratorium) and had the following comments and questions: 

• Asked for more information on the strategy to attract anchor uses to the districts, and 
what types of uses will be targeted.   

• Noted that CU and the City are looking at the feasibility of a conference center and hotel 
that could potentially serve as an anchor use if it is located near the Hill.   

• Questioned the appropriateness of attracting senior housing to the district.  
• Suggested that more outreach should be done to find out what types of anchor uses would 

make non-student Hill residents want to patronize the Hill Commercial Area.  Staff 
agreed to look into drafting a survey of retail preferences among Hill residents. 

 
UHCAMC will hold a public hearing and make a recommendation to City Council on Feb 11. 
 
Landmarks Board 
The Landmarks Board will make a recommendation regarding the historic preservation issues at 
their next meeting February 4. At the February 5 Planning Board meeting, staff will update the 
Board on the Landmark’s Board’s recommendation. 
 

V. Background 
 
On July 29, 2014, City Council approved an emergency ordinance temporarily suspending the 
acceptance of building permits and site review applications that would result in adding any floor 
area to properties within the University Hill commercial district (specifically, properties within 
the BMS zoning district as shown in the Uni Hill Moratorium Project Phase One Report, page 
6).  That ordinance expired at 8:00 a.m. August 20, 2014, and affected all proposed additions of 
floor area in the area. On August 19th, City Council approved a substitute ordinance that more 
narrowly suspends applications on the Hill for residential floor area, while also allowing 
submittal of applications for concept plan review (a non-binding process).  That ordinance 
expires on March 18, 2015. 
 
The temporary moratorium was necessary to address a current economic environment that 
strongly favors student rental housing in the University Hill commercial district, making it 
difficult for more diverse uses that could  revitalize and meet the city’s adopted vision for the 
area to compete in the market place.  The moratorium “hit the pause button,” providing time to 
analyze whether this trend is likely to continue and to consider whether it is appropriate for 
student rental housing to dominate the area. The purpose of the moratorium is not to create a new 
vision for the Hill or to change the allowed density (i.e., the maximum Floor Area Ratio of 1.85). 
 
The larger vision for the area, as described in the 1996 University Hill Area Plan, is of a 
commercial area that is “a safe, comfortable, and attractive place to shop, work, visit, and live,” 
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and its role in the community, as defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP), is 
as both a place to “entertain the daily activities of a large portion of Boulder’s population” and “a 
neighborhood center for the surrounding neighborhood.” (2010 BVCP, p 75-76).  An over-
concentration of student housing in this area would run counter to these community aspirations 
and could weaken the long-term economic health and vitality of the Hill commercial district. 
 
The Uni Hill Moratorium Project Phase One Report, summarizes the results of the first phase 
analysis of the Hill’s history, existing use composition, demographics, zoning and 
comprehensive plan designations, future growth potential, past parking and access studies, as 
well as recent market and economic analysis prepared by consultants hired by the city for this 
project.  Key aspects of this analysis are discussed in more detail in Section VI. A few highlights 
from the report are summarized below. 
 
Hill Character and Size 
The Hill Commercial District is 11.5 acres in size.  With its pizza slice shape, it is only three 
blocks long and one to one-and-a-half  blocks wide, yet it has two primary commercial street 
frontages, each with its own distinct character and relationship to the public realm. 13th Street is 
the historic heart of the district, with its historic commercial buildings and music venues.  
Broadway forms the interface with the CU campus and is a heavily trafficked street with an 
eclectic mix of structures.  The cross streets of College, Pennsylvania, and Pleasant run 
perpendicular to, and connect the main streets, and serve as pedestrian corridors between the 
university campus and the high density student neighborhoods.  These areas have different parcel 
configurations, building character, and relationships to the public realm. 
 
Uni Hill history and eligibility as a National Register Historic District 
The Hill commercial area developed in response to the demand created by the university. By 
1919 the slogan “on the Hill” was already being used in advertisements for the University Hill 
area. During the 1920’s, University Hill experienced its most dramatic period of residential 
growth. The Hill commercial district also experienced significant growth, as commercial 
buildings began to emerge along the west side of the 1100 block of 13th Street. Faced with the 
changing character of the neighborhood, residents on the west side of the street began converting 
their dwellings to commercial uses, principally through the construction of additions onto the 
fronts and sides of existing houses. Concern about incompatible commercial growth on the Hill 
was one of the main issues that precipitated the adoption of Boulder’s first zoning ordinance in 
1928. 
 
The Hill has a rich history associated with the growth and development of the university, student 
life, and the political, social, and entertainment trends of different eras.  Part of the area, 
particularly along 13th Street, retains the Hill’s unique historic character, and is potentially 
eligible as a local and/ or National Register Historic District. National Register designation 
would make properties eligible for as much as 50% federal and state income tax credits for 
rehabilitation. It could also highlight and celebrate the area’s history and sense of place and 
attract heritage tourism. 
 
A more detailed history of the area and information about the benefits and responsibilities of 
local or National Register Historic District designation are provided in the Uni Hill Moratorium 
Project Phase One Report. 
 
Parking District 
The University Hill commercial area has an overlay parking tax district that was created in the 
1970s to supply paid, managed, shared and unbundled parking for the historic commercial 
district. The University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID)  is similar to parking 
districts in the downtown and in Boulder Junction. The district owns and manages two of the 
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three public parking lots in the hill commercial area – one on Pleasant Street, the other on 14th 
Street. The third parking lot on Pennsylvania is owned and managed by the University of 
Colorado.  
 
Commercial properties within parking districts are not required to provide on-site parking; new 
residential units are required to provide at least one space per unit. The city manages the UHGID 
parking as well as the on-street supply.  
 
University Hill has a variety of access options for all travel modes. Its location along the 
Broadway corridor affords it excellent transit access on multiple bus routes, including the high 
frequency Skip service, a bike station was installed in 2014, and the city supports an Ego Car 
Share parking space in the 14th Street parking lot.  
 
Uni Hill Reinvestment Strategy 
In 2014, the City Council adopted University Hill as one of its priorities for the 2014-15 term.  
The Council supports a framework for a Hill Reinvestment Strategy that includes the following 
six focus areas, which have been incorporated into a Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work Plan for 
2014-15: 

- Business/Residential Diversity; 
- The Arts; 
- Multi-modal Access; 
- Health and Safety; 
- Stakeholder Partnerships; and, 
- Code Enforcement. 

The multi-year Work Plan was finalized in December 2014 in consultation with a broad range of 
University Hill stakeholders.   

A memorandum with more information and progress on the Uni Hill Reinvestment Strategy is 
provided in Attachment I-C.  

 
VI.    Analysis 

 
A. Economics and Market conditions- EPS reports 

The city hired Economic Planning Systems Inc. (EPS) to provide updated market information 
about the Hill and to analyze various development scenarios to understand the economic factors 
affecting recent development and current trends on the Hill. Their two reports are provided in 
Attachment I-B and summarized below. 
 
Demand and Perception (from EPS’ Preliminary Market Assessment, Nov 18, 2014) 
• Housing: Demand for multifamily housing is almost completely for student oriented housing. 

Units in the Market Area and near the University Hill area rent for higher rates on average than 
the city as a whole meaning renters pay a premium to be located on the Hill. 

 
• Retail:  The analysis for retail on the Hill found that students constitute the majority of demand 

for retail.  The potential demand from area residents that are non-students is not sizeable 
enough to drive retail demand on the Hill.  Parking is another barrier to non-student oriented 
retail, because the district is not well suited for a larger number of customers to come in cars.  
To increase demand for non-student oriented retail, the City can explore ways to grow the 
market potential from groups that are not students and address ways to make the area more 
accessible and attractive. 
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• Office:  Several factors were cited as barriers to office users being attracted to the Hill 
including; lack of a professional environment, lack of parking, difficult and limited traffic 
access, the perception of the area as only a student area and a lack of interest from employers 
in the area.  Despite current perceptions, some brokers identified the potential for niche office 
space for smaller businesses needing small or flexible spaces of less than 3,000 square feet. 
Creative, start-up, computer oriented, and technology firms may seek out the Hill if space is 
less expensive than the Pearl Street area and if their business had a nexus or benefited from 
locating next to campus.  A market anchor or destination was cited as a way to potentially 
change the culture and dynamic of the Hill enough to attract some office spaces. A hotel was 
cited as a potential use that could be developed in concert with office space to help catalyze the 
market.  

 
Development Feasibility (from EPS’ Uni Hill Development Scenarios, Jan 19, 2015) 
Under current market conditions, EPS analyzed the potential “feasibility” of several programs 
for new construction, assuming current trends and current land prices. The major findings from 
the feasibility analysis are that: 
 
1.  Student housing development produces a significant return and is highly profitable. 

Student oriented rental housing on the Hill and particularly newer student oriented projects have 
been able to achieve higher rental rates than more conventional rental units. Typical, new student 
oriented housing projects include 3- to 4-bedroom units sharing a larger living space. Leases are 
per bedroom, not per unit, and command rents of $1,000 per bedroom per month or higher. 
Within this structure, units rent for approximately $2.50 per square foot per month. The overall 
average rent for apartments in the University Area is $1.97 per square foot per month.  

2.  Building student housing units with multiple bedrooms per unit (i.e., three or four 
bedrooms per unit) reduces the required amount of parking by zoning (1 space per unit) of 
a project compared to a conventional apartment project with a mixture of (unit sizes).  

This type of building program reduces parking required and therefore the cost of development. 
However, a developer/project owner may need to provide more spaces than required by zoning 
to make the units marketable. It may be helpful to modify the parking requirement to be based on 
a per bedroom factor instead of a per unit factor if there is a fear the projects are being under-
parked and causing parking issues elsewhere on the Hill. 

3.  The residential redevelopment programs (student and market) tested were found to be 
feasible based on the assumptions made.   

EPS modeled two housing programs to test feasibility of redevelopment on the Hill. The student-
oriented housing program (ground floor retail with 2 stories of student oriented units) was found 
to be a feasible development program with estimated value of the program exceeding project 
costs by more than 10 percent. A non-student orient program (market), which includes ground 
floor retail with two stories of small, one and two bedroom units, was also found to be 
marginally feasible with average rental rates found in the area. Estimated project value for this 
program was approximately equal to project development costs. 

4.  The office development programs tested were found to be infeasible with or without on-
site parking. 

Two office development programs were tested with ground floor retail and two stories of office 
space above. One program had parking built on site and one with parking provided within 
UGHID lots. The office programs generated development values that are approximately 25 to 30 
percent less than development value generated by the housing programs.  

Parking was cited in the market study as a major requirement for attracting office space users to 
the Hill. Parking is also a major development costs that has large impact on development 
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feasibility if it needs to be built on-site. Assuming parking spaces can be dedicated to office 
users within UGHID lots the development cost for building office space reduces greatly. The 
office program without parking was still found to be infeasible. Development value generated by 
the program was approximately 6 percent less than the cost of development. The gap under the 
program tested was approximately $392,000.  If parking is provided on site, the gap increased to 
$818,000 million and the development value was 11 percent less than development cost.  

5.  A hybrid residential and office development program was found to be financially 
feasible based on the assumptions used but is not deemed to be a marketable development 
project due to an incompatible mixture of uses. 

A mixed office and residential program was tested which included ground floor retail, one story 
of office space and one story of student oriented residential units. This program was deemed to 
be feasible, as development value 5 percent more than estimated development costs. However, 
we expect that developers would not build this type of building due to the logistics and costs of 
maintaining three uses within a small building and the difficulty of renting office space within a 
building that also includes student housing.  

6.  The feasibility analysis for programs based on the Scenario 2 renovation of existing 
building space and the addition of new space generated similar results; the residential 
programs are feasible while the office programs are not feasible.  

EPS found similar findings related to renovation and expansion of existing buildings on the Hill 
to the redevelopment scenario. Adding additional residential units was found to provide a return 
to building owners large enough to support costs associated with renovating their existing 
building and constructing additional space. Office uses were found to not generate enough 
project value to cover costs of renovation and expansion. 
Given the gap between what the current market would attract on the Hill and the city’s long term 
vision for more diverse uses, EPS also provided an analysis and description of potential 
approaches to achieve the vision that are incorporated into Section VIII. 
 

B.  Existing Land Uses  
Staff’s analysis in the Phase One report 
supports EPS’ assertion that the current 
uses on the Hill are very student-centric.  
As illustrated in Figure 1, retail uses 
occupy the largest amount of square feet, 
followed by residential at over 25% of 
occupied floor space.  Office uses occupy 
less than 3% or less of occupied floor 
space.  Retail in the district is student-
centric – a reflection of market conditions 
created by the user groups who are 
present.   
 
 
 

 
The total building square footage in the district is as follows: Retail -173,633 sq ft, 57%; 
Residential - 76,428 sq ft, 25%; Unfinished Floor Space - 36,131 sq ft, 12%; Office - 9,149 sq ft, 
3%; Entertainment - 8,500 sq ft, 3%.   
 
Housing 
University Hill has long been known as Boulder’s primary student housing neighborhood and 

Figure 1: Existing land uses on the Hill by percent of total 
building square footage 
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today, just over 6,000 university students live within the west-of-Broadway market area of the 
Hill commercial district.   
 
The university places significant demand on the Boulder rental housing market.  CU requires that 
freshman live on campus and the university currently houses approximately 27 – 30% of its 
roughly 30,000 students. Although CU’s Flagship 2030 Plan establishes a goal of increasing the 
proportion of upperclassmen living on campus from 5 to 20% through the introduction of living-
learning environments, the majority of students will continue to be housed in the private market 
off-campus.   Today, approximately 67% of CU students live in Boulder, while 6,000 live 
outside the city limits.  Some of these in-commuters do so by choice, while others are likely 
being priced out of town by the housing market. 
 
Within the 11.5 acre commercial district alone, there are already more than 100 rental units, most 
if not all of which are for students. This compares to approximately 130 residences in the 100+ 
acre downtown commercial district.    
 

Non residential uses 
Student-centric retailers such as 
fast-casual restaurants and coffee 
shops dominate in the Hill 
commercial district due to the built-
in customer base of students nearby; 
making them the most predictably 
profitable of potential uses.  The 
larger income potential of these 
student-focused retailers has, over 
time, increased their numbers 
relative to other retail uses.  
 
There are a total of 91 businesses on 
the Hill, and 8 vacant retail units.  

As can be seen in Figure 2, the majority of these businesses are Fast-Casual Restaurants and 
Services such as tanning salons, dry cleaners, etc.  There are a total of 10 office businesses on the 
Hill.  This pie chart is based on a door-to-door survey of current retailers, with each business 
given a classification.   
 
Potential Role of Office Uses 
Office uses have the potential to create a year-round vitality to support business retention and 
attract new businesses. The nature of office uses is changing and there could be a strong synergy 
with the university.  According to Prof Richard Florida1, the “creative class” is a key driving 
force for economic development of post-industrial cities in the United States.  Boulder, with its 
culture of innovation and track record of federal research labs and major technology firms like 
Ball Aerospace and Google, is a community that has already seen the benefits of just such a 
creative class. Uni Hill, with walkable proximity to campus and a vibrant mixed-use 
environment, could make a good home for the kind of startup companies that drive an innovation 
economy. 
 
Although office uses are currently under-represented on the Hill, two relatively recent additions 
are examples of the types of uses that fit well in this location.  Spark2, a co-working space that 
caters to student entrepreneurs and others looking for inexpensive office space is located on 13th 
                                                 
1 The Rise of the Creative Class (2002), Cities and the Creative Class (2004), and The Flight of the Creative Class (2007), by Richard Florida 
2 Spark is located  in the basement of the Hilltop Building at 1310 College. TheUni Hill moratorium project  public open house and staff open 
hours were held at this location. 

Figure 2: Commercial uses on the Hill by total number 
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Street near the university.  Here, workers join as “members” and have access to desk space and 
telecommunications technology 24 hours a day at a low price.  Also on the Hill is Grenadier 
Advertising that, in contrast, is in the professional services industry and does not cater 
exclusively to younger workers.  In spite of the perception of the Hill as being exclusively for 
students, Grenadier indicated in a recent letter to City Council that they are very happy with their 
location and would like to expand. 
 
An additional idea, suggested at the last Planning Board discussion on the Hill, is that the city  
locate some of its own office space on the Hill.  Staff has proposed that this idea be considered as 
part of the Civic Area office space planning and implementation.  It should be noted that the city 
leases 814 square feet of office space on the Hill in the form of the Police Hill Annex.  
 
It has also been suggested that the city evaluate the extent to which city services and programs 
currently located across the Boulder community, including those on the city’s Municipal 
Campus, could be a potential fit for the current Boulder Community Health facility on 
Broadway.   An update on Civic Area implementation is scheduled to be provided under Matters 
at the March 17 City Council meeting.   A recent update on city office space was provided in the 
January 20 Information Packet:   https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/20150120_IP-1-
201501151359.pdf 
 

C. Potential Future Growth at “Build-out”  
A recent build-out study of the BMS zone3 reveals that the district is only around 52% built out 
at total 304,238 square feet.  An 80% buildout of the district would result in approximately 
162,000 new square feet of usable floor space, not including basements.  This is based on a 
theoretical buildout to the maximum 1.85 FAR of 582,742 square feet –278,504 more square feet 
than the present day.  80% of the maximum is approximately 466,200 total square feet, a 
difference of around 162,000 from the existing. 
 
The following estimates are based on the above figures and extrapolated based on the building 
program of the recently constructed 1350 College – assumed to be the most likely building form 
under current zoning and economic conditions. 
 
2nd and 3rd Floor Student Rentals (“current trends”)  
Under these parameters, staff estimates that approximately 113,000 new square feet of 
development are possible on the 2nd and 3rd floors alone.  If the current trend of residential 
dominating the 2nd and 3rd floors were to continue, there could ultimately be over 190,000 sf of 
residential space – potentially enough to rival even retail as the predominant land use in the 
district (today there is around 176,000 sf of retail, with a modest amount more possible in the 
future).  Given the current trend for new residential construction of around four bedrooms per 
unit (or about 1,200 sf per unit), this could represent approximately 90 new three to four 
bedroom units, or around 300 new residents. 
 
2nd and 3rd Story as Office Use 
If residential uses were prohibited and the additional 113,000 developable square feet on the 2nd 
and 3rd floors were developed as office space, it would equate to approximately 300-400 new 
year-round workers on the Hill. 
 

D. Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan  
The analysis above highlights that one of the gaps in achieving the BVCP vision for the Hill is 

                                                 
3 2013 UHGID Development Projections study by RRC Associates.  

Attachment I - Planning Board Memo



11 

the current lack of diverse commercial uses and dominance of housing. Although encouraging 
more diverse commercial uses and limiting future housing would conflict with BVCP Policy 
1.19 of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to improve the city’s current jobs:housing 
imbalance, the Hill has always been identified as primarily a commercial center  to serve the 
surrounding neighborhood and the city, and the area already has a higher percentage of housing 
than would be typical in a regional-serving commercial center. Therefore, limiting future housing 
and encouraging future commercial uses here is an essential component of achieving the 
appropriate balance and the larger vision for the Hill. 
. 

E. Role of “Catalyst” Sites, Access Management and Parking Strategy 

From as early as the 1996 Hill Plan, the role of “catalyst” sites has been a primary strategy for 
Hill revitalization. Catalyst sites are defined as key properties that are sufficiently substantial in 
size to accommodate redevelopment projects that can contribute to implementing the city’s  
vision for a greater diversity of uses. Catalyst sites also provide the opportunity to achieve other 
Hill priorities such as creating public gathering areas, increasing public art and increasing 
parking, which has been identified as a key foundation to attracting more office use, city-wide 
entertainment and retail.  
 
As in many historic areas, the existing surface parking lots present the greatest opportunity for 
redevelopment efforts. On the Hill, there are three surface parking lots – two are owned by the 
parking district (UHGID) and one by the University of Colorado. These sites and the gas station 
at the corner of Pleasant and 13th Street have been repeatedly identified over time as the four 
opportunity catalyst sites. Larger private sector sites with larger footprints, such as the former 
Colorado Bookstore site at Broadway and College, could also play a role as catalyst sites. 
 
Partnerships play an essential role in the redevelopment of Hill catalyst sites for a variety of 
reasons. First, the size of the Hill commercial district parcels are relatively small and do not 
provide the economic feasibility and scale of redevelopment to accommodate underground 
parking. Combining multiple parcels and/or utilizing the UHGID sites enables a scale of 
development with the highest likelihood of economic feasibility.  
 
Second, the need for replacing and accommodating parking, along with other multi-modal 
strategies, is fundamental to providing the infrastructure to create more diverse uses such as 
office, retail and entertainment that attracts a citywide or regional audience. Due to the confined 
space on the Hill and basic urban design principles, the majority of parking provided within these 
redevelopments would be underground which is very expensive to build and operate. Creating a 
large enough building footprint affords a greater efficiencies of scale and parking layout. Should 
the Hill remain a commercial district primarily catering to the basic needs of CU students as they 
travel between home and classes, then the need for additional parking would be questionable.  
 
Thirdly, UHGID lacks the financial resources and ability to finance the construction of structured 
and/or underground parking, and must explore innovative public/private partnerships with other 
entities, including private developers. New incentives may also be needed to make such parking 
development financially feasible.  
 
The Hill Revitalization Strategy work plan first pursues improved transit/bike/pedestrian access, 
and then investigates how to address current and projected parking demands to achieve the 
Council goal of Business/Residential Diversity, as follows: 

Improve Access Options 
a. Install B-Cycle bike sharing station on College Avenue (COMPLETE) 
b. Fund an eGo car sharing space in the 14th Street UHGID parking lot (COMPLETE) 
c. Feasibility of a Hill employer master contract for an Ecopass program (IN PROCESS) 
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d. Introduce a taxi stand on 13th Street 
e. Work with RTD to re-route bus lines down 13th Street 

Introduce Structured Parking to Attract a Diversity of Uses and Users 
f. Pursue partnership for structured parking on the 14th Street UHGID lot (IN PROCESS) 
g. Pursue partnership for structured parking on the Pleasant Street UHGID lot 
h. Consider incentives to achieve public underground or structured parking on 

redevelopment sites 

F.  Existing Zoning 

The Hill commercial district is zoned BMS (Business Main Street), a commercial mixed-use 
zoning district patterned after the character of historic Main Street business districts. BMS is 
designed as a mixed-use zone encouraging development in a pedestrian-oriented pattern, with 
buildings built up to the street, retail uses on the first floor, and residential and office uses above 
the first floor. It also allows complementary uses. It is applied to three areas of the city, including 
West Pearl, North Boulder and within the Boulder Junction area by Steel Yards. Zoning 
immediately adjacent to the Hill commercial district is RH-5 (Residential High – 5). 
 
Recent Development on the Hill 
All recent development on the Hill has occurred “by-right4” with the exception of some proposed 
changes of use that required Use Review.  Some recent redevelopment examples are the Lofts on 
the Hill at 1143 and 1155 13th Street in 2009 and 1350 College in 2010, both of which include 
residential uses on the 2nd and 3rd floors above commercial uses within buildings up to the 
permitted 38-foot building height limit. 
 
Bulk and Massing 
City Council stipulated that the moratorium 
project would not change the vision for the 
Hill or the underlying maximum floor area 
ratio (FAR).  BMS on the Hill is different 
from other areas zoned BMS, because it is 
within a general improvement district where 
parking for commercial uses do not rely on 
on-site parking, but rather managed on- and 
off-street parking (see “Parking District” on 
page 5). In the Hill BMS zone, the allowable 
FAR is 1.85. A representation of the total 
mass possible on a site within the Hill BMS 
zone considering the 1.85 FAR is shown in 
Figure 3. 

 
This example shows the expected form and 
massing of a by-right building on a 6,250 
square foot lot that meets that required setbacks of BMS. Notice the first two levels are built to 
the street while the upper story is set back 20 feet reducing its apparent mass and height. 

 
As many of the issues that prompted the moratorium are more “use” related, staff is not 
proposing any changes at this time that would impact the form and bulk standards within the 
BMS zoning district. Rather, possible changes that were analyzed as part of this project relate to  
uses allowed on the Hill. 
                                                 
4 By-right means those projects that meet all the zoning district standards and can be approved by submitting a 
building permit application (i.e., they do not require a discretionary review process such as Site or Use Review). 

Figure 3 Typical building massing based on existing 
BMS zoning standards for Uni Hill 
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Allowed Uses 
Although current BMS zoning on the Hill allows a high diversity of uses, the predominate uses 
are student-serving retail and student rental housing, as discussed earlier.  Further, residential 
units with multiple bedrooms within the Hill commercial district continue to be highly 
marketable on the Hill given its close proximity to the university and shifts in student 
demographics. These characteristics and the BMS zone’s relatively low on-site parking 
requirement of one parking space per dwelling unit effectively create an incentive for a 
concentration of bedrooms within units. The character of the Hill commercial district as a 
student-oriented district is also heavily influenced by the surrounding residential neighborhood 
where high density residential of 14 or more dwelling units per acre (i.e., RH-5) exists. 
 
Although the BMS zoning allows a high diversity of uses, it cannot specifically mandate any one 
use.  Considering the current over-concentration and strong market demand for residential on the 
Hill and the desire for more diverse commercial uses, staff identified a range of strategies that 
would limit, to varying degrees, additional housing on the Hill within the BMS zone. These and 
other strategies, including one that provides an incentive to add office uses in the adjacent RH-5 
zone, are discussed in Section VIII. 
 
Nonconforming Uses 
Some strategies in Section VIII that propose changing the allowed uses in the BMS zone will 
create nonconforming uses5.  The city’s method of regulating nonconforming uses is relatively 
flexible, especially compared to many communities that require nonconforming uses to leave 
over time. Per Chapter 9-10 of the city’s land use regulations, nonconforming uses are allowed to 
continue to operate unless they cease operation for one year or more. Nonconforming uses that 
continue operation are also permitted to expand floor area by no more than 10 percent.  
 
Corrections to the BMS zone standards 
During analysis of the BMS standards for this project, staff found two errors in the BMS zone 
district that were made in recent years, possibly as part of the code simplification project.  First, 
the maximum building size within BMS is 15,000 square feet for by-right projects, and the 
regulations originally allowed buildings over that size to be considered through a discretionary 
review process.  However, the code currently does not allow a method of modifying this 
standard.  The ability to modify this standard was inadvertently removed when the code 
simplification project in 2006 paired this requirement with other FAR limits that cannot be 
modified.   
 
Second, the original BMS standards allowed dwelling units only if above the first floor, whereas 
the current code allows residential uses in any location. Staff researched all BMS-related 
ordinances involving substantive changes since the zone was created and did not find this 
change. Staff believes that it may have been incorporated inadvertently as part of a supplement 
ordinance, which is only limited to non-substantive, clerical error changes. Staff will continue to 
research this information prior to City Council consideration of the ordinance to confirm. 
Corrections to these errors are incorporated into staff’s recommendations in Section II. 
 
Corrections to the "permanently affordable unit" definition 
 
During the drafting of the BMS standards, staff noticed inconsistencies between the Inclusionary 
Housing definition for "permanently affordable unit" and the inclusionary housing regulations in 
Chapter 9-13.  The proposed ordinance therefore includes revisions to the definition for 
                                                 
5 For example, if residential uses, which are currently allowed in the BMS zone are changed to “prohibited” uses,   
the residential uses that exist in the area today would become “nonconforming uses.”  
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“permanently affordable unit” to clean up these inconsistencies.  Currently, some income limits 
described in Chapter 9-13 are more restrictive than described in the current definition for 
permanently affordable unit.  To fix that, the reference to specific income limits is proposed to be 
deleted and replaced with a reference to the limits specified in Chapter 9-13.  In addition, a few 
years ago state law was amended to clarify that rental restrictions pursuant to “voluntary 
agreements” are excluded from Colorado’s prohibition of rent control. The language in 9-13 has 
already been revised to allow voluntary agreements as an option to meet inclusionary housing 
requirements, the proposed ordinance would add that option in the definition for permanently 
affordable units consistent with the inclusionary housing regulations. 
 

VII. Findings  
 
From the analysis summarized above, staff reached the following conclusions: 
 
1. The proximity of the University provides significant economic, intellectual and cultural 

benefits and has influenced the Hill’s unique, student-centric and bohemian character.  While 
it is neither desired nor necessary to change the student-focus of the Hill, diversifying the 
users and uses will make it more lively year-round and attractive to the community at 
large-- a more comfortable and attractive place to shop, work, visit and live. 

 
2. There is already an over-concentration of housing in this small commercial district and 

adding more units will limit opportunities for non-residential uses that would attract 
more diverse users to the Hill. There are 103 dwelling units within the Hill Commercial 
District. This compares with approximately 130 units Downtown, yet the Hill is only 11.5 
acres in size whereas the Downtown encompasses approximately 108 acres While the 
presence of housing close to or within any commercial district adds vitality and built-in 
shoppers, the Hill commercial area has an abundance of high density residences on three 
sides already and residences account for a higher share of square footage than is traditionally 
expected in a commercial district. Furthermore, the recent economic analysis done by EPS 
concludes that the demand for residences located in the hill commercial area “is almost 
completely for student oriented housing.” More student rentals clustered in this small area 
could create a party-like atmosphere that conflicts with the Hill vision as an attractive place 
to shop, work, visit, and live. Moreover, unlike commercial spaces that adapt easily to a 
variety of uses over time, once residential spaces are built, they are unlikely to convert to 
other uses, thus reducing options for diversifying uses and attracting other users to the Hill.   

 
3. There are very few offices on the Hill, yet office uses could potentially play a crucial 

role in adding a year-round diversity of ages and professions, and benefit from the 
proximity to the University. There are only 10 office uses housed in only 3% of the total 
building square footage on the hill, and few more in the immediate neighborhood. Although 
the EPS report indicates a strong market for office uses in the core area of the city, few 
offices have located on the Hill in recent years, despite its proximity to CU and Downtown 
and its location in one of the most transit-rich locations in the region.  

 
4. Among the barriers to expanding the diversity of uses and users on the Hill are:  

a. The current market favors student rental housing over all other uses allowed, 
making it difficult for other uses to compete.  Student housing outperforms other uses 
from a cash flow perspective, with current rates at more than $1000/ month per bedroom. 
Multi-bedroom units are the most attractive investments, because of the cost-savings of 
shared spaces such as kitchens and living rooms and because the zoning district requires 
one parking space per unit, irrespective of number of bedrooms.   

b. Insufficient public parking (or the perception of a lack of parking), particularly for 
professional office uses and city-wide-serving retail uses; 

c. Lack of another attraction or anchor that could change the current market perception 
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of being just for students and change the market demand to attract a broader visitor mix;  
d. Lack of other office uses and office “comps” needed for financing, making it difficult 

to attract other office uses; and  
e. The built in student-centric market, which has resulted in a low retail vacancy rate 

and a somewhat run-down aesthetic in portions of the Hill, because property upkeep 
is not essential to stay competitive and many properties have no debt, such that the 
buildings are sources of steady profit. 

 
VIII.   Potential Strategies to Address the Findings 

 
Staff identified a variety of possible strategies, described below, that could address the findings 
above.  Some of the strategies involve city regulations; others would be new programs or 
financial incentives. Some can be combined with other strategies, or components of other 
strategies.  Staff’s recommended strategies are summarized in Section IX. 
 
Use-Related Strategies 
 

A. Residential Uses (Zoning Strategies) 
 

A-1)   Prohibit all new residential uses 
This strategy addresses findings 1, 2 and 4a regarding the over-concentration of housing 
and current market dynamics.  It would revise the BMS zoning district standards to list all 
residential uses as “prohibited” for the Uni Hill commercial district only. It would mean 
that all existing residential uses in the BMS zone in Uni Hill would become non-
conforming uses. As described on page 13, existing residences would be subject to the 
city’s fairly flexible non-conforming use standards that allow expansion up to 10% of 
existing floor area.  This strategy would likely change the current market condition and 
make office uses more attractive; however, it is also likely to affect property values in the 
short-term, which are currently based largely on the cash-flow assumptions related to the 
student rental market. If the market for office uses on the Hill changes over time, 
however, particularly for Class A office uses, property values might improve. Over time, 
future 2nd and 3rd story uses would add year-round diverse users on the Hill, such as 
office workers (an estimated 300-400 workers at “buildout”). 

 
A-2)   Prohibit new residential uses, except Permanently Affordable or Senior Housing  
This strategy also addresses findings 1, 2, and 4a, and has similar benefits and impacts to 
Strategy A-1 above, but would allow permanently affordable or deed-restricted senior 
units within the BMS zone. Encouraging permanently affordable and senior housing units 
would be consistent with city policies to add more of these types of housing in the 
community, and would contribute to diversifying the residential mix of the Uni Hill 
commercial district. The strategy would similarly shift the current market dynamic that is 
driven by the economics of market-rate student rentals, but not prohibit housing all 
together as a use. This strategy would be accomplished by making residential uses 
conditional uses on the Hill, requiring staff level review to determine compliance with 
specific criteria, which would include deed restrictions on the units to ensure permanent 
affordability and/or occupancy by residents who are 62 years of age or older. While it 
may be unlikely that a senior-oriented housing development would occur in the near 
term, there have been recent trends in many university communities of housing that is 
marketed specifically to alumni who wish to live in close proximity to campus and its 
many cultural offerings. Development of permanently affordable housing, particularly if 
it is targeted to groups such as CU faculty and staff, may be more likely, but may require 
the active participation of the city and/or university in addition to private or nonprofit 
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development partners. 
 

A-3)   Prohibit new residential uses, except on the 3rd floor if in conjunction with a use or 
“public benefit” that helps implement the Hill vision.  
This strategy addresses findings 1, 2 and 4a, but to a lesser extent than Strategies A-1 and 
A-2. It would allow some market rate units on the third story which would have less 
financial impact on property owners than Strategies A-1 and A-2 by allowing some space 
for market-rate units. It could also incentivize more upkeep of buildings on the Hill if 
requirements to “improve the appearance” of buildings is added as a criterion of 
approval. While this strategy may afford property owners more flexibility, it conflicts 
somewhat with finding 2 as it would likely result in a high number of additional housing 
units – units which would likely be developed as student rental housing given the market 
demand.  As EPS notes in their Development Scenarios analysis in Attachment I- B, it is 
“unlikely that a developer would build a program like this considering the high 
maintenance costs related with three different uses, the risk associated with having to 
lease three different uses within one small building, and the difficulty with attracting 
office users to a building with student housing within it.” 

 
B. Office Uses 
 

B-1 Create a density bonus for office uses.   
City Council direction at the outset was that the moratorium project will not increase the 
allowed floor area ratio (FAR) above the current cap of 1.85 FAR within the Hill 
commercial district. Therefore, if a “bonus” for offices uses were created, a new lower 
base would need to be established, so that 1.85 FAR would remain as the maximum. This 
strategy addresses finding no. 1, as reducing the base FAR would limit the amount of 
future housing; however, it would add more likely result in more student rental house and 
Strategy A-3 would have about the same result, but would be regulated in a more 
straightforward manner without reducing the by-right FAR.  

 
B-2 Create an overlay zone in the adjacent RH-5 residential zone to encourage office 
uses in existing residential structures.  
Currently, office uses within the RH-5 zone require Planning Board approval of a use 
review application and are subject to a specific review criterion that discourages 
residential to non-residential conversions. Changing these requirements by, for instance, 
not requiring Planning Board review and creating an exception to allow conversions to 
office in the areas immediately adjacent to the commercial district, would help encourage 
office uses. This strategy, if successful, would meet findings no. 2 and 3 in that it 
increases the potential for more offices near the Hill to increase use diversity as intended 
by the BVCP vision for the area. While potentially a good idea to address the findings, it 
is expected that market conditions, which strongly favor student residential, would 
continue and the likelihood of such conversions would be low. Further, such a change 
would require significant public outreach and analysis to determine the boundaries, how 
to address impacts such as parking, and criteria for review and approval. The time 
invested may outweigh the results, but may be a strategy to consider in the future. 

 
C. Parking   

 
C-1    Promote public/private redevelopment of surface parking lots for projects that 
provide uses that address the city’s vision and include additional parking. 
This strategy addresses multiple findings from the Phase One Report:  4a insufficient 
parking, 2 lack of office uses, and 4b lack of an anchor use.  There are three surface 
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parking lots in the Hill commercial district:  two owned by UHGID and one owned by the 
University of Colorado.  Surface parking lots provide excellent opportunities for mixed 
use developments either as a stand-alone parcel or in combination with adjacent 
properties by creating the opportunity for a “blank slate” project of desired uses and 
placing parking underground. The facility can also accommodate infrastructure that 
supports other modes of transportation such as car and bike share. The urban design 
character of the Hill is improved by adding active ground floor uses.   The larger site area 
provides the flexibility for creating a diversity of uses that could include office and/ or 
other anchor uses that achieve the Hill vision.  A challenge of such projects is the cost of 
underground parking.  UHGID lacks the fiscal capacity to finance underground parking 
on its own.  The small size of the district limits its revenue generation as well as bonding 
capacity.  Partnerships with other entities and/or other strategies would be needed to 
financially implement this approach.    

   
Financial Incentives 
 

D. Explore tax policies to encourage and facilitate development of projects that address 
desired uses that are difficult to attract or that provide a public benefit and implement the 
Hill vision.  
This could include a catalytic anchor use, office uses, public infrastructure and balanced 
multi-modal options including parking. The tax policies could include allocation of some 
portion of taxes (sales, construction use, or property) from Hill projects to cover a “gap” 
in project financing or to invest in Hill public infrastructure; instituting a Public 
Improvement Fee to Hill sales tax; creating other redevelopment or revitalization district 
concepts such as Downtown Development Authority, Community Development 
Corporation and/or business improvement district. 
The proposed strategy could address findings 1, 3, and 4, by seeking to attract desired 
uses, including potentially office uses, and breaking down various barriers to expanding 
the diversity of uses on the Hill.  Consideration of these policies would need to be 
integrated into the Hill Reinvestment Strategy priority to explore sustainable, long term 
governance and funding for the Hill. A pilot approach could be incorporated into some of 
the policies, or they could be time-limited.   
 

E. Consider National Register Historic District designation, for portions of the Hill that are 
potentially eligible, allowing eligible properties to take advantage of up to 50% income 
tax credits. 
This strategy addresses finding 4 e, federal and state income tax credits for rehabilitation 
can be used for everything from routine maintenance to major interior and/or exterior 
rehabilitation, and could provide the needed financial incentive for property owners to 
rehabilitate their buildings and improve the appearance of the area.  Additionally, it could 
be a way to highlight and celebrate the rich history of the Hill, which could make the area 
more meaningful to new students and residents. It could promote heritage tourism.  In 
conjunction with other strategies, it could also address finding 4c.  It would require 
significant public outreach and education about the benefits and responsibilities 
associated with historic district designation, but National Register designation can be 
particularly attractive to property owners given its largely honorary and does not restrict 
property changes unless they are in association with the tax credits. 

 
Programs 
 

F. Have the city take a lead role in working with the university and property owners in 
attracting one or more ‘anchor’ uses to the Hill Commercial District with the potential in 
turn to attract a greater diversity of uses and customers to the area. 
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This strategy directly addresses three out of the four findings.  Pursuing an anchor office, 
retail or hotel use has the potential to attract additional and more diverse users to the 
district to help achieve the vision for vibrant, year-round commercial activity.  It would 
address the EPS finding that one or more anchors (and parking) are needed to attract the 
desired mix of uses and users to the district.  A revitalized district would benefit the 
existing businesses and property owners.  The fiscal impact to the city would depend on 
what strategy is used to attract the anchor uses.  If an anchor retail use is attracted, it 
could reduce trips traveled by neighboring residents to meet their shopping, dining and 
entertainment uses.  Positive social impacts would include a greater diversity of 
customers and visitors to the district. 
 

G. Continue to explore the creation of Innovation/Creative District. Build on the essential, 
innate qualities of the Hill including creativity, youthfulness, and energy, and expand it to 
foster creativity in the broadest sense for a diversity of users. 
This strategy addresses findings 3 and 4 e.  An innovation or creative district could 
stimulate the office market and bring in new users, re-define the district’s image and ties 
to CU as being rooted in innovation, or potentially revitalize interest in the history and 
function of the Hill as an entertainment district. Depending on the district’s focus, it 
could also help to address findings 1, 2, and 4c.  Bringing in new uses, be they cultural or 
economic in focus, would help balance out the high concentration of student housing that 
already exists and could help attract additional office space.  Additionally, an innovation 
district could directly address the finding that the area lacks a strong anchor attraction and 
is limited by the market perception of being just for students. 

 
H. Explore the creation of a Façade Improvement Program. (not sure if we’re going to 

include this one). 
A façade improvement program could facilitate the achievement of numerous goals for 
the Hill such as enhancing the urban character by addressing the run down appearance of 
numerous buildings and supporting history district designation. The program could be a 
catalyst for and a component of a hill property and business owner initiative to create a 
district development authority, improvement district, Main Street program, or community 
development corporation to support the long term hill revitalization and improvement.  
The program could include incentives such as low interest loans, rebates, design 
assistance or subsidies that would encourage property owners to make an investment in 
their properties and enhance the historic character of the Hill.  Tying the façade 
improvement program to National Register Historic District designation could provide an 
added incentive to property owners to support the creation of an historic district.   

 
IX.  Recommended Strategies 

 
As described in the staff recommendation in Section II, staff recommends BMS zoning change 
per Strategy A-2 above.  Staff is also recommending additional strategies below, to be 
incorporated into the Hill Revitalization Strategy and Community Planning and Sustainability 
Work Plan. Staff is seeking Planning Board’s feedback on these recommended strategies: 
Near Term Actions: 

∙ The city, working with the city, the university and private sector partners, including Hill 
property owners, to attract an anchor use on the Hill that could change current market 
dynamics and entice non-residential uses that would add diverse users to the Hill.  

∙ As part of the Uni Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work Plan and the city’s Access 
Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS), move forward on several fronts to improve 
multimodal access and address concerns about lack of public parking on the Hill  
a. Study the utilization of existing public parking to determine whether there is an 
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insufficient supply of parking to meet the needs of existing demand on the Hill, and 
the extent to which the two UHGID lots are under-utilized due to their locations and/or 
lack of visibility. 

b. Continue to explore public/ private partnerships to redevelop existing surface parking 
lots with desired uses and add more parking in the district. 

c. Continue efforts to shift Single Occupant Vehicle travel to other modes. 
• Develop a public education and outreach process to explore National Register Historic 

District designation for the commercial district to allow property owners to receive 
Federal and State rehabilitation tax credits (for up to 50% of rehabilitation costs). 

Longer Term Actions 
• Depending on the success of the above actions in attracting office uses, determine 

whether to consider revisions to portions of the RH-5 zoning district adjacent to the Hill 
commercial district to encourage office uses in existing residential structures. If so, 
design an appropriate public outreach and analysis process before moving forward.  

• Consider other strategies as part of the on-going Uni Hill Reinvestment Strategy, 
including: 
o Creation of Innovation/ Creative/ Arts District. 
o Creation of a Façade Improvement Program  

 
At the January 27th City Council study session, staff will also be asking City Council to 
provide policy direction on whether staff should spend time in 2015 on a proposal for council 
consideration that explores tax policies to encourage and facilitate development of projects that 
address desired uses that are difficult to attract or that provide a public benefit and implement the 
Hill vision. This could include a catalytic anchor use, office uses, public infrastructure and 
balanced multi-modal options including parking. The tax policies could include allocation of 
some portion of taxes (sales, construction use, or property) from Hill projects to cover a “gap” in 
project financing or to invest in Hill public infrastructure; instituting a Public Improvement Fee 
to Hill sales tax; creating other redevelopment or revitalization district concepts such as 
Downtown Development Authority, Community Development Corporation or business 
improvement district.  Consideration of these policies would need to be integrated into the Hill 
Reinvestment Strategy priority to explore sustainable, long term governance and funding for the 
Hill. A pilot approach could be incorporated into some of the policies, or they could be time-
limited.   
 

X.   Next Steps 
 
The University Hill Management Commission (UHCAMC) will hold a public hearing and make 
a recommendation to City Council on February 11.  City Council’s first reading of the proposed 
ordinance will occur on February 17. Second reading of the ordinance and public hearing on the 
overall project is scheduled for March 3.  If needed, a third reading of the ordinance and City 
Council final decision will occur on March 17.  The moratorium expires on March 18. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
I-A. Draft Ordinance amending the BMS zoning district standards 
I-B. EPS Reports 
I-C. University Hill Reinvestment Strategy 1/27/15 Study Session Memo 
 
 
The University Hill Moratorium Phase One Report and The University Hill Moratorium Project 
Phase Two Public Outreach Report are available at the project website - 
https://bouldercolorado.gov/planning/uh-moratorium) 
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING [****], B.R.C. 1981, [****],  
LIMITING RESIDENTIAL USES WITHIN THE UNIVERSITY 
HILL GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT WITHIN THE 
BMS ZONING DISTRICT AND SETTING FORTH RELATED 
DETAILS. 

 

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

COLORADO: 

Section 1.  Table 2-1 of Section 9-2-1, “Types of Review,” B.R.C. 1981, shall be 

amended as follows: 

9-2-1 Types of Reviews. 

(a) Purpose: This section identifies the numerous types of administrative and development 
review processes and procedures. The review process for each of the major review types is 
summarized in Table 2-1 of this section. 

(b) Summary Chart: 

TABLE 2-1: REVIEW PROCESSES SUMMARY CHART 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE 
REVIEWS - CONDITIONAL 

USES 

III. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
AND 

BOARD ACTION 

 Building permits 

 Change of address 

 Change of street name 

 Demolition, moving, and 
removal of buildings with no 
historic or architectural 
significance, per Section 9-
11-23, "Review of Permits 

 Accessory Units 
(Dwelling, Owners, 
Limited) 

 Antennas for Wireless 
Telecommunications 
Services 

 Attached Dwelling 
Units and Efficiency 
Dwelling Units in the 

 Annexation/initial zoning 

 BOZA variances 

 Concept plans 

 Demolition, moving, and 
removal of buildings with 
potential historic or 
architectural significance, 
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for Demolition, On-Site 
Relocation, and Off-Site 
Relocation of Buildings Not 
Designated," B.R.C. 1981 

 Easement vacation 

 Extension of development 
approval/staff level 

 Landmark alteration 
certificates (staff review per 
Section 9-11-14, "Staff 
Review of Application for 
Landmark Alteration 
Certificate," B.R.C. 1981) 

 Landscape standards 
variance 

 Minor modification 

 Nonconforming use 
(extension, change of use 
(inc. parking)) 

 Parking deferral per 
Subsection 9-9-6(e), B.R.C. 
1981 

 Parking reductions and 
modifications for bicycle 
parking per Paragraph 9-9-
6(g)(6), B.R.C. 1981 

 Parking stall variances 

 Public utility 

 Rescission of development 
approval 

 Revocable permit 

 Right of way lease 

 Setback variance 

 Site access variance 

 Solar exception 

 Zoning verification 

University Hill 
General Improvement 
District 

 Bed and Breakfasts 

 Cooperative Housing 
Units 

 Daycare Centers 
Detached Dwelling 
Units with Two 
Kitchens 

 Drive-Thru Uses 

 Group Home 
Facilities 

 Home Occupations 

 Manufacturing Uses 
with Off-Site Impacts 

 Neighborhood Service 
Centers 

 Offices, Computer 
Design and 
Development, Data 
Processing, 
Telecommunications, 
Medical or Dental 
Clinics and Offices, or 
Addiction Recovery 
Facilities in the 
Service Commercial 
Zoning Districts 

 Recycling Facilities 

 Religious Assemblies 

 Residential Care, 
Custodial Care, and 
Congregate Care 
Facilities 

 Residential 
Development in 
Industrial Zoning 
Districts 

 Restaurants, 
Brewpubs, and 

per Section 9-11-23, 
"Review of Permits for 
Demolition, On-Site 
Relocation, and Off-Site 
Relocation of Buildings 
Not Designated," B.R.C. 
1981 

 Landmark alteration 
certificates other than 
those that may be 
approved by staff per 
Section 9-11-14, "Staff 
Review of Application 
for Landmark Alteration 
Certificate," B.R.C. 1981 

 Lot line adjustments 

 Lot line elimination 

 Minor Subdivisions 

 Out of city utility permit 

 Rezoning 

 Site review 

 Subdivisions 

 Use review 

 Vacations of street, alley, 
or access easement 
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Taverns 

 Sales or Rental of 
Vehicles on Lots 
Located 500 Feet or 
Less from a 
Residential Zoning 
District 

 Service Stations 

 Shelters (Day, 
Emergency, 
Overnight, temporary) 

 Temporary Sales 

 Transitional Housing 

 

 

Section 2.  Section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

9-2-14  Site Review.  

. . . 

(b) Scope: The following development review thresholds apply to any development that is 
eligible or that otherwise may be required to complete the site review process:  

(1) Development Review Thresholds: 

(A) Minimum Thresholds for Voluntary Site Review: No person may apply for a site 
review application unless the project exceeds the thresholds for the "minimum size 
for site review" category set forth in table 2-2 of this section or a height 
modification pursuant to Subsection (e) below on any lot is requested.  

(B) Minimum Thresholds for Required Site Review: No person may apply for a 
subdivision or a building permit for a project that exceeds the thresholds for the 
"concept plan and site review required" category set forth in table 2-2 of this 
section until a site review has been completed.  

(C) Common Ownership: All contiguous lots or parcels under common ownership or 
control, not subject to a planned development, planned residential development, 
planned unit development, or site review approval, shall be considered as one 
property for the purposes of determining whether the maximum site review 
thresholds below apply. If such lots or parcels cross zoning district boundaries, the 
lesser threshold of the zoning districts shall apply to all of the lots or parcels.  
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(D) Previously Approved Developments: Previously approved valid planned unit 
developments that do not otherwise meet the minimum site review thresholds may 
be modified or amended consistent with the provisions of this title pursuant to 
Subsections (k) and (l) of this section.  

(E) Height Modifications: A development which exceeds the permitted height 
requirements of Section 9-7-5, "Building Height," or 9-7-6, "Building Height, 
Conditional," B.R.C. 1981, is required to complete a site review and is not subject 
to the minimum threshold requirements. No standard other than height may be 
modified under the site review unless the project is also eligible for site review.  

TABLE 2-2: SITE REVIEW THRESHOLD TABLE  

Zoning 
District 

Abbreviation  
Use Form Intensity

Minimum Size 
for Site 
Review  

Concept Plan and Site 
Review Required  

Former Zoning 
District 

Abbreviation  

A A a 1 2 acres - (A-E) 

BC-1 B3 f 15 1 acre 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(CB-D) 

BC-2 B3 f 19 1 acre 

2 acres or 25,000 
square feet of floor 
area or any site in 

BVRC 

(CB-E) 

BCS B4 m 28 1 acre 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(CS-E) 

BMS B2 o 17 0 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(BMS-X) 

BR-1 B5 f 23 0 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB-E) 

BR-2 B5 f 16 0 3 acres or 50,000 
square feet of floor 

(RB-D) 
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area 

BT-1 B1 f 15 1 acre 
2 acres or 30,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(TB-D) 

BT-2 B1 e 21 0 
2 acres or 30,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(TB-E) 

DT-1 D3 p 25 0 
1 acre or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB3-X/E) 

DT-2 D3 p 26 0 
1 acre or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB2-X) 

DT-3 D3 p 27 0 
1 acre or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB2-E) 

DT-4 D1 q 27 0 
1 acre or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB1-E) 

DT-5 D2 p 27 0 
1 acre or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RB1-X) 

IG I2 f 22 2 acres 
5 acres or 100,000 
square feet of floor 

area 
(IG-E/D) 

IM I3 f 20 2 acres 
5 acres or 100,000 
square feet of floor 

area 
(IM-E/D) 

IMS I4 r 18 0 3 acres or 50,000 (IMS-X) 
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square feet of floor 
area 

IS-1 I1 f 11 2 acres 
5 acres or 100,000 
square feet of floor 

area 
(IS-E) 

IS-2 I1 f 10 2 acres 
5 acres or 100,000 
square feet of floor 

area 
(IS-D) 

MH MH s - 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property
- (MH-E) 

MU-1 M2 i 18 0 
1 acre or 20 dwelling 

units 
(MU-D) 

MU-2 M3 r 18 0 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

(RMS-X) 

MU-3 M1 n 24 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

1 acre or 20 dwelling 
units or 20,000 square 
feet of nonresidential 

floor area 

(MU-X ) 

MU-4 M4 o 24.5 0 
3 acres or 50,000 

square feet of floor 
area 

- 

P P c 5 2 acres 
5 acres or 100,000 
square feet of floor 

area 
(P-E) 

RE R1 b 3 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property
- (ER-E) 
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RH-1 R6 j 12 0 
2 acres or 20 dwelling 

units 
(HR-X) 

RH-2 R6 c 12.5 0 
2 acres or 20 dwelling 

units 
(HZ-E) 

RH-3 R7 l 14 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(HR1-X) 

RH-4 R6 h 15 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(HR-D) 

RH-5 R6 c 19 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(HR-E) 

RH-6 R8 j 17.5 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

3 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

- 

RH-7 R7 i 14 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

- 

RL-1 R1 d 4 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

3 acres or 18 dwelling 
units 

(LR-E) 

RL-2 R2 g 6 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

3 acres or 18 dwelling 
units 

(LR-D) 

RM-1 R3 g 9 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(MR-D) 

RM-2 R2 d 13 5 or more units 2 acres or 20 dwelling (MR-E) 
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are permitted 
on the property

units 

RM-3 R3 j 13 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(MR-X) 

RMX-1 R4 d 7 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property

2 acres or 20 dwelling 
units 

(MXR-E) 

RMX-2 R5 k 8 0 
2 acres or 20 dwelling 

units 
(MXR-D) 

RR-1 R1 a 2 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property
- (RR-E) 

RR-2 R1 b 2 
5 or more units 
are permitted 

on the property
- (RR1-E) 

 

. . . 

(c) Modifications to Development Standards: The following development standards of B.R.C. 
1981 may be modified under the site review process set forth in this section:  

(1) 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," and standards referred to in that section 
except for the floor area requirements that the standards referred to as “FAR 
Requirements” may not be modified under this paragraph and are subject to Section 9-
8-2, B.R.C. 1981.  

. . . 

 

Section 3.  Section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

9-6-1  Schedule of Permitted Land Uses.  
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The schedule shows the uses which are permitted, conditionally permitted, prohibited, or which 
may be permitted through use review pursuant to Section 9-2-15, "Use Review," B.R.C. 1981.  

(a) Explanation of Table Abbreviations: The abbreviations used in Table 6-1 of this section 
have the following meanings:  

(1) Allowed Uses: An "A" in a cell indicates that the use type is permitted by right in the 
respective zoning district. Permitted uses are subject to all other applicable regulations 
of this title.  

(2) Conditional Uses: A "C" in a cell indicates that the use type will be reviewed in 
accordance with the procedures established in Section 9-2-2, "Administrative Review 
Procedures," B.R.C. 1981. Conditional use applications shall also meet the additional 
standards set forth in Sections 9-6-2 through 9-6-9, B.R.C. 1981, for "Specific Use 
Standards," or other sections of this title.  

(3) Use Review Uses: A "U" in a cell indicates that the use type will be reviewed in 
accordance with the procedures established in Section 9-2-15, "Use Review," B.R.C. 
1981. Use review applications shall also meet the additional standards set forth in 
Sections 9-6-2 through 9-6-9, B.R.C. 1981, for "Specific Use Standards."  

(4) Ground Floor Restricted Uses: A "G" in a cell indicates that the use type is permitted by 
right in the respective zoning district, so long as it is not located on the ground floor 
facing a street, with the exception of minimum necessary ground level access, it is 
located above or below the ground floor, otherwise by use review only.  

(5) Residential Restricted Uses - M: An "M" in a cell indicates the use is permitted, 
provided at least fifty percent of the floor area is for residential use and the 
nonresidential use is less than seven thousand square feet per building, otherwise by use 
review only.  

(6) Residential Restricted Uses - N: An "N" in a cell indicates the use is permitted, 
provided at least fifty percent of the floor area is for nonresidential use, otherwise by 
use review only.  

(7) Prohibited Uses: An asterisk symbol ("*") in a cell indicates that the use type is 
prohibited in the zoning district.  

(8) Additional Regulations: There may be additional regulations that are applicable to a 
specific use type. The existence of these specific use regulations is noted through a 
reference in the last column of the use table entitled "Specific Use." References refer to 
subsections of Sections 9-6-2 through 9-6-9, B.R.C. 1981, for "Specific Use Standards," 
or other sections of this title. Such standards apply to all districts unless otherwise 
specified.  

(9) n/a: Not applicable; more specific use applications apply. 

(b) Interpretation: The city manager may decide questions of interpretation as to which category 
uses not specifically listed are properly assigned to, based on precedents, similar situations, 
and relative impacts. Upon written application, the BOZA may determine whether a specific 
use not listed in Table 6-1 of this section is included in a specific use category. Any use not 
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specifically listed in Table 6-1 of this section is not allowed unless it is determined to be 
included in a use category as provided by this section.  

(c) Multiple Uses of Land Permitted: Permitted uses, conditional uses, and uses permitted by 
use review may be located in the same building or upon the same lot.  

(d) Use Table: 
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TABLE 6-1: USE TABLE 

Zoning 
District  

RR-
1, 

RR-
2, 

RE, 
RL-

1  

RL-
2, 

RM-
2  

RM-
1, 

RM-
3  

RMX-
1  

RMX-
2  

RH-
1, 

RH-
2, 

RH-
4, 

RH-
5  

RH-
3, 

RH-
7  

RH-
6  

MH MU-
3  

MU-
1  

MU-
2  

MU-
4  

BT-
1, 

BT-
2  

BMS 

BC-
1, 

BC-
2  

BCS

BR-
1, 

BR-
2  

DT-
4  

DT-
5  

DT-
1, 

DT-
2, 

DT-
3  

IS-
1, 

IS-
2 

IG IM IMS P A 
 

Use Modules  R1  R2  R3  R4  R5  R6 R7 R8 MH M1 M2 M3 M4 B1 B2 B3  B4 B5 D1 D2 D3 I1 I2 I3 I4 P A 
Specific 

Use 
Standard 

Residential Uses  

Detached 
dwelling units 

A A A A C A A * * A U U A A A* A * A A A A * U U * U U 9-8-4  

Detached 
dwelling unit 

with two 
kitchens 

C C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C C 9-6-3(c) 

Duplexes * A A A C A A * * A A A A A A* A * A A A A G U U N U * 9-8-4  

Attached 
dwellings 

* A A A C A A C * A A A A A An/a A * A A A A G U U N U * 9-8-4  

Mobile home 
parks 

* U U * U U * * A * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

Townhouses * A A A C A A A * A A A A A A* A * A A A A G U U N U * 9-8-4  

Live-work * * * * * * * * * * * * A * * * * * * * * U U U A * * 
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Cooperative 
housing units 

C C C C C C C * * C C C * * * * * * * * * * U U * * * 9-6-3(b) 

Attached 
dwelling units, 
fraternities, 
sororities, 
dormitories, 
and boarding 
houses outside 
of the 
University Hill 
general 
improvement 
district 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a G n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
 

Attached 
dwelling units 
and  efficiency 
living units in 
the University 
Hill general 

improvement 
district 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a C n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9-6-3((j) 

Efficiency living units outside of the University Hill general improvement district : 

A. If <20% of 
total units 

* * * * U A A * * M A A A A G A * A A A A G U U N U * 
 

B. If ≥20% of 
total units 

* * * * * U A * * U A A U U U U * U U U U U U U U U * 9-6-3(j) 

Accessory units: 

A. Accessory 
dwelling unit 

C C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C C 9-6-3(a) 
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B. Owner's 
accessory unit 

C * * C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 9-6-3(a) 

C. Limited 
accessory unit 

C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 9-6-3(a) 

Caretaker 
dwelling unit 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A A A A
 

Group quarters: 

A. Congregate 
care facilities 

* * A A A A A A * A A A C A C A * A C C C * U U * U * 
9-3-2(i)
9-6-3(f) 

B. Custodial 
care 

* * U U U U U U * U U U * U * U * U * U U * U U * * * 
 

C. Group 
homes 

C C C C C C C C * C C C C C C C * C C C C * * * * * * 
9-3-2(i)
9-6-3(d) 

D. Residential 
care facilities 

* * C C C C C C * C C C C C C C * C C C C * U U * * * 9-6-3(f) 

E. Fraternities, 
sororities and 
dormitories 

* * * * * A A * * U * * * A Gn/a A * A * * A * U U * * * 9-3-2(i) 

F. Boarding 
houses 

* * U U A A A * * U A A G A Gn/a A * A * * A * U U * * * 
 

Fraternities, 
sororities, 

dormitories, 
and boarding 
houses in the 

University Hill 
general 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a * n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n\a n/a
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improvement 
district 

Home 
occupation 

C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C * C C C C C C C C C C 9-6-3(e) 

Transitional 
housing 

C C C C C C C C * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C * 9-6-3(h) 

Dining and Entertainment  

Art or craft 
studio space 
≤2,000 square 

feet 

* U U U U U U U * A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * A U * 
 

Art or craft 
studio space 

>2,001 square 
feet 

* U U U U U U * * M U U A A A A A A A A A A A * A * * 
 

Breweries, 
distilleries or 

wineries 
<15,000 square 
feet and with a 

restaurant 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C C C C * * 
 

Breweries, 
distilleries or 

wineries 
<15,000 square 

feet and 
without a 
restaurant 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A A * * 
9-6-5 

(b)(3.5) 

Breweries, 
distilleries or 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U C C * * * 
9-6-5 

(b)(3.5) 
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wineries with 
or without a 
restaurant 

>15,000 square 
feet 

Commercial 
kitchens and 

catering 
* * * * * * * * * * * * A * * * U U U U U A A A A * * 

 

Indoor 
amusement 

establishment 
* * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U U A U U U * * * * * * 

 

Mobile food 
vehicle on 

private property 
* * * * * * * * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C * 9-6-5(d) 

Mobile food 
vehicle on 

public right of 
way 

C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C C C C C * 9-6-5(d) 

Museums * * * * * * * * * * * * A U A A A A A A A U U U U * * 
 

Restaurants 
(general) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a C C C C n/a n/a 9-6-5(b) 

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 

taverns no 
larger than 

1,000 square 
feet in floor 
area, which 

may have meal 
service on an 
outside patio 
not more than 

* * * * * U A * * A A A n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
 

Attachment I-A - Ordinance



 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

1/3 the floor 
area, and which 
close no later 
than 11 p.m.  

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 
taverns outside 
the University 
Hill general 

improvement 
district - no 
larger than 

1,500 square 
feet in floor 
area, which 

may have meal 
service on an 
outside patio 
not more than 
1/3 the floor 

area, and which 
close no later 
than 11 p.m.  

* * * * * n/a * * * * A * A U A A A A A A C n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9-6-5(b) 

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 
taverns over 
1,000 square 
feet in floor 

area, or which 
close after 11 

p.m., or with an 
outdoor seating 

area of 300 
square feet or 

more  

* * * * * U * * * U A U n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
 

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 
taverns outside 

* * * * * n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a U U U A A A A A U n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
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of the 
University Hill 

general 
improvement 

district that are: 
over 1,500 

square feet in 
floor area or 
which close 
after 11 p.m.  

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 
taverns in the 

University Hill 
general 

improvement 
district 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a C n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
9-6-

5(b)(2)  

Restaurants, 
brewpubs, and 
taverns with an 
outdoor seating 

area of 300 
square feet or 
more within 
500 feet of a 
residential 

zoning district  

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a U U U U U U U U U n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
 

Small theater or 
rehearsal space 

* * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U U A U U U A A U A * * 
 

Taverns 
(general) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a * * * * n/a n/a
 

Temporary 
outdoor 

entertainment 
* * * * * * * * * * * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C * 9-6-5(c) 
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Lodging uses: 

Hostels * * * * * U U * * U A U G U G A * A G G U * U U * * * 9-3-2(i) 

Bed and 
breakfasts 

* * * * * U A * * U A A * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
9-3-2(i)
9-6-5(a) 

Motels and 
hotels 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A U A A * A A A U * * * * * * 9-3-2(i) 

Public and Institutional Uses  

Airports and 
heliports 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U * 9-3-2(i) 

Cemeteries * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A
 

Daycare, home A A A A A A * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

Daycare center 
with ≤50 

children or 
adults 

(excluding 
employees) 

U U C U U C C U U A U U U A U A A A U A A U U U U U U
9-3-2(i)
9-6-6(a) 

Daycare center 
with >50 

children or 
adults 

(excluding 
employees) 

U U U U U U U * * U U U U A U A A A U A A U U U U U U
9-3-2(i)
9-6-6(a) 

Day shelter * * U * U C C * * U C U C C C C C C C C C C C C C U * 9-6-6(b) 

Emergency 
U U U U U C C * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C U * 

9-3-2(i)
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shelter 9-6-6(b) 

Essential 
municipal and 
public utility 

services 

U U U U U U U U U U U U A A A A A A A A A A A A A U U 9-3-2(i) 

Governmental 
facilities 

U U U U U U U U U U U U A A A A A A A A A A A A A U * 9-3-2(i) 

Mortuaries and 
funeral chapels 

* * * * * * * * * * * * U U U U U U * * U * * * * * * 
 

Nonprofit 
membership 

clubs 
* * * * * * * * * * * * A U G A A A A A A * * * * U * 

 

Overnight 
shelter 

* * U * U C C * * U C U C C C C C C C C C C C C C U * 
9-3-2(i)
9-6-6(b) 

Private 
elementary, 
junior and 
senior high 

schools 

U U U U U A U * * U U U A A G A A A U A U * * * * * * 9-3-2(i) 

Public 
elementary, 
junior and 
senior high 

schools 

A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * 9-3-2(i) 

Public colleges 
and universities 

A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * 
 

Private colleges 
and universities 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * U * A * A * U U * U U * A * 
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Public and 
private office 

uses providing 
social services 

* * * * * * * * * U U U C A G A A A G A A * U * U U * 
 

Religious 
assemblies 

A A A A U A A * * A U U A A A A A A A A A * * * * * * 
 

Adult 
educational 
facility with 

<20,000 square 
feet of floor 

area 

U U U U U U U * * U U U A A G A A A U A U A A A A A * 
 

Adult 
educational 

facilities with 
≥20,000 square 
feet or more of 

floor area 

U U U U U U U * * U U U * A G A A A U A U U U U U A * 
 

Vocational and 
trade schools 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A U G A U A U U U A A A A A U
 

Office, Medical and Financial Uses  

Data processing 
facilities 

* * * * * * * * * * * * C A G A C A G A A * A A A * * 9-6-7  

Financial 
institutions 

* * * * * * M * * M M M C U A A A A A A A * * * * * * 
 

Hospitals * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A * 9-3-2(i) 

Medical or 
dental clinics or 

offices or 

* U U U * U U * * M U U C A A A C A G A A * * * * U * 
9-3-2(i)
9-6-7  
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addiction 
recovery 
facilities 

Medical and 
dental 

laboratories 
* * * * * * M * * M M M C A A A A A * * * U A * U * * 

 

Offices, 
administrative 

* * * * * * * * * * * * C A A A C A G A A * A A * * * 9-6-7  

Offices, 
professional 

* U U U U U M * * M M M C A A A C A G A A * * * * * * 9-6-7  

Offices, 
technical; with 
<5,000 square 
feet of floor 

area 

* U U U U U M * * M M M A A A A C A G A A A A A A * * 9-6-7  

Offices, 
technical; with 
>5,000 square 
feet of floor 

area 

* U U U U U M * * M M M U A U A C A G A A * A A A * * 9-6-7  

Offices - other * U U U U U M * * M M M C A A A C A G A A * * * * * * 9-6-7  

Parks and Recreation Uses  

Camp- 
grounds 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U * * U
 

Outdoor 
entertainment 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U U U U U * * * * U * 
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Park and 
recreation uses 

A A A A A A A * A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
 

Indoor 
recreational or 

athletic 
facilities 

* * * * * U U * * U U A A A A A A A A A A A U U A * * 
 

Commercial, Retail and Industrial Uses  

Service Uses: 

Animal hospital 
or veterinary 

clinic 
* * * * * * * * * * * * U U U A U A * * U A A A U * * 

 

Animal kennel * * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U A U * * * A A U A * * 
 

Antennas for 
wireless 

telecomm- 
unications  
services 

* * * C C C C * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 9-6-9(a) 

Broadcasting 
and recording 

facilities 
* U U U U U U * * M M M A A G A A A A A A A A A A * * 9-3-2(i) 

Business 
support services 
<10,000 square 

feet 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A * A A A A A A A A U U A * * 
 

Business 
support services 
≥10,000 square 

feet 

* * * * * * * * * * * * U * U A A A A A A U U U U * * 
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Industrial 
service center 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C C * * * 9-6-9(j) 

Non-vehicul- 
ar repair and 

rental services 
without outdoor 

storage 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U A U U U U A U * A * * 
 

Neighbor- 
hood business 

center 
* U U * * U U * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 9-6-9(f) 

Personal 
service uses 

* U U U * U A U U A A A A A A A A A A A A * * * * * * 
 

Retail Sales Uses: 

Accessory sales * * * * * A A * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C * 9-16 

Convenience 
retail sales 

≤2,000 square 
feet 

* U U U * U A * * A * A A U A A U U * A A C C * C * * 
 

Convenience 
retail sales 

>2,000 square 
feet 

* * * * * U U * * M M * A U A A A U A A A * C * C * * 
 

Retail fuel sales 
(not including 

service stations) 
* U U U * U U * * U U U C U C C U C * U U C C * U * * 9-6-9(d) 

Retail sales 
≤5,000 square 

feet 
* * * * * * * * * U * U A * A A A A A A A * * * * * * 
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Retail sales 
>5,000 square 

feet but 
≤20,000 square 

feet 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A * A A A A A A A * * * * * * 
 

Retail sales 
>20,000 square 

feet 
* * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U A A A A U * * * * * * 

 

Building 
material sales 
≤15,000 square 

feet of floor 
area 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U * * * A A A A * * 
 

Building 
material sales 

>15,000 square 
feet of floor 

area 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U * U * * * U U U U * * 
 

Temporary 
sales 

* * * * * * * * * * * * C C C C C C C C C C C C C * * 9-6-5(c) 

Vehicle-Related Uses: 

Automobile 
parking lots, 

garages or car 
pool lots as a 
principal use 

U U U U U U U U U U U U U U U A U U * U U A A A U U * 9-6-9(b) 

Car washes * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U A U U U U * * * * * * 
 

Drive-thru uses * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U U U U * * * * * * 9-6-9(c) 
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Fuel service 
stations or retail 

fuel sales 
* * * * * * * * * * * * U U U C C C * U C C C * U * * 9-6-9(d) 

Sales and rental 
of vehicles 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U A U * * * A A * * * * 
 

Sales and rental 
of vehicles 

within 500 feet 
of a residential 

use module 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U C C * * * C C * * * * 9-6-9(i) 

Service of 
vehicles with 
no outdoor 

storage 

* * * * * * * * * * * * U * U U A U * * * A A A A * * 
 

Service of 
vehicles with 

limited outdoor 
storage 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U * * * A A * A * * 
 

Industrial Uses: 

Building and 
landscaping 
contractors 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A * * * * A A A A * * 
 

Cleaning and 
laundry plants 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A A * * 
 

Cold storage 
lockers 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U U U A A A A * * 
 

Computer 
design and 

development 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A A G A C A G A A * A A A * * 9-6-7(a) 
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facilities 

Equipment 
repair and 
rental with 

outdoor storage 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U A U U U U A A A A * * 
 

Lumber yards * * * * * * * * * 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * A A * * * * 
 

Manufactur- 
ing uses 

≤15,000 square 
feet 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A * * * A * * * * A A A A * * 
 

Manufactur- 
ing uses 

>15,000 square 
feet 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U A A A * * 
 

Manufactur- 
ing uses with 
potential off-
site impacts 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U * * * 9-6-9(e) 

Outdoor storage * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A U A * * * 
 

Outdoor storage 
of merchandise 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C * C * * * C C C C * * 9-6-9(g) 

Printers and 
binders 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

* A A A A * * 
 

Recycling 
centers 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U U * * 
 

Recycling 
collection 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U * * * U U U U U * 9-6-9(h) 
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facilities - large 

Recycling 
collection 

facilities - small 
* * * * * * * * * * * * C * C C C U U U U C C C C C * 9-6-9(h) 

Recycling 
processing 
facilities 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U U U * U * 9-6-9(h) 

Self-service 
storage 

facilities 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A U * * * * 

 

Telecommun- 
ications use 

* * * * * * * * * * * * G A G A U A G A A * A A A * * 
 

Warehouse or 
distributions 

facilities 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A A * * 

 

Wholesale 
business 

* * * * * * * * * * * * A * * * * * * * * A A A A * * 
 

Agriculture and Natural Resource Uses  

Open space, 
grazing and 

pastures 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A

 

Community 
gardens 

C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 9-6-4(a) 

Crop 
production 

A A A A A A A A A A A A * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A
 

Attachment I-A - Ordinance



 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Mining 
industries 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * U * * U
 

Firewood 
operations 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A * * * 
 

Greenhouse and 
plant nurseries 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * A A A A A A
 

Accessory  

Accessory 
buildings and 

uses 
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A 9-16 

 
A: Allowed use.  

C: Conditional use. See Section 9-2-2 for administrative review procedures.  

*: Use prohibited.  

U: Use review. See Section 9-2-15 for use review procedures.  

G: Allowed use provided that it is not located on the ground floor facing a streetabove or below the ground floor, with the exception 
of minimum necessary ground level access, otherwise by use review only.  

M: Allowed use provided at least 50% of the floor area is for residential use and the nonresidential use is less than 7,000 square feet 
per building, otherwise use review.  

N: Allowed use provided at least 50% of the floor area is for nonresidential use, otherwise by use review.  

n/a: Not applicable; more specific use applications apply.  
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Section 3.  Section 9-6-3, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to add a new subsection (j): 

9-6-3  Specific Use Standards - Residential Uses.  

. . . 

(d) Group Home Facilities: The following criteria apply to any group home facility: 

(1) For purposes of density limits in section 9-8-1, "Schedule of Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 
1981, and occupancy limits, eight occupants, not including staff, in any group home facility 
constitute one dwelling unit, but the city manager may increase the occupancy of a group home 
facility to ten occupants, not including staff, if: 

(A) The floor area ratio for the facility complies with standards of the Colorado State 
Departments of Public Health and Environment and Social Services and chapter 10-2, "Property 
Maintenance Code," B.R.C. 1981; and 

(B) Off-street parking is appropriate to the use and needs of the facility and the number of 
vehicles used by its occupants, regardless of whether it complies with other off-street parking 
requirements of this chapter. 

(2) In order to prevent the potential creation of an institutional setting by concentration of group 
homes in a neighborhood, no group home facility may locate within three hundred feet of 
another group home facility, but the city manager may permit two such facilities to be located 
closer than three hundred feet apart if they are separated by a physical barrier, including, without 
limitation, an arterial collector, a commercial district, or a topographic feature that avoids the 
need for dispersal. The planning department will maintain a map showing the locations of all 
group home facilities in the City. 

(3) No person shall make a group home facility available to an individual whose tenancy would 
constitute a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals or whose tenancy would 
result in substantial physical damage to the property of others. A determination that a person 
poses a direct threat to the health or safety of others or a risk of substantial physical damage to 
property must be based on a history of overt acts or current conduct of that individual and must 
not be based on general assumptions or fears about a class of disabled persons. 

(4)  Group home uses allowed in the BMS district shall not be located on the ground floor facing 
a street, with the exception of minimum necessary ground level access, otherwise by use review 
only. 

. . . 
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 (f) Residential Care, Custodial Care, and Congregate Care Facilities: The following criteria 
apply to any residential care facility, custodial care facility, or congregate care facility: 

(1) For purposes of density limits in section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," 
B.R.C. 1981, and occupancy limits, six occupants, including staff, in any custodial, residential or 
congregate care facility constitute one dwelling unit, but the city manager may increase the 
occupancy of a residential care facility to eight occupants, including staff, if: 

(A) The floor area ratio for the facility complies with standards of the Colorado State 
Departments of Health and Social Services and chapter 10-2, "Property Maintenance Code," 
B.R.C. 1981; and 

(B) Off-street parking is appropriate to the use and needs of the facility and the number of 
vehicles used by its occupants, regardless of whether it complies with other off-street parking 
requirements of this chapter. 

(2) In order to prevent the potential creation of an institutional setting by concentration of 
custodial, residential or congregate care facilities in a neighborhood, no custodial, residential or 
congregate care facility may locate within seven hundred fifty feet of another custodial, 
residential or congregate care facility, but the approving agency may permit two such facilities to 
be located closer than seven hundred fifty feet apart if they are separated by a physical barrier, 
including, without limitation, an arterial collector, a commercial district, or a topographic feature 
that avoids the need for dispersal. The planning department will maintain a map showing the 
locations of all custodial, residential or congregate care facilities in the City. 

(3) Uses allowed in the BMS district shall not be located on the ground floor facing a street, with 
the exception of minimum necessary ground level accessmust be located above or below the 
ground floor; otherwise by use review only. 

 

(j) Residential Development within the University Hill General Improvement District in the 
BMS Zoning District:  The following standards and criteria apply to any attached dwelling 
units and efficiency living units within the University Hill General Improvement District in 
the BMS zoning district: 

(1)  The units meet the requirements for  permanently affordable units set forth in Chapter 
9-13, “Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981, or 

(2)  All occupants of the units are 62 years of age or older and all requirements of the federal Fair 
Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §3601, et seq., as amended, and the Colorado Housing Practices Act, 
§24-34-501, et seq., C.R.S., as amended, with respect to housing for older persons are complied 

with, and 
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(3) With the exception of minimum necessary ground level access, the use shall not be 
located on the ground floor facing a street, otherwise by use review only. 

(4)  Requirement for Efficiency Living Units: Where efficiency living units comprise 
twenty percent or more of the total number of units in the development, the use may 
only be approved pursuant to Section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” B.R.C. 1981. 

 

Section 4.  Section 9-16-1, B.R.C. 1981, is amended to read: 

9-16-1  General Definitions.  

(a) The definitions contained in Chapter 1-2, "Definitions," B.R.C. 1981, apply to this title 
unless a term is defined differently in this chapter.  

(b) Terms identified with the references shown below after the definition are limited to those 
specific sections or chapters of this title:  

(1) Airport influence zone (AIZ). 

(2) Floodplain regulations (Floodplain). 

(3) Historic preservation (Historic). 

(4) Inclusionary housing (Inclusionary Housing). 

(5) Residential growth management system (RGMS). 

(6) Solar access (Solar). 

(7) Wetlands Protection (Wetlands). 

(8) Signs (Signs). 

(c) The following terms as used in this title have the following meanings unless the context 
clearly indicates otherwise:  

. . . 

Permanently affordable unit means a dwelling unit that is pledged to remain affordable forever 
to households earning no more than the income limits specified in this Chapter 9-13, 
“Inclusionary Housing,” B.R.C. 1981,HUD low income limit for the Boulder Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, or, for a development with two or more permanently affordable 
units, the average cost of such units to be at such low income limit, with no single unit exceeding 
ten percentage points more than the HUD low income limit, and the unit:  

(1) The unit iIs owner occupied; 

(2) Is owned or managed by the Housing Authority of the City of Boulder or its agents; or  

(3) Is a rental unit in which the city has an interest through the Housing Authority of the 
City of Boulder or a similar agency that is consistent with § 38-12-301, C.R.S. or that is 
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otherwise legally bound by rent restrictions consistent with §38-12-301, C.R.S., or 
successor statutes.  

Permanently affordable unit shall be attained and secured through contractual arrangements, 
restrictive covenants, resale and rental restrictions, subject to reasonable exceptions, including, 
without limitation, subordination of such arrangements, covenants and restrictions to a 
mortgagee, for both owner-occupied and rental units. No unit shall be considered a permanently 
affordable unit until the location, construction methods, floor plan, fixtures, finish and the 
cabinetry of the dwelling unit have been approved by the city manager. (Inclusionary Housing)  

. . .  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.  This ordinance replaces Ordinance No. 7990 which temporarily suspended 

accepting building permit and site review applications that would result in adding residential 

floor area to those areas zoned BMS that are located in the general area described as the 

University Hill Business District until March 18, 2015 at 8:00 a.m.   

Section 6.  The immediate passage of this ordinance is necessary for the preservation of the 

public peace, health, or property.  The council declares this to be an emergency measure due to the need 

to prevent inappropriate development and to adopt zoning regulations prior to the expiration of Ordinance 

No. 7990 that ensure implementation of and development consistent with the Boulder Valley 

Comprehensive Plan and other polices of the City.  Therefore, this ordinance is hereby declared to be an 

emergency measure, and as such shall be in full force and effect upon its passage. 

Section 7.  This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of the 

residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern. 
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Section 8.  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 ____ day of __________, 20__. 

 
 

____________________________________ 
Mayor 

Attest: 
 
 
 
City Clerk 
 

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, AND ADOPTED AS AN EMERGENCY 

MEASURE BY TWO-THIRDS COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT, AND ORDERED 

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this _____ day of _________, 20__. 

 

____________________________________ 
Mayor 

Attest: 
 
 
 
City Clerk 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Ruth McHeyser; City of Boulder Planning Department 

From: Dan Guimond and Matt Prosser; Economic & Planning 
Systems 

Subject: University Hill Preliminary Market Assessment 

Date: November 18th, 2014 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize Economic and 
Planning Systems’ preliminary findings regarding the market potentials 
for future development in the University Hill area of Boulder, CO. The 
intent of the summary is to highlight the market opportunities and 
barriers for potential development including multifamily housing, student 
housing, retail, and office uses. 
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Dem ogra ph i c  F r am ewor k  

The socioeconomic characteristics make-up of the University Hill area was evaluated to qualtify 
the split of student and non-student residents. The make-up of the Hill area residents was also 
analyzed to assess the retail market potentials in the University Hill commercial district. A 
University Hill Market Area (Market Area) was established and is shown in Figure 1.  

Figure 1  
University Hill Local Market Area 
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The population of the Market Area is 11,343 residents in 4,305 households, as shown in Table 1. 
The majority of households (66 percent) in the Market Area are renter occupied, which is 
expected due to the proximity to the University of Colorado. The average household size in the 
Market Area is 2.44 for owner occupied units and 2.38 per renter occupied units.  

Table 1 
Market Area Population and Households 

 

The majority of residents (57 percent) of the Market Area are enrolled in undergraduate or 
graduate school, as shown in Table 2. The number of residents enrolled in undergraduate school 
is nearly 6,000, which is over half of the market area population and makes up the majority of 
enrolled students.  

Table 2 
Market Area Population Enrolled in School 

 

# % HH Size

Population 11,343
Households 4,305

Housing Units 4,619

Occupied Housing Units 4,305

Owner Occupied 1,449 34% 2.44

Renter Occupied 2,856 66% 2.38

Vacant 314 7%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Pop and HH

Enrolled in School #

Grade School/Preschool 729
Undergraduate College 5,969
Graduate or Professional College 365
Total in School 7,063

% of Total Population 63%
% of Population in College 57%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]school pop
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The average age of residents of the Market Area is 23.5 years old. Fifty percent of the residents 
are between the age of 20 and 24 years old, as shown in Table 3. Twenty-six percent of 
residents are over the age of 35 years old.  

Table 3 
Market Area Residents by Age 

 

  

Residents by Age # %

Under 15 724 7%
15 to 19 1,038 9%
20 to 24 5,501 50%
25 to 34 866 8%
35 and older 2,869 26%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Age
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The households in the Market Area have a varied economic status. The average household 
income of Market Area residents is $89,489, while the median household income is $37,461. The 
average household income by age of householder is shown in Table 4, and indicates the widely 
divergent income levels of residents. Households with head of householders who are between 45 
and 64 years old earn on average $131,017 annually. The college age householders, under the 
age of 25, have an average annual income of $17,730.  

Table 4 
Market Area Household Income 

 

The Market Area, demographically, is therefore split between college students and relatively 
wealthy residents generally older than 35. These two resident types have significantly different 
market preferences and demands. The wealth of non-student residents illustrates the high-end 
demand for housing in the Market Area, specifically single-family households. The current retail 
mix in the University Hill commercial district illustrates that the commercial uses are oriented to 
the student residents of the hill. The high incomes and related high spending power of non-
student residents should generate demand for higher end retail uses, which are all but non-
existent on the Hill. 

 

 

  

#

Less than $15,000 1,114 26%
$15,000 to $24,999 521 12%
$25,000 to $34,999 378 9%
$35,000 to $49,999 579 13%
$50,000 to $74,999 517 12%
$75,000 and greater 1,197 28%

Median HH Income $37,461
Average HH Income $89,489
Per Capital Income $34,893

Householder Age under 25 $17,730
Householder Age 25 to 44 $57,560
Householder Age 45 to 64 $131,017
Householder Age over 64 $58,219

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Income
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H o us ing  Deve lo pm ent  

The Market Area is evenly split between single-family housing and attached/multifamily housing. 
Single-family detached housing is the most prevalent with 43 percent of all units. Multifamily 
units (buildings with 5 plus units) are the second most prevalent with 34 percent of units, as 
shown in Table 5. As shown previously, two-thirds of the households are renter occupied in the 
market area, which would indicate that there are likely nearly as many single-family rental units 
as multifamily rental units.  

Table 5 
Market Area Housing Units by Type 

 

The BBC Housing Market Analysis completed in 2013 found that students occupy 30 percent of 
the rental units in Boulder. Within the Market Area, students are estimated to occupy about 
90 percent of rental units. The BBC study estimated that 21,000 students live in Boulder and 
approximately 15,000 live in rental housing throughout Boulder in approximately 7,500 units. 
EPS’ estimate of 2,800 to 2,900 student units in the Market Area would therefore account for 
about 35 to 40 percent of all student rental housing in the City. 

The rental market in Boulder is historically one of the tightest markets in Colorado due to the 
student demand and lack of supply of units in Boulder. The current vacancy rate in Boulder is 3.1 
percent according to the Denver Metro Apartment Association Survey of Vacancy and Rents. The 
Boulder University submarket vacancy rate is 2.3 percent. Boulder rental units also have among 
the highest average rental rates among submarkets in the Denver metro area. The average 
rental rate for apartment units is in Boulder (excluding the university areas) is $1,388 and 
$1,339 in the Boulder University submarket, as shown in Table 6.  

Units by Type # %

Single Family Detached 1,998 43%
Single Family Attached 195 4%
2 to 4 Units 859 19%
5+ Units 1,567 34%

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]Units by Type
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Table 6 
City of Boulder Average Apartment Rent by Unit Size 

 

The newly constructed rental units built in the University Hill district are student-oriented units. 
These units are rented by bedroom with separate leases for each renter. The average rental rate 
for the new units is $1,000 to $1,100 per bedroom. These units are typically three or four 
bedroom units, which equates to $3,000 per month for a three bedroom unit and $4,000 per 
month for a four bedroom unit. These rates are significantly higher than the average for 3 
bedroom and larger units in the Boulder-University submarket. A cursory analysis of rental units 
listed on Craigslist within the Hill area indicated that bedrooms rent for an average of $1,000 to 
$1,300 monthly. The units found vary greatly by size, quality and building configuration.  

Housing Considerations  

The assessment of housing conditions in the Market Area indicates the demand for multifamily 
housing is almost completely for student oriented housing. Units in the Market Area and near the 
University Hill area rent for higher rates on average than the City as a whole meaning renters 
pay a premium to be located on the Hill. Multifamily housing is most typically and economically 
provided within larger 50 units or more buildings. Recent developments in the Hill district have 
been smaller but have been able to achieve top of the market rental rates. There is likely a limit 
to the demand of high end, student units. The majority of student housing demand is for lower 
cost units, which would likely need to part of larger redevelopment projects.  

There is a demand for affordable housing throughout Boulder. Rental units that have rental rates 
below market rate are in high demand despite the location, but are even more attractive in areas 
near downtown or the campus. Housing restricted to non-students is possible on the Hill but 
would need to be rented at or below market rate. Market rate or above rental or for-sale 
products are not likely viable because renters/buyers would prefer options that are located 
elsewhere in Boulder and can likely find cheaper, higher quality options elsewhere in the City.   

Submarket Studio 1 Bed
2 Bed 

1 Bath
2 Bed 

2 Bath 3 Bed Other All

City of Boulder - Except University $1,183 $1,132 $1,198 $1,801 $2,137 $1,850 $1,388
City of Boulder - University $822 $1,355 $1,555 $2,473 $2,417 $1,339

Boulder/Broomfield Counties $914 $1,147 $1,200 $1,517 $1,618 $1,287
Metro Denver $893 $1,006 $1,078 $1,370 $1,592 $1,145

Source: Metro Denver Assoc. Apartment Survey; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Apartment data.xlsx]Sheet1

 143073-Memo-Market Assessment 11-18-14 

Attachment I-B - EPS Studies



Memorandum November 18, 2014 
University Hills Preliminary Market Assessment Page 8 

 

Ret a i l  Deve lopm ent  

The University Hill District retail development conditions and potentials are analyzed below with a 
focus on the demand for retail uses serving the Market Area.  

Boulder Retail Conditions 

Retail conditions have been improving since the ending of the recession in 2010. Vacancy rates 
for retail space in Boulder have dropped from 9 percent to under 4 percent from 2009 to 2014, 
as shown in Figure 2. Vacancy rates for retail spaces along Pearl Street (7th Street to 19th 
Street, Canyon to Walnut) and the University Hill district were 12 percent in 2009 and higher 
than the City average. Vacancy rates have decreased in University Hill District to close to the 
City average currently.  

Figure 2  
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Vacancy Rates 

 

Despite a slightly higher vacancy rate, rental rates for retail spaces along Pearl Street are 
significantly higher than retail spaces elsewhere in the City of Boulder and on University Hill. 
Average rental rates for spaces along Pearl Street are over $30 per square foot (triple net) and 
approached $40 per square foot in 2012. The average rental rates for space on University Hill 
was slightly higher than the City average from 2012 to 2014, and currently stands at about $25 
per square foot, as shown in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3  
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Rental Rates per Square Foot 

 

According to CoStar, the inventory of retail space on University Hill is 211,396 square feet as 
shown in Table 7. The retail vacancy rate on the Hill currently is 3.2 percent which is lower than 
the City average of 3.5 percent. The average rental rates is $25.10 per square foot, which is 
higher than the City average but over $7.00 per square foot lower than the Pearl Street average 
($32.80 per sf) and the average for newly constructed (retail built after 2005) retail space in the 
City ($26.96 per sf). 
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Table 7 
City of Boulder and University Hill Retail Inventory 

 

Interviews with University Hill property owners and developers were completed to augment the 
data analysis. The property owners quoted retail rental rates between the low $20’s to low $30’s 
for their retail spaces. The newer or renovated retail spaces were able to achieve higher rental 
rates. The presence of newer retail has allowed for owners to achieve higher rates and pulled the 
average rates for the area higher than the City average. The turnover of retail on the Hill is 
higher than elsewhere in the City. The frequency of turnover does not appear to be result of 
building age or condition but rather the retailers/restaurants ability to achieve adequate sales 
volumes to cover the rental rates.  

The lack of non-student oriented retail was acknowledged as a concern by some property 
owners. Possible reasons given for the lack of non-student oriented retail uses and restaurants 
included existing perception of the Hill, streetscape and aesthetic of the Hill, and lack of parking.  

University Hill Market Area Retail Demand 

Retail expenditure potential was estimated for the four market segments that could be attracted 
to the Hill: Market Area Student and Non-Student residents, CU students and faculty, and 
Boulder residents. 

University of Colorado Generated Demand 

The demand for retail generated by weekday CU students, faculty and staff was estimated based 
on the existing campus population and average spending patterns. The current student 
enrollment at CU is 30,265, as shown in Table 8. There are also 4,146 faculty and 3,609 staff 
persons employed by CU and therefore are part of the daytime campus population.  

Retail Space Univ. Hill Pearl Street Boulder

Inventory 211,396 2,762,264 6,209,974
Vacancy 3.2% 4.5% 3.5%

Average Rental Rate (NNN1)
All Buildings $25.10 $32.80 $22.26
Built after 2005 --- --- $26.96

1 Net of taxes, insurance, and maintenance feeds

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Office-Retail.xlsx]Summary
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Table 8 
University of Colorado Boulder Campus Population 

 

EPS used average weekly spending data for national office workers from 2013 provided by the 
International Council of Shopping Centers to estimate demand for retail from the campus. 
Estimates for weekly office worker spending were used to approximate faculty/staff and student 
spending. The population of faculty/staff and students was discounted by 25 percent to account 
for students and employees who are part time and may work/study not on the main campus. The 
faculty/staff are estimated to generate an annual retail expenditure potential of $13 million and 
the students generate an estimated retail expenditure potential of $55 million, as shown in 
Table 9. 

CU Boulder Population

Student Enrollment 30,265
Freshman Enrollment 5,869

Faculty 4,146
Staff 3,609
Total Population 38,020

Source: University of Colorado Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Demo.xlsx]CU Pop
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Table 9 
University of Colorado Boulder Campus Retail Expenditure Potential 

 

University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential 

The expenditure potential for retail and restaurants on the Hill is comprised of four consumer 
groups the Market Area residents (students and non-students), CU Campus students or 
employees, and the City of Boulder. The estimated student population in the Market Area is 
6,334 people, who reside in 2,866 households. Using the median household income for the 
market area of $37,000 the total personal income for this group is estimated by multiplying 
households by average household income. The average Colorado household spends 20 percent of 
their income on retail goods at neighborhood and community oriented retail centers and shops 
within three store categories; convenience goods, other shopper’s goods and eating and 
drinking. The total personal income is multiplied by 20 percent to estimate retail expenditure 
potential for this group, which is $22 million.  

The permanent population in the Market area is estimated to be 5,009 people in 1,439 
households. The average household income for householders over 25 years old is estimated to 
be $107,000. The estimated retail expenditure potential is $31 million, as shown in Table 10.  

Weekly 
Spending

Annual 

Spending 1 Faculty/Staff 2 Students 3

Population 5,816 24,396

Restaurants $26.29 $973 $5,657,641 $23,730,721

Goods and Services
Drug Stores $6.13 $227 $1,319,184 $5,533,257
Grocery $15.98 $591 $3,438,916 $14,424,379
Clothing $3.25 $120 $699,404 $2,933,619
Shoe $2.43 $90 $522,939 $2,193,444
Sporting Goods $2.16 $80 $464,835 $1,949,728
Electronics/Phone/Computers $4.86 $180 $1,045,878 $4,386,889
Jewelry $3.92 $145 $843,589 $3,538,396
Office Supplies $7.37 $273 $1,586,033 $6,652,545
Other Goods $3.95 $146 $850,045 $3,565,475
Personal Care $7.83 $290 $1,685,026 $7,067,765
Personal Services $3.16 $117 $680,036 $2,852,380
Goods and Services Total $83.55 $3,091 $17,980,064 $75,416,575

Total $61.04 $2,258 $13,135,884 $55,097,878

1 - Annual is estimated as 29 w eeks to reflect school schedule

2 - Discounted 25 percent to reflect part time w orkers and persons employed off main campus

3 - Does not include Freshman w ho have a prepaid meal plan. Discounted 25 percent to reflect students studying part-time or abroad

Source: ICSC; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]Campus Population Spending
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As shown previously, the estimated retail expenditure potential from the CU Campus is $68 
million including spending potential from staff, faculty and students. Lastly, EPS estimates the 
Hill area captures approximately $10 million in sales from Boulder residents who are not 
students and do not live in the Market Area.  

 

Table 10 
University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential 

 

The percent of retail expenditure by each consumer group is shown in Figure 4. The retail 
expenditure potential from daily visitors to the campus, both students and staff, constitutes half 
the retail demand. The Market Area student residents are an estimated 18 percent. Combined 
nearly 70 percent of the potential retail demand on the Hill is from students or campus workers. 

Group
TPI / Exp. 
Potential

Market Area Student Residents
Estimated Population 6,334
Estimated Households 2,866
Estimated HH Income $37,000
Student Total Personal Income $106,044,344
Retail Expenditures (20%) $21,587,250

Market Area Permanent Residents
Estimated Population 5,009
Estimated Households 1,439
Estimated HH Income $107,000
Non-Student Total Personal Income $153,966,222
Retail Expenditures (20%) $31,342,618

Potential CU Campus Spending
Faculty $13,135,884
Students $55,097,878
Total $68,233,762

Estimated Capture from Boulder Residents $10,000,000

Source: ESRI; Economic  & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]TPI
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Figure 4  
University Hill Retail Expenditure Potential by Consumer Group 

 

The estimated retail expenditure potential was translated into demand for retail space within the 
three major retail categories present on the Hill, convenience goods, other shopper’s goods 
(retail goods non including general merchandise), and eating and drinking. Based on average 
household and office workers expenditure patterns in each retail category, the estimated demand 
for retail space generated by each group was estimated to further illustrate the demand from 
each group.  

The demand from Campus weekday users accounts for 65 percent of the retail space demand, 
with demand for 280,000 square feet. The demand from Market Area permanent residents is 
83,000 square feet, as shown in Table 11. This estimated demand is the total retail demand 
generated within store categories that could potentially located on the Hill and also does not 
account for existing retail on the Hill or elsewhere in Boulder and Colorado. The Hill competes 
with Pearl Street Mall, 29th Street and Flatirons Mall for retail sales in many of these categories. 
These three areas are major retail destinations with major retail anchors and attractions. 
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Table 11 
University Hill Retail Supportable Space 

 

Retail Development Considerations 

The demand analysis for retail on the Hill illustrates that students constitute the majority of 
demand for retail. The student orientation also complicated by the seasonal nature of demand for 
students, with the Hill business struggling through periods when students are not on campus, 
especially the summer. The potential demand from Market Area residents that are non-students 
is a major component but not sizeable enough to drive the retail demand on the Hill. This group 
could generate demand for a modest commercial district embedded in the neighborhood but the 
sheer size and market power of the student population has driven the Hill to be predominately 
student oriented.  

There a limited demand for non-student oriented retail or restaurants, but these retailers may 
not be able to overcome the stigma of the Hill as a student area and the rental rates that other 
retailers are able to pay. Parking is another barrier to non-student oriented retail. The majority 
of shoppers access the district on foot from surrounding housing and the campus. The district is 
not well suited for a larger number of customers to come in cars from outside the Market Area. 
While the UHGID does provide two lots with rates and hours that accommodate retail, the 
parking that supports the Hill is limited to a small number of on-street spaces, a small number of 
private spaces, the CU owned lot at 13th and Pennsylvania, and the two UHGID lots. The UHGID 
lots are both difficult to access and are not visible from Broadway, 13th Street, or College 
Avenue.  

The Hill also lacks in attractions or “go to”/destination retailers or restaurants that are attractive 
to outsiders. In its past, the Hill had a collection of theatres and entertainment venues, including 
Tulagi’s, the Flatirons Theatre, and the Fox Theatre, which drove visitation from throughout 
Boulder and even the region. The Fox Theatre is the only remaining entertainment venue. 

Store Type Per Sq. Ft. MA Students
MA Non-
Students

Campus 
Demand

Boulder 
Demand

Total 
Demand

Convenience Goods
Supermarkets and Other Food Stores $400 16,577 24,068 44,658 0 85,302
Convenience Stores $400 2,386 3,464 11,039 0 16,889
Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores $300 3,216 4,669 0 0 7,884
Health and Personal Care $400 4,454 6,467 21,882 0 32,804
Total Convenience Goods 26,632 38,668 77,579 0 142,879

Other Shopper's Goods
Clothing & Accessories $350 3,460 5,023 18,141 0 26,624
Furniture & Home Furnishings $250 3,266 4,742 0 0 8,009
Electronics & Appliances $500 1,419 2,060 10,866 0 14,344
Sporting Goods, Hobby, & Music Stores $350 2,078 3,016 6,899 0 11,993
Miscellaneous Retail $250 2,961 4,299 82,274 1,372 90,905
Total Other Shopper's Goods 13,183 19,141 118,179 1,372 151,875

Eating and Drinking $350 17,090 24,814 83,967 7,917 133,788

Total Retail Goods 56,906 82,622 279,725 9,288 428,542

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\[143073-TPI Model 11-18.xlsx]Supp. Sq. Ft.
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Visitors to Boulder, game day CU fans, and campus visitors are not attracted to the Hill 
businesses with the exception of perhaps The Sink. These visitors are more often attracted to 
Pearl Street or elsewhere in Boulder. 

To increase demand for non-student oriented retail the City can explore ways to grow the market 
potential from groups that are not students and address ways to make the area more easy to 
access and attractive. The two potential approaches are to increase the number of non-student 
households or increase the number of non-student visitors to the Hill. There does not appear to 
be ample buildable land in the Market Area to generate enough non-student households to 
significantly impact demand. The other approach is to generate demand from visitors. This 
approach could include attracting an employment base, increase the quality of retail offerings, 
increasing access and parking, increasing visitation to the campus, and/or increasing visitation to 
the Hill to the existing destinations (i.e. Fox Theatre) or a potential new attraction or anchor use. 
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Of f i c e  Deve lopm ent   

Office Trends and Conditions 

Figures 5 and 6 below summarize office inventory, vacancy and rent trends in the City from 
2004/2006 to 2014. The office space inventory in Boulder decreased from 2009 to 2014. There 
has been approximately 31,000 square feet per year of new Class A and Class B office space 
built in Boulder over the last decade. No true Class A office space has been completed in Boulder 
since 2008, and only 60,200 was built in the last decade Similarly, only 36,000 square feet of 
Class B office space has been built since 2008. 

One broker interviewed stressed the need not only for additional Class A office space in Boulder, 
but more specifically for large floor plate options. Such options might help retain some of the 
Boulder start-up companies that are being pushed out of the City to Interlocken or other metro 
Denver locations that can offer larger contiguous spaces.  

The average vacancy rate for office space has fallen from above 10 percent in 2009 to 4 percent 
in 2014, as shown Figure 5. Class A office space is essentially 100 percent occupied as of 2013 
and occupancy rates have increased approximately 10 percent over the last 5 years. The current 
market benchmark of 100 percent occupancy is unusual for any market and is well above the 
equilibrium threshold. Class B occupancy rates have increased 16 percent over the last 10 years. 

The average lease rate for office space in Boulder is $23.59 per square foot (full service rent). 
Class A lease rates have increased $15.32 from the bottom of the cycle in 2007, an increase of 
77 percent. The average for Class A office was $36.10 at the end of 2013, as shown in Figure 6. 
One broker interviewed even noted a $5 per square foot increase in Class A office space in 
Downtown Boulder between mid-December, 2013 and late January, 2014. This recent spike in 
Class A lease rates shows the effects of “100%” occupancy. 
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Figure 5  
Boulder Office Space Inventory and Vacancy Rate, 2006 to 2014 

 

Figure 6  
Average Gross Office Lease Rates, City of Boulder, 2004-2013  
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Figure 7 shows the square feet of office space built by quarter from 2006 to 2014. There was a 
limited amount of new office space built from 2006 to 2010. However, in the past two years the 
office space development in Boulder has increased significantly, with new office space brought to 
market in 10 of the past 12 quarters including over 200,000 square feet in first quarter 2014. 

Figure 7  
New Office Space Built in Boulder by Quarter, 2006-2014  
 

 

EPS analyzed office square footage along Pearl Street and the Hill to compare to the City of 
Boulder averages, which is shown in Table 12. There is 28 million square feet of office space in 
Boulder, with 2.1 million along Pearl Street. Both areas have a vacancy rate of 4 percent. The 
downtown/Pearl Street area is the most attractive office location in Boulder and office space in 
this area achieves the highest rental rates. The average rent for office space in Boulder is $23.59 
per square foot (full service or gross) while the average for Pearl Street is $33.51 per square 
foot. New office space (space built after 2005) rents for an average $27.54 per square foot. 
There were two spaces listed for lease on the Hill within the CoStar inventory, a small, 1,500 
square foot space in the Buchanan’s Coffee Pub building and third floor office space in the Hilltop 
Building at 13th Street and College Ave. The average listed lease rate for the two spaces was 
$21.00 per square foot. 
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Table 12  
Boulder Office Space by Subarea, 2014 

 

A review of significant office projects proposed in the Boulder development “pipeline” indicates a 
potential for approximately 560,000 square feet if all projects were completed (Table 12). 

The proposed Baseline Zero and the Eleventh and Pearl redevelopment under construction at the 
former Daily Camera building will, together, add significant supply (320,000 square feet) to the 
market. The list of projects in Table 13 illustrates an interesting divergence in office 
development in Boulder and nationally – large floor plate office needs in contrast with the 
emerging trend for “micro” office spaces and more innovative and collaborative office 
environments. The Daily Camera project may succeed at both ends of that spectrum with the 
ability to offer larger spaces, as well as housing the second Colorado outpost of Galvanize, a 
collaborative workspace and community. The office space at Spark is proposed to be 
accommodated among several smaller buildings, and the proposed The James development is 
included in this list not because it would add significant inventory to the Boulder market, but 
because it responds to the increasing demand for smaller/”micro” office spaces and collaborative 
work environments. 

Table 13  
Proposed Office Development Projects, City of Boulder 

 

Office Space Univ. Hill Pearl Street Boulder

Inventory --- 2,055,922 28,110,661
Vacancy --- 4.1% 4.0%

Average Rental Rate (Full Service)
All Buildings $21.00 $33.51 $23.59
Built after 2005 --- --- $27.54

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\[143073-Office-Retail.xlsx]Summary

Project Name Location
Approximate

# Sq. Ft.

1738 Pearl Street - addition 16,655
The James 1750 14th Street 8,517 Office

&   1,570 Micro-Offices
909 Walnut 909 Walnut 8,900
Spark Old Sutherland's Site 207,168
Baseline Zero 2700 Baseline Road 180,000
Eleventh & Pearl Former Daily Camera Building 140,000
Total 562,810

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems

Note:  Eleventh & Pearl Off ice space is an estimate out of the total 180,000 square feet

H:\133043-Boulder Foothills and Pearl Redevelopment Market and Feasibility\Data\Task 2-6 - Uses Analysis\[133043-Boulder Project Pipeline.xlsx]Office
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Office Broker Interviews 

EPS interviewed office real estate brokers active in Boulder to assess the trends in office space in 
Boulder and to try and get an understanding of the office potentials on the Hill. The information 
and the data points shared in these interviews is summarized below. 

Generally, the office market in Boulder is concentrated in three locations: Downtown/Pearl 
Street, Central Boulder, and East Boulder. The average rental rates decrease and vacancy rates 
increase farther east. The market for office space is fairly diversified among different businesses 
types including; technology companies, start up businesses in all industries, bio-technology and 
“clean” technology firms, the outdoor recreation industry and natural foods companies. The 
majority of office development is resultant of either growth of small, start up companies, or 
acquisition of existing Boulder companies by larger outside firms, both of which also lead to 
natural growth of professional services firms (i.e., lawyers, accountants). The minimum office 
rents need to support new office construction was estimated to be in the mid-twenty dollars per 
square foot range and higher.  

Downtown/Pearl Street has the desired amenities for many companies including the place 
making and worker amenities along with a high concentration of employment, professional 
environment, and adequate parking within a mixture of private and public structured parking 
lots. However, there is limited amount of office space in the area and it is largely smaller spaces. 
As companies grow and expand in employment, the area and Boulder is often unable to retain 
employers who seek large buildings and floor plates in offices spaces in eastern Boulder or 
outside of the City.  

The brokers interviewed all expressed that the Hill was not a good multitenant office location and 
generally did not think trying to attract office uses was viable. There is currently only a handful 
of office uses on the Hill, which are primarily campus/student oriented with few exceptions. 
Several factors were cited as barriers to office users being attracted to the Hill including; lack of 
a professional environment, lack of parking, lack of access, difficulty and traffic accessing the 
Hill, the perception of the area as only a student area and a lack of interest from employers in 
the area.  

Despite current perceptions, some brokers identified the potential for Niche Office Space for 
smaller businesses needing small or flexible spaces of less than 3,000 square feet. Creative, 
start-up, computer oriented, and technology firms may seek out the Hill if space is less 
expensive than the Pearl Street area and if their business had a nexus or benefited from locating 
next to campus. Incubation space was cited as potential uses, but lower rents are needed to 
make it attractive to new firms. In general, to attract office users to the Hill both an attractive 
rental price and some sort of incentive/motivating factor is needed. Co-working or shared office 
space type configurations may work well to support the incubation nature of potential office 
users. This type of development would need to be of high quality, highly attractive, and have 
associated professional amenities.  

A market anchor or destination was cited as a way to potential change the culture and dynamic 
of the Hill enough to attract some office spaces. A hotel was cited as a potential use that could 
be developed in concert with office space to help catalyze the market. The brokers interviewed 
did not think that a stand-alone office building could be developed and that any development 
with office space needed to be done in connection to another driving use such as a hotel or 
destination retail/restaurant.  
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Fut ur e  Mar ket  a nd  Deve lo pm ent  Co ns ider a t io ns  

The future market potentials on the Hill can be accommodated by two types of development; 
redevelopment of existing buildings or rehabilitation or expansion of existing buildings. There are 
major barriers to both types of development.  

Redevelopment of existing uses and businesses requires in most cases the purchase of an 
existing income producing asset whether it be a retail space, rental housing, or parking. The 
price for land or development sites on the Hill is generally higher than $200 per square foot due 
to the relatively high rental rates even the lowest quality retail space can capture on the Hill. To 
support new development on these sites, the use or at least one of the uses needs to be able to 
achieve rental or sale prices that are higher than market averages and demand a premium. The 
only two uses that have shown to achieve higher than average market rates are student housing 
and student housing with first level retail. Retail space is limited to only street fronting, ground 
floor space and is not viable on basement or second story locations. Office spaces on the Hill 
currently are rented for less than City averages and new space would need to be priced low 
enough to generate demand. Market rate rental or for-sale housing that is not student housing 
lacks demand from the market and rates are likely more attractive in other areas of Boulder.  

The rehabilitation or expansion of existing buildings also has barriers that are driven by the 
market for uses on the Hill. An increase in the quality of retail spaces on the Hill could generate 
demand for non-student oriented retailers, which could be achieved within existing buildings. 
However, existing rental rates for retail provide little incentive for owners to invest significantly 
into buildings, especially since the price premium gained from new space is not substantial. Many 
of the existing buildings have second floor residential units. The conversion of these spaces to 
office uses would be difficult because office uses likely cannot support rental rates high enough 
to pay for renovation costs or increase revenue for the owner. The building owners interviewed 
cited many functional and structural issues that become a problem once expansion is considered. 
The requirement to bring buildings to current building codes, and provide access needs and ADA 
amenities are needed and costly. Many of the buildings lack adequate parking currently, which 
would be exacerbated if they expanded without parking. Like redevelopment, the expansion of 
buildings needs new uses that can demand a price premium to support costs.  

Further examination is needed to understand the feasibility of redevelopment and 
rehabilitation/expansion. This analysis will help identify the financing gaps present and help show 
potential approaches the City could take to incent or require change. This analysis needs 
definition and alignment with the City’s planning process, but potential development forms to be 
tested should include: 

• Expansion of existing buildings with office and housing, both student and workforce oriented, 
uses.  

• Redevelopment projects with a mixture of either retail and office uses or retail and housing 
uses. 

• Rehabilitation existing buildings to create better quality and functioning retail spaces. 

Other issues need to be examined to determine the costs and feasibility addressing barriers. 
These issues include the role of parking and identification and feasibility of anchor/destination 
uses.  

Lastly, the impact of potential land use and development policies need to be analyzed in context 
of the development scenarios tested to understand the pros and cons of each approach. These 
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policies should include incentives provided by the City, requirements or restrictions on uses, and 
alternative financing approaches and sources. The ultimate goal is identify potential actions the 
City should take to get the current condition of the Hill to better reflect the City’s vision for the 
Hill. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Ruth McHeyser; City of Boulder Planning Department 

From: Dan Guimond and Matt Prosser; Economic & Planning 
Systems 

Subject: University Hill Development Scenarios Feasibility  

Date: January 19, 2015 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize Economic and 
Planning Systems’ (EPS) preliminary findings regarding the financial 
feasibility of potential redevelopment and rehabilitation options in the 
University Hill commercial district in Boulder, Colorado. The intent of the 
summary is to highlight the economic barriers to development for 
various land uses including multifamily rental housing, retail and office. 
The impact of regulations or incentive options to close the feasibility gap 
or encourage desired uses was also examined. 

Deve lopm ent  Sc enar io s  and  
A ssumpt io ns  

To understand the economic and financial constraints to redevelopment 
and rehabilitation of existing properties in the University Hill commercial 
district (The Hill), EPS modeled the financial feasibility of development of 
multifamily housing, retail, and office uses within redevelopment 
projects and additions to existing buildings. Two scenarios were used to 
illustrate the financial feasibility of different use mixes: Scenario 1 – 
Redevelopment, and Scenario 2 – Building and Parcel Additions, as 
detailed below.   
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143073-Memo-Scenario Feasibility 1-19-15.docx 

Scenario 1 – Redevelopment 

The first scenario is based on the redevelopment of a “typical” parcel(s) on The Hill and assumes 
the existing buildings and uses on a parcel are demolished and cleared for new construction. A 
set of common assumptions were used to test a variety of building programs under this scenario, 
as outlined below.  

Land Price 

For the purposes of this study, the estimated land price for a redevelopment site is $200 per 
square foot. The parcel used for the redevelopment is assumed to contain no income generating 
uses or income generating uses that are providing a below average return. Properties with 
stable, income producing uses are less likely to sell and more likely to cost more than the 
estimated price used. The price for property on The Hill varies greatly depending on the value of 
the existing use and buildings on each parcel. The price per square foot of land for properties 
that were recently renovated and/or redevelopment (Flatiron Theatre, 1143 13th Street) was an 
average of $220. The most recent prices per square foot achieved for properties sold since 1999 
are shown in Figure 1 and Table 1. The surface parking lot owned by UHGID on 14th Street 
recently appraised for $180 per square foot. 

Figure 1  
University Hill Recent Property Sale Price per Square Foot 
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143073-Memo-Scenario Feasibility 1-19-15.docx 

Table 1 
University Hill Property Sales, 1999 to 2014 

 

Building Size 

The building program tested assumes the maximum build-out allowed for parcels in the 
University Hill General Improvement District (UHGID), which is a 1.85 floor area ratio (FAR). The 
lot sizes within the UHGID vary but are generally small and under half an acre. The most 
common lot size found within the District that could be redeveloped is between 0.15 and 0.31 
acres (6,500 to 13,500 square feet), with average parcel size being approximately 0.20 acres 
(8,700 square feet).  The larger lot size of 0.31 acres (13,500 square feet) was used to test 
feasibility. With a maximum 1.85 FAR, the maximum building program is approximately 25,000 
square feet within a three story building.  

Parking   

The amount of parking provided has a major impact on the feasibility of development. The 
amount of parking allocated by each use is based on both zoning and market factors and 
estimated as follows:  

• For residential uses, zoning requires a minimum of 1.0 space per unit. The number of bedrooms 
per unit has a major impact on required parking and therefore development cost. EPS estimates 
that parking spaces will be able to demand an additional $100 per month from residents for a 
space. 

• For commercial uses, two main assumptions were made. For retail space, no spaces are required 
due to the inclusion of the properties within UHGID. For office space, a minimum of one space 
per 1,000 square feet was used based on market inputs. However, EPS also tested the impact of 
no required parking for office space with the assumption that parking for office spaces could be 
provided within UHGID lots. Parking was cited (refer to University Hill Market Assessment 
memorandum) as major barrier to both retail and office development on the Hill.  

• Considering the small size of most parcels on the Hill, providing surface parking or parking in a 
stand-alone garage is likely not possible for residential uses or for office uses requiring on-site 
parking. A structured parking approach is needed within the newly built building to 

Property Address Sales Price
Improved 

Sq Ft Land Sq Ft
Price per 
Imp Sq Ft

Price per 
Sq Ft Sales Date Property Notes

(Land)

1310 College Ave - Hilltop Plaza $6,046,000 27,595 9,931 $219 $609 April-2014 3 story retail/office building
1080 13th Street $1,553,500 3,785 6,250 $410 $249 April-2014 Residential home - mulitple rental units
1350 College Street $12,000,000 21,433 12,850 $560 $934 April-2014 New build retail/residential building
1264 College Ave - Flatiron Theatre $2,030,000 9,375 9,365 $217 $217 May-2010 Retail building/former theatre
1143 13th Street (2 Properties) $2,598,600 9,000 11,325 $289 $229 March-2010 2 story retail/office building
1129 13th Street - Tulagi Building $3,000,000 8,377 5,998 $358 $500 September-2009 2 story retail building
1135 Broadway - Art Hardware Building $3,000,000 31,277 13,068 $96 $230 June-2009 2 story retail building
1111 Broadway - CU Bookstore $3,200,000 16,221 12,802 $197 $250 July-2007 2 story retail building
1155 13th Street $1,050,000 3,000 5,527 $350 $190 July-2006 1 story retail building
1119 13th Street $1,150,000 3,026 3,123 $380 $368 April-2006 1 story retail building
1320-1326 College Ave $1,235,000 4,339 2,570 $285 $481 January-2006 2 story retail building
1121 13th Street $1,675,000 8,000 6,229 $209 $269 November-2005 1 story retail building
1335 Broadway $1,000,000 6,235 7,405 $160 $135 October-2005 2 story retail building
1275 13th Street $1,005,000 3,108 14,278 $323 $70 July-2004 Gas Station
1121 Broadway $1,475,000 10,131 6,499 $146 $227 October-2001 2 story retail/office building
1313-1335 Broadway - University Hill Plaza $2,260,000 15,636 18,974 $145 $119 October-2000 2 story retail strip building
1219-1221 Pennsylvania Ave $1,056,000 5,782 4,800 $183 $220 June-2000 2 story retail/residential
1159-1165 13th Street - "The Sink" Building $2,100,000 11,440 9,064 $184 $232 June-2000 2 story retail/office building
1149 13th Street $295,000 2,026 1,916 $146 $154 August-1999 2 story retail building

Average $2,512,058 10,515 8,525 $256 $299

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Data\Costar\[Hill area sales.xlsx]Sales
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accommodate parking. Therefore, two main approaches can be taken which is either to 
structure parking underground or build parking at grade (level one) under portions of the 
structure, which is referred to as podium building. The two approaches are illustrated in 
Figure 2. The parking configuration assumed for this analysis is the tuck under podium 
approach. The costs of these approaches are different but both are expensive. EPS estimates a 
podium space at $20,000 per space and an underground space at $25,000 per space for this 
modeling based on average figures from comparable projects by type.  Prices for underground 
parking have been higher for some Boulder projects due to site specific considerations including 
project size, location, and construction type. 
 

Figure 2  
Building and Parking Configurations 
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Other Assumptions 

Several assumptions or factors were used to test development feasibility. The majority of factors 
used are shown below in Table 1 with cited sources. The factor can also be found within the 
feasibility models provided in the Appendix. 

Table 1  
Scenario 1 – Redevelopment Assumptions 

  

Student Market Parking No Parking Office/Res.

Program
Square Feet 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500 13,500
Acres 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31
Residential

Units 10 24 0 0 5
Number of Bedrooms 40 30 0 0 20
Average Unit Size 1,580 660 --- --- 1,580
Leasable Area (Sq. Ft.) 15,800 15,840 --- --- 7,900
Gross Sq. Ft. 18,588 18,600 --- --- 9,300

Commercial
Total Square Feet 6,750 6,750 24,975 24,975 15,700
Leasable Area (Sq. Ft.) 6,413 6,413 22,815 22,815 15,700

Retail 6,413 6,413 6,406 6,406 6,413
Office 0 0 16,409 16,409 8,054

Total Building (Sq Ft) 25,338 25,350 24,975 24,975 25,000
Gross FAR 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85

Leasable Building (Sq. Ft) 22,213 22,253 22,815 22,815 22,344
Net FAR 1.65 1.65 1.69 1.69 1.76

Parking Spaces 20 24 21 0 24

Revenue Factors
Residential

Rent per Square Foot (Monthly) $2.50 $2.15 $2.50 $2.15 $2.50
Rent per Unit (Monthly) $3,950 $1,419 --- --- $3,950
Vacancy 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%

Rental Parking Space (Monthly per Space) $100 $100 $100 $100 $100
Cap Rate 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Commercial
Office Rent Rate (Gross Annual per Sq. Ft.) $30.00 $30.00 $30.00 $30.00 $30.00
Office Vacancy 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Retail Rent Rate (Gross Annual per Sq. Ft.) $40.00 $40.00 $40.00 $40.00 $40.00
Retail Vacancy 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Cap Rate 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0%

Cost Factors
Hard Cost

Residential (per Sq. Ft.) $150 $150 $150 $150 $150
Retail (per Sq. Ft.) $140 $140 $140 $140 $140
Office (per Sq. Ft.) $130 $130 $130 $130 $130

Parking Cost per Space
Underground $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000
Podium $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000

Soft Costs (% of Hard Cost) 22% 22% 22% 22% 22%
Land Value $200 $200 $200 $200 $200

Sources: Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Scenario Assumptions.xlsx]Redevelopment

Residential Office
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Building Programs 

Scenario 1 includes five building programs tested to illustrate the differences in feasibility 
between uses. All programs have a retail program of approximately 6,750 square feet on the 
ground floor along the street frontage (the tuck under/podium parking is accessed on the rear of 
the building via the alley). Retail spaces are assumed to lease for $33 per square foot (NNN).  

Residential Programs 

• Student Oriented - The student oriented development program includes 10 student oriented 
rental units on floors two and three. The 10 units are all four bedroom units with a shared 
common space and two bathrooms. The units are assumed to be rented “by the bedroom” 
under separate leases, which is a common practice for student oriented units on the Hill and in 
other college areas. The four bedroom units total 1,580 square feet in size and are assumed to 
be rented at average area rates which are $988 per bedroom per month or $3,950 per month 
for the whole unit. Some newer area projects are renting at up to $1,100 per bedroom per 
month. 

• Market  – The market rate housing program includes 23 apartment units on floors two and 
three including 18 one-bedroom units and 5 two-bedroom units. This program was chosen 
because it most mimics types of units non-student renters might be attracted to on the Hill. The 
average unit size is 660 square feet, with one-bedroom units at an average of 570 square feet 
and two-bedroom at an average 930 square feet.  The units are assumed to rent at an average 
of $2.15 per square foot per month, which equates to $1,225 for one bedroom units and $2,000 
for two bedroom units.  

Office Programs 

• Office with Parking - The first office alternative is a three-story office building with ground floor 
retail space and office uses on the second and third floors. The office space totals 16,900 square 
feet on two floors. With a parking ratio of 1.0 per 1,000 square feet of office space, the program 
includes 17 spaces. Parking is not required on site for office uses but dedicated spaces for office 
tenants is deemed to be necessary to attract tenants. In this program, the parking is provided 
within the development. The office space is assumed to rent for $27.50 per square feet (full-
service), which is the City-wide average for space built after 2006.  

• Office without Parking – This program assumes that the parking for the office space is 
accommodated within a UHGID managed lot. There a rental cost for the parking associated with 
using the UHGID lot, but the cost of this is not factored in this model and assumes the cost is the 
responsibility of the lessee of the office space. The intent is to illustrate the impact of 
decoupling the parking for the developer to reduce cost, which is possible due to UHGID.   

• Office and Residential Mix – The last program assumes that the second floor is 8,500 
square feet of office space and the third floor is five four-bedroom student-oriented rental 
housing units. The same assumptions for rents for both uses are used from the previous 
programs, including parking for the office space being provided within dedicated spaces 
within UHGID lot. This program requires 5 parking spaces provided within the building.   
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Scenario 2 – Building and Parcel Additions 

The second scenario is the addition of building space to a typical existing building. Under this 
Scenario, the existing building and uses remain but are renovated to achieve higher rent levels 
and the parcel is maxed out with additional building space to the allowed 1.85 floor area ratio. 
There are two alternative programs tested: the addition of rental housing and the addition of 
office space. A set of common assumptions were used to test the building programs under this 
scenario. These assumptions are described below.  

Land Price 

The estimated value for a building and parcel for this scenario is $250 per square foot of land. 
The assumption is the value of the existing structures can be expected to exceed the value of 
vacant land, which was estimated at $200 per square foot. The parcel used for this scenario is 
assumed to contain income-generating uses that are providing an average return and are in 
need of repair/upgrade. Properties with stable, income producing uses are less likely to sell for 
redevelopment and the buyer is paying for not only the expansion potential but the revenue 
stream that property already produces.  

Building Size 

The building assumed for this scenario is an existing one-story retail building totaling 6,000 
square feet. Under this scenario the building is renovated and expanded to the maximum 
1.85 FAR by adding 10,200 square feet of upper story uses. The existing building and space are 
renovated and updated to capture higher rental rates. The lot size used for this scenario is the 
University Hill average of 8,700 square feet.  

Parking   

Under this scenario, it is assumed that underground parking, built under the existing parcel will 
be needed for the residential and office uses. For residential uses, a minimum of one space per 
unit was used. EPS estimates that parking spaces will be able to demand an additional $100 per 
month from residents for a space. 

For commercial uses, two main assumptions were made. For retail space, no spaces are required 
due to the inclusion of the properties within UHGID. For office space, EPS assumed no parking is 
required for office space with the assumption that parking for office spaces would be provided 
within UHGID lots.  

Other Assumptions 

Several assumptions or factors were used to test development feasibility. The majority of factors 
used are shown below in Table 2 with cited sources. The factor can also be found within the 
feasibility models provided in the Appendix. 

Attachment I-B - EPS Studies



Memorandum January 16, 2015 
University Hill Development Scenarios Feasibility Page 8 

 

143073-Memo-Scenario Feasibility 1-19-15.docx 

Table 2  
Scenario 2 – Building Addition Assumptions 

 

Residential

Program
Square Feet 8,700 8,700
Acres 0.2 0.2
Residential

Units 6 0
Number of Bedrooms 22 0
Average Unit Size 1,430 ---
Leasable Area (Sq. Ft.) 8,580 ---
Gross Sq. Ft. 10,094 ---

Commercial
Total Square Feet 6,000 16,095
Leasable Area (Sq. Ft.) 5,700 14,786

Retail 5,700 2,703
Office 0 9,082

Total Building (Sq Ft) 16,094 16,095
Gross FAR 1.85 1.85

Leasable Building (Sq. Ft) 14,280 14,786
Net FAR 1.64 1.70

Parking Spaces 11 0

Revenue Factors
Residential

Rent per Square Foot (Monthly) $2.50 ---
Rent per Unit (Monthly) $3,575
Vacancy 5% ---

Rental Parking Space (Monthly per Space) $100 ---
Cap Rate 5.0% ---

Commercial
Office Rent Rate (Gross Annual per Sq. Ft.) --- $30.00
Office Vacancy --- 10%
Retail Rent Rate (Gross Annual per Sq. Ft.) $40.00 $40.00
Retail Vacancy 10% 10%
Cap Rate 7.0% 7.0%

Cost Factors
Hard Cost

Residential (per Sq. Ft.) $150 $150
Retail (per Sq. Ft.) $80 $80
Office (per Sq. Ft.) $130 $130

Parking Cost per Space
Underground $25,000 $25,000
Podium $20,000 $20,000

Soft Costs (% of Hard Cost) 22% 22%
Land Cost $250 $250

Sources: Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Scenario Assumptions.xlsx]Addition

Office
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Scenario 2 – Building Programs 

This scenario includes two main building programs tested to illustrate feasibility differences 
between uses. All programs have a retail program of approximately 6,000 square feet on the 
ground floor front the street that was renovated to capture higher rental rates. The improved 
retail space is assumed to increase rents from $25 per square foot (NNN) to $33 per square foot 
(NNN).  

Residential Program 

• Student-Oriented- The residential program includes 6 student oriented rental units on floors 
two and three. Five units are four-bedroom units with a shared common space and two 
bathrooms.  One of the units is a two-bedroom unit, which was used to max out the remaining 
buildable area. The units are assumed to be rented by the bedroom under separate leases, 
which is a common practice for student-oriented units on the Hill and in other college areas. The 
four bedrooms units total 1,560 square feet in size and are assumed to be rented for $975 per 
bedroom per month or $3,900 per month for the whole unit. The two bedroom unit is 780 
square feet and rents for $1,950 per month or $975 per bedroom. 

Office Programs 

• Office without Parking – The office program is the addition of two floors of office space. The 
office space totals 9,000 leasable square feet on two floors. The office spaces are assumed to 
rent for $27.50 per square feet (full-service), which is the city-wide average for space built after 
2006. This program assumes that the parking for the office space is accommodated within a 
UHGID managed lot. There is likely a rental cost for the parking associated with using the UHGID 
lot if dedicated spaces are provided, but the cost of this is not factored in this model.  
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Deve lopm ent  Fea s ib i l i t y   

The financial feasibility of development for the two scenarios was tested under the alternative 
building programs. A static pro forma analysis of the development programs for the two 
scenarios is used to illustrate the economic viability of the different uses in the programs. The 
analysis compares development value to development cost. Development value is used by 
estimating the total value of the property based on the revenue the rental spaces generate. The 
annual net operating income (NOI) that a building produces is divided by a capitalization rate to 
estimate the total value of the revenue stream. The development cost is estimated based on 
construction cost per square foot estimates derived from industry standards and other projects 
reviewed by EPS in Boulder (hard costs), the estimated construction soft costs, which are 
estimated based on industry standard percentages that estimate soft costs as a percent of hard 
costs, and an estimated land cost based on the research of land sales on the Hill. If the 
development value is within 5 percent of the estimated project cost the project is considered to 
be feasible. The findings from the feasibility analysis are summarized below. 

Redevelopment Scenario 

Residential Program  

The student housing program generates a total development value of $9.05 million with the 
residential units valued at $6.33 million and the commercial space valued at $2.72 million, as 
shown in Table 3. The estimated construction cost of the student oriented program is 
$5.44 million and land cost is $2.70 million, resulting in a total development cost of $8.14 
million. Net revenues are a positive $915,000, which is 11 percent higher than the development 
costs. 

The market rate program has an estimated value of $8.19 million based on projected revenue. 
The estimated construction cost is $5.55 million and land cost is $2.70 million. The estimated 
total development cost is $8.25 million. The difference between the development value and the 
development costs is a negative $60,000. Assuming positive values of 5 to 10 percent above 
costs are needed, this alternative is considered to be infeasible.  
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Table 3 
Scenario 1 – Redevelopment 
Residential Programs Feasibility 

 

  

Description Student Market

Project Revenue
Residential Net Sales Revenue $0 $0
Residential Rental Development Value $6,331,000 $5,467,000
Commercial Rental Development Value $2,721,000 $2,721,000
Total Development Value $9,052,000 $8,188,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $362 $327

Project Costs
Hard Costs

Site Costs
On-Site Costs $171,000 $175,000

Building costs
Shell Building Costs $2,779,000 $2,780,000
Tenant Allowance Costs $903,000 $905,000
Parking $400,000 $480,000
Contingency $204,000 $208,000
Subtotal $4,286,000 $4,373,000

Total Hard Costs $4,457,000 $4,548,000
Soft Costs $980,000 $1,000,000
For Sale Profit $0 $0
Land Cost

Square feet of Land 13,500 13,500
Price per Square Foot $200 $200
Total Land Cost $2,700,000 $2,700,000

Total Adjusted Development Costs $8,137,000 $8,248,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $325 $330

Difference
Total (Development Value minus Cost) $915,000 ($60,000)
% of Cost 11% -1%

1 Calculated by subtracting all costs (excluding land, but including profit) from total development value.

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Residential Scenario Feasibility Model 1-15-15.xlsx]8-Feasibility

Res. Redevelopment
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Office Programs 

The office program with parking has an estimated development value of $6.41 million, as 
shown in Table 4. The development costs of the office program with parking are estimated at 
$7.35 million. The difference is a negative $818,405 (11 percent of development costs) and an 
indication that this alternative would not be feasible without significant subsidies.  

As stated previously, parking costs have a major impact on development feasibility. Office uses 
must have dedicated parking within or near the building to attract users. The office program 
without parking assumes that parking for the office space can be provided within a UHGID lot 
and leased by the office space users. By not building parking for the development on site and 
using the UHGID lot, development costs are reduced by $426,000. The difference between 
development value and development costs for this program is negative $392,000, which is 
6 percent of development cost. Removing the cost of parking therefore addresses approximately 
one-half of the existing deficit.  

The hybrid residential and office program with both office and student oriented housing 
generates a development value of $7.69 million. With the development costs estimated at 
$7.34 million, there is a net positive value of $357,000. This program, based on the assumptions 
used in this model, would therefore appear to be marginally feasible. However, it is unlikely that 
a developer would build a program like this considering the high maintenance costs related with 
three different uses, the risk associated with having to lease three different uses within one small 
building, and the difficulty with attracting office users to a building with student housing within it.   
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Table 4 
Scenario 1 – Redevelopment 
Office Programs Feasibility 

 

  

Description Parking No Parking Res/Office

Project Revenue
Residential Net Sales Revenue $0 $0 $0
Residential Rental Development Value $0 $0 $3,159,000
Commercial Rental Development Value $6,410,000 $6,410,000 $4,533,000
Total Development Value $6,410,000 $6,410,000 $7,692,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $281 $281 $324

Project Costs
Hard Costs

Site Costs
On-Site Costs $143,000 $129,000 $146,000
Subtotal $143,000 $129,000 $146,000

Building costs
Shell Building Costs $2,281,000 $2,281,000 $2,517,000
Tenant Allowance Costs $799,000 $799,000 $862,000
Parking $319,405 $0 $100,000
Contingency $170,000 $154,000 $174,000
Subtotal $3,569,405 $3,234,000 $3,653,000

Total Hard Costs $3,712,405 $3,363,000 $3,799,000
Soft Costs $816,000 $739,000 $836,000
For Sale Profit $0 $0 $0
Total Development Costs $4,528,405 $4,102,000 $4,635,000
<Less> Tax Credit Equity $0 $0 $0
Land Cost

Square feet of Land 13,500 13,500 13,500
Price per Square Foot $200 $200 $200
Total Land Cost $2,700,000 $2,700,000 $2,700,000

Total Development Costs $7,228,405 $6,802,000 $7,335,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $317 $298 $309

Difference
Total (Development Value minus Cost) ($818,405) ($392,000) $357,000
% of Cost -11% -6% 5%

1 Calculated by subtracting all costs (excluding land, but including profit) from total development value.

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Office Scenario Feasibility Model 1-15-15.xlsx]8-Feasibility

Office Redevelopment
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Scenario 2 – Building Addition 

Residential Program 

The residential student program generates a development value of $5.86 million, as shown in 
Table 5. The estimated development cost is $5.59 million. The difference is $265,750, which is 5 
percent above development cost. This program therefore appears to be marginally feasible based 
on our assumptions. 

Table 5 
Residential Building Addition Feasibility 

 

  

Description
Res. Addition 

Scenario

Project Revenue
Residential Net Sales Revenue $0
Residential Rental Development Value $3,438,000
Commercial Rental Development Value $2,418,000
Total Development Value $5,856,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $371

Project Costs
Hard Costs

Site Costs $108,000
Building Costs $2,691,250
Total Hard Costs $2,799,250

Soft Costs $616,000
Land Cost

Square feet of Land 8,700
Price per Square Foot $250
Total Land Cost $2,175,000

Total Development Costs $5,590,250
Total Development Value per SqFt $354

Difference
Total (Development Value minus Cost) $265,750
% of Cost 5%

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems

1 Calculated by subtracting all costs (excluding land, but including profit) from 
total development value.

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Residential 
Addition Scenario Feasibility Model 1-15-15.xlsx]8-Feasibility
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Office Programs 

The office addition program does not generate enough development value to pay for 
development costs. The estimated development value is $4.46 million while the estimated 
development costs are $4.91 million, as shown in Table 6. The difference between the 
development value and cost the addition and renovation is a negative $448,000, which is 
9 percent less than the estimated development cost.  

Table 6 
Office Building Addition Feasibility 

   

Description

Project Revenue
Residential Rental Development Value $0
Commercial Rental Development Value $4,464,000
Total Development Value $4,464,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $302

Project Costs
Hard Costs

Site Costs $86,000
Building Costs $2,157,000
Total Hard Costs $2,243,000

Soft Costs $494,000
Land Cost

Square feet of Land 8,700                  
Price per Square Foot $250
Total Land Cost $2,175,000

Total Development Costs $4,912,000
Total Development Value per SqFt $332

Difference
Total (Development Value minus Cost) ($448,000)
% of Cost -9%

1 Calculated by subtracting all costs (excluding land, but including profit) from total development value.

Source:  Economic & Planning Systems

H:\143073-Boulder University Hill Economic Analysis\Models\Feasibility Models\[143073-Office Addition Scenario Feasibility Model 1-15-15.xlsx]

Office Addition 
Scenarios
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Feasibility Analysis Findings 

A summary of the major findings from the feasibility analysis is provided below. 

1.  Student housing development produces a significant return and is highly profitable. 

Student oriented rental housing on the Hill and particularly newer student oriented projects have 
been able to achieve higher rental rates than more conventional rental units. Typical, new 
student oriented housing projects include 3- to 4-bedroom units sharing a larger living space. 
Leases are per bedroom, not per unit, and command rents of $1,000 per bedroom per month or 
higher. Within this structure, units rent for approximately $2.50 per square foot per month. The 
overall average rent for apartments in the University Area is $1.97 per square foot per month.  

2.  Building student housing units with multiple bedrooms per unit (i.e., three or four 
bedrooms per unit) reduces the required amount of parking by zoning (1 space per 
unit) of a project compared to a conventional apartment project with a mixture of 
(unit sizes).  

This type of building program reduces parking required and therefore the cost of development. 
However, a developer/project owner may need to provide more spaces than required by zoning 
to make the units marketable. It may be helpful to modify the parking requirement to be based 
on a per bedroom factor instead of a per unit factor if there is a fear the projects are being 
under-parked and causing parking issues elsewhere on the Hill. 

3.  The residential redevelopment programs (student and market) tested were found to 
be feasible based on the assumptions made.   

EPS modeled two housing programs to test feasibility of redevelopment on the Hill. The student-
oriented housing program (ground floor retail with 2 stories of student oriented units) was found 
to be a feasible development program with estimated value of the program exceeding project 
costs by more than 10 percent. A non-student orient program (market), which includes ground 
floor retail with two stories of small, one and two bedroom units, was also found to be marginally 
feasible with average rental rates found in the area. Estimated project value for this program 
was approximately equal to project development costs   

4.  The office development programs tested were found to be infeasible with or 
without on-site parking. 

Two office development programs were tested with ground floor retail and two stories of office 
space above. One program had parking built on site and one with parking provided within UGHID 
lots. The office programs generated development values that are approximately 25 to 30 percent 
less than development value generated by the housing programs.  

Parking was cited in the market study as a major requirement for attracting office space users to 
the Hill. Parking is also a major development costs that has large impact on development 
feasibility if it needs to be built on-site. Assuming parking spaces can be dedicated to office users 
within UGHID lots the development cost for building office space reduces greatly. The office 
program without parking was still found to be infeasible. Development value generated by the 
program was approximately 6 percent less than the cost of development. The gap under the 
program tested was approximately $392,000.  If parking is provided on site, the gap increased 
to $818,000 million and the development value was 11 percent less than development cost.  
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5.  A hybrid residential and office development program was found to be financially 
feasible based on the assumptions used but is not deemed to be a marketable 
development project due to an incompatible mixture of uses. 

A mixed office and residential program was tested which included ground floor retail, one story of 
office space and one story of student oriented residential units. This program was deemed to be 
feasible, as development value 5 percent more than estimated development costs. However, we 
expect that developers would not build this type of building due to the logistics and costs of 
maintaining three uses within a small building and the difficulty of renting office space within a 
building that also includes student housing.  

6.  The feasibility analysis for programs based on the Scenario 2 renovation of existing 
building space and the addition of new space generated similar results; the residential 
programs are feasible while the office programs are not feasible.  

EPS found similar findings related to renovation and expansion of existing buildings on the Hill to 
the redevelopment scenario. Adding additional residential units was found to provide a return to 
building owners large enough to support costs associated with renovating their existing building 
and constructing additional space. Office uses were found to not generate enough project value 
to cover costs of renovation and expansion. 
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Po t ent ia l  A ppr oa c hes  to  A ch ieve  V i s ion  

The above financial analysis is a reflection of the current economic market on the Hill. Student 
oriented housing provides the greatest financial return for developers due to the lower costs 
(parking and unit efficiencies) and higher rental rates. Recently built and renovated retail space 
has also illustrated the ability to capture higher rental rates and attract some national tenants. 
However, the lack of destination retail uses and parking has hindered the Hill businesses’ ability 
to attract significant customers that are not students or campus generated. Market rate housing 
oriented towards the non-student market is less attractive to developers because of lower 
potential rental rates, difficulties attracting non-student tenants, and higher parking costs. The 
office development programs were not feasible under both scenarios and are unable to demand 
rates high enough to support new development.   

The feasibility testing indicated that if new office or non-student housing uses are desired on the 
Hill, the City must identify ways to change the economic constraints to developers. Even if costs 
are reduced for office uses to the point where a project is feasible, the lack of a professional 
environment and office amenities are major market barriers to attracting tenants.  

Below are a series of potential approaches the City could explore to try and attract a greater 
mixture of uses. These approaches are either focused on increasing the city-wide and regional 
draw of the Hill or addressing feasibility gaps of desired development programs.  

Destination Uses 

The Hill was once home to three major entertainment destinations that drew visitors from all 
over the region. These uses served as anchors to the Hill area that drove visitation from a 
variety of different demographic groups. Today, only one of these uses remains (The Fox 
Theatre) and its destination appeal, at least anecdotally, has diminished. The Hill lacks uses that 
are attractive enough to non-students or campus visitors to generate additional visitation to the 
Hill that may increase the demand for a greater variety of mixes.  

Potential uses that may generate increased visitation are a regional entertainment venue or a 
hotel with conference space. It is unclear what specifically the regional entertainment venue 
would be. A campus oriented hotel could drive increased visitation to the Hill if located there. 
Associated conference and meeting space would further increase visitation and increase non-
student foot traffic on the Hill, which would make it more appealing to retailers and other 
businesses.  

Parking 

The lack of easily accessible and convenient parking was cited as a barrier to additional retail on 
the Hill and attracting non-student oriented retailers. Any potential office uses on the Hill will 
need dedicated parking for the workers in the office spaces. UHGID does provide off street 
parking within two lots and these lots are currently well utilized, but they are somewhat difficult 
to access and not visible from Broadway, College Avenue or 13th Street. The City should identify 
ways to increase access and visibility to existing parking lots. As well, the City should explore 
opportunities to increase the parking supply within UHGID including spaces that can be 
dedicated/leased to specific uses/users.  
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Land Costs 

The analysis shows that land values have a major impact on development feasibility. The 
revenue generated by even the lowest performing retail spaces on the Hill is still enough to 
warrant high prices in property sales. Reducing land costs for desired uses would address gaps in 
development feasibility. UHGID also has the ability to leverage its land holdings to develop 
desired uses in conjunction with providing additional parking. UHGID should explore potential 
joint development projects that would generate desired uses and additional parking. 
Development costs can be reduced by UHGID providing the land, in form of existing parking lots, 
at a reduced price or zero cost. 

New Revenue Sources 

The City and/or UHGID could identify additional revenue sources that could pay for district 
amenities, such as parking, that could increase the attractiveness of the Hill to new uses. One 
potential revenue stream is a retail sales fee (RSF) or public improvement fee (PIF). These two 
tools are basically the same but with minor differences in the way they are assessed. The Hill 
businesses with City support could institute a PIF or RSF that would create an additional fee on 
retail sales that could be used for improvements on the Hill. Cities in Colorado that allow for the 
use of PIFs often credit back the sales tax used within the PIF so that the effective sales tax rate 
stays the same.  

Tax Rebates 

To offset the cost of development and reduce project feasibility gaps, the City can explore 
rebating or using tax increment generated by the project for property tax, construction use tax, 
or sales tax.  

The City of Boulder assesses an 11.981 mill levy on real property. The office redevelopment 
program generated a development value of $6.4 million. The development value is assumed to 
be the market value. Based on this market value, the assessed value is $1.86 million. The 
project generates annual property tax to the City of $22,000. The net property tax to the City 
would be approximately $13,000.  Rebating the City’s portion of property tax for 18 years would 
be needed to cover the gap of $392,000. It therefore does not appear the City property tax 
alone generates enough to cover project gaps. 

The City could also explore using tax increment financing to cover gaps in project costs, through 
the creation of either an urban renewal area or downtown development authority. These districts 
allow the City to use the total new increment of property tax from all taxing districts generated 
by the project. The office program is estimated to generate total property tax of $165,000 
annually. The net property tax generated is estimated to be $95,000. The use of TIF to incent 
development could generate enough increment to address project feasibility gaps. However, the 
City must consider if there is value in using tax dollars to incent uses that are not feasible in the 
market due to the high property values of the district.  

The City’s construction use tax is 3.86 percent as of January 2015. Construction use tax is 
charged to materials purchased for construction projects. EPS estimates the materials cost for 
the office development program to be half of hard costs, which is $1.9 million. The use tax 
generated is estimated to be $73,000, which is approximately 20 percent of the project gap. 
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The City could also rebate of a portion of sales tax to address project gaps.  The City’s sales tax 
rate is 3.86 percent as of January 2015. The retail portion of the office program is 6,400 square 
feet. This amount of retail space is estimated to generate $1.9 million in retail sales using an 
average sales per square foot factor of $300.  This amount of sales would generate $734,000 in 
sales tax to the City. The total City retail tax would need to be rebated for 5 years to cover the 
project gap.  

Historic Preservation Tax Incentives 

The National Parks Service has an income tax credit program that incents the rehabilitation of 
historic, income-producing buildings that are “certified historic structures”. The NPS has two 
programs a 20 percent program and 10 percent program.  

The 10 percent program provides an income tax credit of 10 percent of eligible costs to the 
owner of a non-historically designated building built before 1936. The building must be 
rehabilitated for a non-residential use and meet three minimal criteria to be eligible. 

The 20 percent program is for historically designated buildings and/or contributing buildings in a 
historic district. In order to qualify for the 20 percent tax credit, a structure must be depreciable. 
That is, it must be used in trade, business or held for the production of income. As well, the 
rehabilitation must also be substantial. A substantial rehabilitation is defined as the greater of 
$5,000 or the adjusted basis of the building and its structural components which is the purchase 
price plus previous improvements minus land costs and depreciation. Qualified expenditures 
include the cost of the work as well as architecture and engineering fees, site survey costs, legal 
expenses, development fees and other construction costs.  

There is a three part application process required to qualify for the 20 percent tax credit for 
rehabilitated commercial, industrial, agricultural or residential rental structures. Part one deals 
with the significance and appearance of the building. It must either be deemed a certified historic 
structure and listed on the National Register of Historic Places or be located within a registered 
historic district and certified as contributing to the historic significance of that district. Part two 
describes the condition of the structure and the planned work to be done to rehabilitate it. Each 
of these two part should be supported by photos, drawings, maps and site plans. Proposed 
rehabilitation work is evaluated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation and must meet these standards to qualify.  

If approved, the owner of the property must return it to service in order to receive a reduction in 
the amount of tax owed equal to 20 percent of qualified expenditures. Excess credit can be 
carried forward 20 years or back one year. The owner must keep the building for five years after 
project completion otherwise the credit must be paid back on a prorated basis, i.e., 20 percent 
per year. Historic tax credits can be allocated differently to members an ownership entity like an 
LLC so long as the percentage allocation of the tax credits matches the members’ interests in 
profits for tax purposes. 

The State of Colorado offers an income tax credit program that mimics the Federal program. The 
Colorado program offers a 25 percent income tax credit for rehabilitation. The credit only applies 
to renovation of historically designated buildings under the criteria for the Federal 20 percent 
program. As well, the credit increased to 30 percent for communities located in disaster relief 
areas, for which Boulder qualifies. The user must be paying State of Colorado income tax.  
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The use of the income tax credit for rehabbing properties could be a tool used to reduce 
development feasibility gaps. The tax credits are difficult to include within a feasibility model 
because of the link to an individual state income tax return. However, EPS estimates that the use 
of the Federal tax credits for costs associated with the renovation of the existing building within 
the Building and Parcel Addition office scenario would reduce total project costs by 7.5 to 8.0 
percent. The use of the tax credit program does have drawbacks. The program does require 
designation of the building in some form as historic, which can reduce the rehabilitation options a 
building owner may have. As well, the process does not provide upfront capital or directly reduce 
costs. The tax credit users must go through the NPS process, which likely slows down 
development timing, and requires the user to recoup cost through tax credits which may need to 
be used over several years.  

Leveraging Student Housing Development 

The feasibility testing showed that developers are able to generate a profit by building student 
oriented housing on the Hill. While the City is reluctant to allow additional student housing on the 
Hill, allowing student housing in return for public investments could be approach to generating 
development activity and producing needed investments. The City could allow for student 
housing developments on the Hill in return for the public improvements or amenities, such as 
publically accessible parking spaces.  
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CITY OF BOULDER 

TO:  Members of City Council 

FROM: Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and 
Sustainability/Interim Housing Director  
Molly Winter, Director of Downtown/University Hill Management 
Division and Parking Services (DUHMD/PS) 
Sarah Wiebenson, Hill Community Development Coordinator 

DATE: January 27, 2015 

SUBJECT: University Hill Reinvestment Strategy Update 

I. PURPOSE 

To provide the City Council with an update on the Hill Reinvestment Strategy, including 
a summary of 2014 accomplishments. A detailed progress report and potential policy 
recommendations will be provided at the Council Study Session on May 26, 2015. 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

University Hill is one of the earliest settled areas of Boulder with a rich history as a 
destination for students and entertainment. The current nature of the neighborhood, 
however, presents unique challenges compared to other mixed use areas in Boulder.  For 
one, the Hill Commercial Area is designated in the Boulder Comprehensive Plan as one 
of the city’s three major business centers, yet it struggles to achieve year-round economic 
vitality because of its primarily student customer base. Similarly, the residential areas of 
the Hill enjoy beautiful tree-lined streets and an abundance of historic architecture, yet 
the intermingling of permanent residents and student populations presents challenges to 
achieving the quality of life expected in such a beautiful historic setting.  Although 
investments in events and streetscape design in recent decades have brought short-term 
benefits to the commercial district, these efforts have not resulted in the sustainable, long-
term improvements desired by Hill stakeholders. 

At its retreat in early 2014, the City Council made University Hill a priority for the 2014-
15 term, as expressed in the Hill Reinvestment Strategy framework (see, 
ATTACHMENT A).  The framework targets priority areas for the long-term 
improvements. The framework is made up of the following components: 
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 Business/Residential Diversity
 The Arts
 Multi-modal Access
 Health and Safety
 Stakeholder Partnerships
 Code Enforcement

Significant progress to support the Hill Reinvestment Strategy framework has already 
been achieved in 2014, including the hiring of the first-ever Hill Community 
Development Coordinator to draft and implement a related work plan; the adoption of a 
moratorium in the Hill Commercial Area to determine whether additional residential uses 
support the goal of “Business/Residential Diversity”; and funding for a two and a half 
year pilot Residential Service District to remove litter and graffiti from the public realm 
in the high-density residential areas of the Hill.  

The draft Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work Plan (see, ATTACHMENT B) details the 
first year of tasks related to the framework, including a baseline performance 
measurement in Q1 2015 and periodic benchmark reporting throughout the two-year 
initiative.   

III. BACKGROUND

To understand current challenges with achieving the goals of the Hill Reinvestment 
Strategy, it is worthwhile to quickly review the district’s history and past efforts to 
promote investment in the Hill Commercial Area. 

University Hill was first settled in the late 1800s, when the University of Colorado was 
established in 1876 on a “wind swept plain” (now the location of the Old Main building 
east of Broadway) and the Chautauqua Association’s teachers’ summer school was 
established at the base of the Flatirons in 1898. The activities of both the university and 
the association attracted families to the area, and University Hill’s first commercial 
building was constructed at the corner of 13th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue (now 
Buchanan’s Coffee Pub). In the 1920s, additional commercial buildings began to line the 
bases of the residential buildings on 13th street.  Concern among University Hill residents 
about the changing character of the district gave rise to the city’s first zoning ordinance in 
1928.  In the 1950s, a growing student population led to the development of the Flatirons 
Theater and Tulagi’s, marking the beginning of the Hill Commercial Area as a 
destination for music and entertainment.  Tulagi’s and Sommers Sunken Gardens (now 
the Sink) received licenses to serve 3.2% beer, as did the entertainment venue now 
known as The Fox.  

Over the next several decades, the Hill Commercial Area developed into a thriving retail 
district, despite political unrest that discouraged some private property investment.  Even 
into the 1980s, the Hill Commercial Area was a shopping destination that attracted 
customers from the Hill neighborhood and citywide, with men’s and women’s apparel 
stores such as Regiments, Buchanan’s, Scott’s Unlimited, Kinsleys and Jacque 
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Michelle’s. In 1970, the City created the University Hill General Improvement District 
(UHGID) to fund parking and maintenance services along the 13th Street commercial 
corridor.  Riots related to the Vietnam War in 1971 resulted in damage to Hill 
Commercial Area properties, most notably the glass windows of the Colorado Bookstore 
building, which were subsequently replaced with concrete block.  The geographic area of 
UHGID was doubled in 1978 and the scope of UHGID was expanded in 1985 to include 
pedestrian, bicycle, transit and aesthetic improvements.   

During the 1990’s, businesses on the Hill started to become more student-centric as retail 
competition grew from Downtown Boulder and new regional shopping centers.  
Investments in property maintenance continued to decline, and another round of riots in 
1997 damaged street poles and private property.  In 2008, the Council expanded the 
purview of the previously parking-focused UHGID to include other aspects of the Hill 
Commercial Area including health, safety, aesthetics, economic vitality, and 
sustainability. The UHGID commission name was also changed to the University Hill 
Commercial Area Management Commission (UCAMC) to reflect its broader focus.  The 
Commission is made up of five representatives: two citizens at large and three owners of 
real/business property in the Hill Commercial Area. UHGID currently funds two 
dedicated Parking Services maintenance staff and the following activities: 

 Trash removal;
 Sidewalk sweeping, snow removal and occasional power-washing;
 Graffiti removal from public infrastructure;
 Pedestrian lighting maintenance and banner installation;
 Holiday decorations; and,
 Planting and maintaining flowers and monitoring public tree conditions;
 Marketing and sponsorship of events; and,
 Studies and analysis that benefit the commercial district.

In recent years, a shift toward a greater percentage of out-of-state students at CU has 
contributed to a strong market for student housing on the Hill (reportedly generating 
$1000/bedroom per month).  This financial opportunity has had a positive impact on the 
appearance of the Hill Commercial Area in terms of generating millions of dollars of 
property investment (at least two infill developments with multi-unit student housing 
above retail have been constructed in the past five years), but because the units are 
inhabited by students, these investments have not contributed toward achieving 
“Business/Residential Diversity” and year-round vitality in the Hill Commercial District; 
in fact, development patterns suggest that market rate student housing is being built at the 
exclusion of commercial uses. Council adopted a temporary residential use moratorium in 
July 2014 to investigate whether residential uses should be continued to be allowed in the 
Hill Commercial Area.   

According to the findings of the moratorium, the Hill Commercial Area houses 
approximately 105 dwelling units within an 11.5-acrea area, while Downtown Boulder 
houses approximately 130 dwelling units in a 108-acre area.  Added to this, the findings 
identified that offices make up only 3 percent of the occupied floor space in the Hill 
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Commercial District, despite a nearly zero percent office vacancy rate citywide.  To 
achieve the goal of “Business/Residential Diversity,” it has been suggested that office 
uses in the Hill Commercial Area would attract the range of ages and income diversity 
needed to support year-round economic vitality.  The inter-departmental staff team 
working on the moratorium will present its findings and recommendations to the 
Planning Board at a public hearing on February 5, 2015.   

Lastly, as an area with a high concentration of students, the broader Hill district has 
experienced decades of nuisances from the over-consumption of alcohol.  Historically, 
alcohol consumption centered on the 3.2% establishments in the Hill Commercial Area, 
and concerns with alcohol nuisances began impact commercial investments. When 
Tulagi’s was seized for unpaid taxes in 2013, plans to redevelop the property into a music 
venue and restaurant were rejected in response to concern that such a use would 
negatively impact the neighborhood. In October 2013, the City Council adopted changes 
that included limiting the number of establishments in the Hill Commercial Area that 
may serve alcohol after 11 p.m. as well as rules to require restaurants to demonstrate that 
a portion of their revenue is from food sales.  Existing 2 a.m. liquor licenses were 
grandfathered and may transfer to new businesses in the same location.  It is one of the 
priorities of UHCAMC in 2015 to have staff evaluate the impact of the change in liquor 
rules and to determine whether it is negatively affecting tenant attraction efforts. 

IV. HILL REINVESTMENT STRATEGY

Implementation of the Hill Reinvestment Strategy began in early 2014 with immediate 
progress on all components of the Council framework. Specific achievements included 
(see, ATTACHMENT C):  

 installation of a ‘Pilot Parklet’ on Pennsylvania Avenue;
 alley mural behind the Fox Theater;
 a Hill employee transportation survey;
 negotiations to pursue a public-private redevelopment of the 14th Street UHGID

parking lot with Del Mar Interests
 installation of a B-Cycle bike sharing station on College Ave
 funding to support an eGo car sharing space on the 14th Street University Hill

General Improvement District (UHGID) parking lot;
 hiring of the Hill Community Development Coordinator;
 re-introduction of banners funded by CU on the pedestrian light poles;
 implementation of the bear-proof trash can requirement in the residential areas;
 a cleanup day in the Hill Commercial District to remove graffiti and ‘slaptag’’

stickers from the faces of all public signage on 13th Street; and,
 enhanced holiday lighting and support for The Hill Boulder ‘Light the Hill’ event.

One of the primary tasks of the Hill Community Development Coordinator was to draft 
and implement a two-year work plan based on the Council’s Hill Reinvestment Strategy 
framework.  This comprehensive approach to revitalizing the district ensures that there is 
both significant stakeholder involvement and a focus on long-term, sustainable 
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improvements to all areas of the Hill.  The resulting Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work 
Plan breaks down the overall framework into specific action items and monthly tasks. 
The Work Plan includes establishing baseline measurements in Q1 2015 and conducting 
periodic benchmark reporting throughout the Strategy’s two-year timeframe.  

V. HILL REINVESTMENT STRATEGY WORK PLAN 

The Hill Reinvestment Strategy both seeks to identify programs, policies and initiatives 
that build on the decades of work by Hill stakeholders and leverages partnership 
opportunities to help the Hill reach its potential as an attractive and vibrant area. The 
Work Plan is divided into activities specific to the Hill Commercial Area and those 
specific to the residential neighborhood, although efforts in the two areas are closely 
related and mutually beneficial. 

A. HILL RESIDENTIAL AREA WORK PLAN 

At the start of the Hill Reinvestment Strategy, there were a number of programs in place 
that represented the Council’s goal of “Stakeholder Partnerships” for improving quality 
of life on the Hill.  The Residential Area Work Plan focuses on supporting and refining 
the established programs rather than creating new ones. 

1. Code Enforcement. Sustained and coordinated code enforcement is an integral part of
the Work Plan and was discussed at a City Council study session in April 2014.
Achieving quality of life in the residential areas of the Hill requires programs to
ensure that noise, litter and other nuisances generated by the student populations are
addressed in a strategic and proactive manner. The Building Division will increase its
inspection staff in 2015 to enhance their ability to proactively address Building Code
violations that are a concern to residents in the Hill residential areas.  This effort will
also include integration of the “Smart Regs” energy efficiency standards into rental
housing licensing requirements by 2019.

Another code enforcement-based approach to improving quality of life in the Hill 
residential areas was the introduction of bear-proof trash cans in October 2014.  This 
initiative has already contributed significantly to cleaner alleys.   
2. Residential Service District. Concurrent with the Hill Reinvestment Strategy, the

Council funded a two and a half year pilot Residential Service District (RSD) in
the high density residential areas of the Hill, employing members of the Bridge
House Ready To Work (RTW) to remove litter and graffiti in the public realm.
Starting in February 2015, an RSD Coordinator employed by the City will
document the amount of litter removed by the RTW crews to measure the impact
of the program.  This effort is incorporated into the Work Plan as one means to
achieve “Health and Safety” in the residential areas of the Hill. Feedback to date
from Hill residents on the RSD cleanup efforts has been very positive.
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The City also recently entered into a partnership with CU that will provide dozens 
of student volunteers per month to help with cleanup efforts in the RSD and Hill 
Commercial Area starting in April 2015. 

3. Public Safety. For several years, the Boulder Police Department has had a
dedicated Neighborhood Impact Team focused on the Hill, representing a
strategic effort to proactively address neighbor concerns with nuisances from the
student populations on the Hill.  A number of programs representing
collaborations between the BPD and the CU Office of Off-Campus Housing have
successfully promoted student awareness and imposed meaningful consequences
when students do not demonstrate a willingness to mitigate their own negative
impacts.

Additionally, the 2A funding will provide improved pedestrian lighting 
throughout the Hill and along corridors to the Downtown commercial district to 
enhance pedestrian safety and spread out the night-time pedestrian activity so that 
it is not disproportionately affecting neighbors along better lit streets on the Hill.  
To achieve improvements along these lines while the 2A funds are being 
generated, representatives from BPD and the Forestry Division met to identify 
strategic locations where tree pruning could increase the effectiveness of existing 
lighting.  The pruning work was completed in January 2015. 

B. HILL COMMERCIAL AREA WORK PLAN 

There were fewer existing programs in place at the start of the Hill Reinvestment Strategy 
that focused on revitalization of the Hill Commercial Area.  In early 2014, business 
owners on the University Hill Commercial Area Management Commission re-activated 
the local merchants association, now called The Hill Boulder (www.thehillboulder.com), 
and began hosting monthly meetings to coordinate private improvement efforts and 
develop event/marketing programs.  The Commercial Area Work Plan represents a 
number of initiatives that have been developed in recent months to respond to stakeholder 
suggestions and concerns.  Over time, it is intended that the short-term initiatives will 
give way to more sustainable, longer term governance structures and programs. 

1. Quality of Life. One of the most immediate concerns in the Hill Commercial Area
is the need to make the area more welcoming to a broader customer base.  With
many fast-casual dining establishments, litter and food waste on the sidewalks is a
perpetual nuisance that must be dealt with on a daily basis.  Similarly, areas that
attract both youth and transient populations invite graffiti and ‘slaptag’ sticker
nuisances, which will not be eliminated without a coordinated effort among
property owners and City maintenance staff.  The Work Plan includes stepping up
graffiti and sticker removal with the new CU volunteer partnership beginning in
April 2015.  Members of the Hill Boulder also met recently with representatives
from the Boulder Police Department to develop a coordinated approach to
transients.
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2. Beautification. Past efforts to beautify the Hill Commercial District are now
looking dated and need refreshing and/or replacement.  The Work Plan includes
an inventory of immediate and long-term needed capital improvements as well as
an effort to revisit the character of the district to pursue a comprehensive update
to the 1996 public art and streetscape improvements.  The 2A funding for tree
irrigation will allow future investment in landscaped areas, and the businesses of
the Hill Boulder and the residents represented by UHNA will partner in April
2015 to fund and maintain temporary planters until the 2A improvements are
made.

Additionally, the 2A funding will support streetscape improvements on 
Pennsylvania Avenue to create a public gathering space on the Hill for events and 
other community activities. 

3. Events and Marketing.  With the establishment of The Hill Boulder merchants
association, programming for events in the Hill Commercial Area will be driven
by the businesses that will most benefit from bringing in visitors to the area.  An
Events Task Force includes representatives from the business community, CU and
the City.  Funding from UHGID will likely continue to support advertising and
promotion of the events, and the 2A funding will support the creation of an “event
street” public gathering space on Pennsylvania Avenue west of 13th street for
smaller community events.  As progress is made with implementation of the
Work Plan, a stakeholder group will be convened to take a longer-term view of
the marketing of the district to ensure that the streetscape and public art
improvements reflect the adopted marketing strategy.

4. Multi-Modal Access.  The Hill Commercial Area is one of the best served areas
of the city by public transit.  In addition to the progress that has already been
made in 2014 to promote access by bicycle and car-sharing services, the Work
Plan envisions a two-prong strategy to improve access options; first, to follow up
on the 2014 Hill Employee Transportation Survey by investigating the feasibility
of a district-wide employee Eco Pass program; and second, to measure current
parking utilization to determine the extent to which current parking availability is
an actual or perceived problem, and whether additional parking is needed to
achieve the Council vision for a greater diversity of uses on the Hill.

5. Diversity of Uses. A variety of environmental, cultural and economic factors have
contributed to the loss of retail diversity and the loss of a diverse customer base in
the Hill Commercial District, including increased competition from a now
thriving downtown and regional shopping centers; greater transit mobility to other
areas of the city; and a lack of investment in properties that still command high
enough rents to be profitable.  The temporary residential use moratorium will
identify potential strategies for pursuing greater diversity for year-round vitality in
the Hill Commercial Area, and outreach to property owners and brokers will help
to determine other barriers that might be addressed in the second year of the Work
Plan.
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6. Governance. A key component of the strategy to achieve long-term, sustainable
improvements to the Hill Commercial Area is to determine a funding mechanism
for ongoing Hill improvements and an optimal governing structure for how these
funds are allocated.  The organization would need to represent the diverse
interests of Hill stakeholders.

VI. NEXT STEPS

The Council will receive an update on continued progress with the Hill Reinvestment 
Strategy at the study session on May 26, 2015.  At that time, specific issues for policy 
guidance may be raised, as well as a request for feedback on the benchmark reporting  
and evaluation criteria. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS

A: Hill Reinvestment Strategy Framework (April 2014) 
B: Draft Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work Plan (December 2014) 
C: 2014 Hill Reinvestment Strategy Accomplishments (December 2014) 
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The who……… 

The who……… 
Th 

Hill Staff Team
Representatives from City Attorney’s 

Office, BPD including Code 
Enforcement, Municipal Court, 
DUHMD/PS, CP&S, Housing Hill Stakeholders: 

CU, Residents, 
Students, Business 
Owners, Property 

Owners and Managers 

Quality of Life 
Code Enforcement: 
Safety    Noise 
Occupancy  Litter 
House Parties  Bear/Trash 

Beautification: 
Pilot Parklet 
Hill Commercial Area Murals 
Proposed Capital projects:  

 Event street

 Gateways

 Ped Lighting

 Street tree irrigation

City Council Vision for the Hill: 

Business/Residential Diversity 
The Arts 

Multi‐Modal Access 
Health and Safety 

Stakeholder Partnerships 
Code Enforcement

Consultants: 
‐Organizational 
Structures and Funding 
‐Pilot Programs 
‐ Access/14th Street PPP 

Pilot Program: RSD 
Part time coordinator to 
implement RSD, supervise staff 
and outreach to the community 
for a two to three year pilot.   

Role of the Hill coordinator: 
 Organize and coordinate the Hill Staff Team
 Develop, coordinate, and monitor Hill work program
 Connect with  Sustainability Framework and other plans
 Focus on the hill commercial area revitalization options

and opportunities
 Provide outreach and coordination with the hill

stakeholders

Recommendation:  
 Increase resources devoted to the hill to achieve visible results:

o Build on the existing staff team by expanding participation to include representatives from Code
Enforcement, CP&S and Housing and develop an integrated and coordinated work plan addressing Council
vision and goals

o Hire a hill coordinator to focus on internal coordination and commercial area revitalization
o Build on past planning efforts and existing work by staff and the community by engaging professional

consultants to assist with exploring organizational structures and implementation of pilot projects
including program funding

 Maximize input from stakeholders by exploring an ongoing advisory group
 Explore long term, sustainable strategies to create organizational structures for the hill including funding options

Program Elements 

Hill Reinvestment Strategy Framework

Next Steps: 
 Hire Coordinator position
 Develop coordinated work program based on Council goals
 Develop benchmarks and milestones
 Convene expanded Hill Team
 Develop scope for consultants
 Outreach to stakeholders

Hill Coordinator 
2‐year, fixed term 

position

Catalyst Sites
Explore redevelopment opportunities: 

 UHGID 14th Street Lot PPP

 Opportunity Sites

 Commercial building enhancements

 Commercial area interface  zoning

 Commercial area marketing, programs
and events

Org Structure & Funding
Explore District Concepts with sustainable funding 
and Stakeholder involvement: 

 Arts/Innovation District

 Signage District

 Business Improvement District (BID)

 Downtown Development Authority (DDA)

 Community Development District (CDD)

 Future Residential Service District
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STATUS October November December
Residential Area

Quality of Life

Enhanced Code Enforcement/Inspections (COB, BARHA) ACTIVE BARHA Mtg Building Mtg
Promote 100% Compliance with Smart Regs by 2019 (COB, BARHA) ACTIVE RSD Mtg BARHA Mtg Building Mtg

Walk This Way' Student Orientation (AACT, CU) COMPLETE Pilot Program
Rental License and Student Welcome Program (UHNA, Four Star Realty, CU) ACTIVE

Party Registration Program (BPD, BPD-Code Enforcement, CU) ACTIVE BPD Ridealong CU External Rels Expansion Feas.
Residential/Commercial Gateway Signage (DUHMD/PS, CU, UHNA)

Day of Service: Uni Hill Elem. School Cleanup (CU) COMPLETE

Introduce Bear-proof Trash Cans (BPD-Code Enforcement) ACTIVE Residential Education Ticket Violations

Pilot Residential Service District (DUHMD/PS, Code Enforcement, RTW) ACTIVE

Residential Service District Coordinator (PMI) ACTIVE Select Coordinator Finalize Scope Contract
Decision Point: Curbside Pickups for Large Items (DUHMD/PS, Western, BARHA, CU)

See, Establish CU Volunteer Partnership for Regular Cleanup Efforts below ACTIVE
Neighborhood Impact Team (BPD) ACTIVE BPD Ridealong New Sergeant

2A: Enhanced Pedestrian Lighting (DUHMD/PS, Forestry, BPD) ACTIVE BPD Ridealong COB Outreach Forestry/BPD Mtg
Address Concerns with Perceived Over-occupancy of Rental Units (COB, BARHA)

Benchmark Reporting See, Develop Data-Driven Benchmarks for Periodic Progress Reports below ACTIVE
Commercial District

Quality of Life
Outreach to Promote Graffiti Removal on Business Storefronts (Hill Boulder) COMPLETE Hill Boulder Mtg

Slaptag Sticker Removal on City Signage (DUHMD/PS, CU COMPLETE Volunteer Day  
 Ongoing Graffiti Removal on City Street Furniture (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE Pilot Program Engage CURJ Group Meeting

Cleanup Bus Shelters (Transportation) COMPLETE Homecoming
Power Wash Sidewalks (DUHMD/PS) COMPLETE Homecoming  

Clarify Responsibility for Streetscape Maintenance (COB, Hill Boulder) ACTIVE COB Mtg District Walk
Decision Point: Privately Fund Expanded Power Wash Program (Hill Boulder) ACTIVE Hill Boulder Mtg

Outreach to Private Property Owners and Sweep (Code Enforcement)

Communicate Current Nuisance Reporting System (Code Enforcement) COMPLETE COB outreach Hill Boulder Mtg
Develop Coordinated Approach (Code Enforcement, Hill Boulder, BPD, BARHA) ACTIVE Task Force Mtg BPD Mtg

Evaluate Program Effectiveness (Hill Boulder, BPD, BARHA)
Decision Point: Propose Additional Interventions (Hill Boulder, BPD, BARHA)

Beautification

2014

Transients

Graffiti Removal & 
Exterior Maintenance

Property Maintenance

 Draft Hill Reinvestment Strategy Work Plan

Litter

Noise

Holida Lighting

Safety

2014 Installation - 13th Street (DUHMD/PS) COMPLETE Estimates/Plan Purchase Order Installation/Event
2015 Installation - Broadway/College (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE Purchase Order

 Adopt-A-Tree Private Funding to Expand Program (DUHMD, Forestry, Hill Boulder)

Inventory CIP for Sidewalks, Poles, Street Furniture (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE Photos Photos Photos
Integrate Improvements Into 2A Irrigation Program for 2015 (COB)

Forward Non-2A Items to Other COB Departments  (DUHMD/PS)

2011-2014 Alley Mural Program (DUHMD/PS) COMPLETE
2014 Pilot Parklet Program (DUHMD/PS) COMPLETE Survey

Install CU Banners on 13th Street (DUHMD/PS, CU) COMPLETE Homecoming
Decision Point: CU Banner Program Expansion (DUHMD/PS, CU) ACTIVE Outreach Mtg with CU

Develop Adopt-A-Planter Program (DUHMD/PS, Hill Boulder, UHNA) ACTIVE Draft UHNA Commitment
Repair and Replace Existing Street Furnishings (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE Photos Identify Priorities Order Paint

Brand Identity (DUMD/PS, Hill Boulder, CU) Photos

See, Governance-Signage District below 

Marketing/Events
Establish Hill Merchants Association and Website (Hill Boulder) ACTIVE Kickoff Outreach

Develop Revenue Sources (DUHMD, Hill Boulder) ACTIVE T-Shirt

2014 Event Sponsorship (DUHMD/PS) COMPLETE

Develop Event Program (Hill Boulder) ACTIVE Hill Boulder Mtg RailJam RailJam
Integrate Programming with CU Activities (DUHMD/PS, Hill Boulder, CU) ACTIVE Hill Boulder Mtg CU External Rels CUSG

2A: Event Street Planning and Design (COB)

Brand Identity, See "Beautification-Streetscape" Above ACTIVE

Develop Long-term Marketing Program (Hill Boulder, DUHMD/PS)

Multi-Modal Access

B-Cycle Bike Sharing Station on College Ave COMPLETE

eGo Car Sharing Permit COMPLETE

Employee Transportation Study COMPLETE

Decision Point: Feasibility of Master Eco Pass for Hill Employees (DUHMD/PS, FTC) ACTIVE UHCAMC Contract
Decision Point: Determine Funding Sources for Master Eco Pass Contract (DUHMD/PS)

 Taxi Stand on 13th Street (COB)

Contact RTD: Feasibility of Re-route onto 13th Street (COB, Hill Boulder, RTD)

Redevelop 14th Street UHGID Lot ACTIVE MOU UHCAMC

Redevelop Pleasant Street UHGID Lot ACTIVE Concept Review Conf Call

Parking Utilitzation Data Collection ACTIVE

CIP

Holiday Lighting

Streetscape/Public Art

Hill Boulder

Improve Access 
Options

Parking

Event Programming

Advertising

Parking Utilitzation Data Collection ACTIVE
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Diversity of Uses

Residential Use Moratorium (COB) ACTIVE Open House Planning Board
Decision Point:  Continue to Allow New Residential Uses (COB) ACTIVE Open House Planning Board

Decision Point: Incentivize Office Uses to Attract Diverse Users/Uses (COB) ACTIVE Open House Planning Board
Decision Point: Pursue Anchor Businesses to Attract Diverse Users/Uses (COB) ACTIVE Open House Planning Board

Outreach to Property Owners (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE Identify Owners Update Database 1-on-1 Mtgs
 Pursue Innovation District (DUHMD/PS, CU) ACTIVE CU External Rels Spark Mtg

Hill Resident Retail Preference Survey (DUHMD/PS, Hill Boulder, UHNA) ACTIVE
Decision Point: Proceed with CU Conference Center on Grandview Site (COB, CU) ACTIVE CU-COB Mtg

Look at Liquor Rule Change Impact (UHCAMC)

Governance
Decision Point: Signage District (DUMD/PS, Erlich) ACTIVE Introductory Mtg. Revisions Review Revised

Pursue Self-Sustaining Governance Structure (COB, Hill Boulder, CU)
Decision Point: Pursue Funding Mechanism to Support Governing Entity (DUHMD/PS)

Develop Data-Driven Benchmarks for Periodic Progress Reports (DUHMD/PS) ACTIVE S'holder Outreach Draft Work Plan Hill Staff Mtg
Develop Focus Group to Measure Changes in Public Perception (DUHMD/PS, RRC) ACTIVE Contract

Benchmark Reporting

Residential Use 
Moratorium

Structure & Funding 
Sources

Tenant Attraction
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University Hill
Reinvestment Strategygy

2014 Accomplishments
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City Council Framework

• Business/Residential Diversity
• The Arts
• Multimodal Access
• Health and Safety
• Stakeholder Partnerships
• Code Enforcement
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Business/Residential Diversity
Strong market for student housing, residential use moratorium in Hill 
Commercial Area adopted (August); moratorium open house at Spark 
(November).
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The Arts
Pilot ‘parklet’ on Pennsylvania Avenue (MayOctober); parklet survey 
(October); mural behind the Fox (April)
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2014	University	Hill	Business	and	Employee
Surveys	for	Transportation
and	Hill	Area	Intercept	Survey	and	Mode	Count

Multi-Modal Access
Hill Employee Transportation Survey (April); BCycle bike sharing station 
(May); eGo car sharing space (ongoing); negotiations to pursue a mixed 
use structured parking garage on the 14th Street UHGID lot.
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Health and Safety
Ready To Work crews begin cleanup effort (October); Hill BoulderCUSG 
cleanup day (October); Parking Services maintenance staff seven days a 
week; CU volunteer partnership to supply ongoing cleanup (December).
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Stakeholder Partnerships
Support for new The Hill Boulder merchants association (August); hired Hill 
Community Development Coordinator (September); sponsorship of ‘Light the 
Hill’ event (December); support for CU Homecoming parade (October); CU
funded banner installation (October)
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Code Enforcement
Implementation of bearproof trash cans (October); Code Enforcement in 
the Hill Commercial Area expanded to seven days a week (ongoing).
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I.  Executive Summary

Study Overview
4240 and their consultants, Cumming and JVA 
Consulting Engineers, evaluated the strengths and 
weaknesses of two sites under consideration for the 
location of a potential University-affi liated Hotel and 
Conference Center (henceforth referred to as the 
Center). 

In a parallel endeavour, CS&L was commissioned 
to provide an evaluation of the marketability and 
potential impacts of the preliminary development 
scenarios. CS&L’s analysis focused on site factors 
that impact event planners, attendees and the overall 
marketability and economic/fi nancial success of a 
potential Center.

Site Boundaries
The University and the City are working together in 
reviewing the relative strengths and challenges of 
two specifi c sites for the Center:

1. Grandview - The mostly vacant University-owned 
land in the Grandview Terrace area adjacent to 
the University Hill commercial district. The site 
is bounded by Broadway to the west, University 
Avenue to the south, and 13th street to the east.  An 
adjacent parcel north of Grandview Avenue is also 
being considered for this study. Reference pg. 60 for 
graphic representation of the site boundary. 

The Grandview site is roughly 3.22 acres and is 
adjacent to a 25 year historical preserve to the 
east and parcels to the west owned by the Native 
American Rights Fund. 

2. Folsom - Land owned by the University being 
planned for redevelopment known as North of 
Boulder Creek (“NBC”) adjacent to Arapahoe Road 
and Folsom Avenue.  Reference page 74 for graphic 
representation of the potential site boundary. 
The Folsom site boundary under consideration for 

this study is roughly 7.5 acres. It is theoretically 
bound to the south by a future road but is fl exible to 
expand to the west as future adjacent development 
relationships might dictate. 

The University owns all land and buildings within 
the studied parcel boundaries so no future land or 
property acquisition has been anticipated (in terms 
of design and cost) as part of this study. However, the 
land is currently encumbered with existing university 
housing which will need to be addressed outside the 
scope of this project.

Benefi ts of the Project
A combined hotel and conference center would 

The Center would be a gateway project that would 
help fi ll a void in needed multi-purpose meeting 
space. The study explored program options for both 
a CU-only facility as well as options that would  
serve multiple other entities, including the Federal 
Labs and private and non-profi t businesses and 
organizations. By establishing a 
highly intuitive and elegant place 
that speaks to the 
values of the University of 
Colorado and the City 
of Boulder, this Center
would be a catalyst for
future opportunities and 
deliver a facility that helps 
build the CU brand and 
leverage the Boulder 
experience.  

“bring the academic world to the      
                              CU doorstep.”

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis
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I.  Executive Summary

Programmatic Justifi cation 
Large and small destinations throughout the country 
compete for convention and conference business.  
Event planners have so many venue options, that 
their focus in determining a destination often turns 
to the attendee experience.  This experience is often 
defi ned as:

Unique design, materials and spaces that refl ect 
and celebrate the CU / Boulder experience will set 
this project as a viable venue for the long-term. 
Appropriate sizing of conference and hotel spaces 
is also important for long-term viability and is 
discussed further in Section II, “Preliminary Market / 
Site Assessment”.

Program Development
A program summary has been developed by 4240 
to defi ne a theoretical limited service “boutique” 
hotel product combined with a conference venue that 
refl ects the understood needs of the University and 
the fi ndings of CS&L’s market analysis. To note, the 
program summary was developed solely as a tool for 
understanding site capacity and potential cost drivers 
and is subject to change based on more detailed 
market demand and hotel operator standards. The 
program defi ned for the purpose of this analysis 
could serve as either a CU-only conference facility 
or, with the addition of nearby hotel rooms, provide a 
venue to serve other entities as well.

The hotel is anticipated to accommodate around            
                                     as well as a range of limited 
service amenities, specifi cally a 3-meal restaurant, 
small fi tness center and quality open space.  
Additionally, in order to attract interest from a full 
range of hotel fl ags, the fi nal program should allow 
for fl exibility and be able to accommodate a range in 
room size per key and support program.

As defi ned to date, the gross building area for the 
hotel portion is projected at between 135,000gsf and 
150,000gsf. 

The conference portion of the Center is highlighted by 
a 20,000sf divide-able, clear span ballroom.
The ballroom will need to be able to be subdivided 
and have direct access to a dedicated banquet 
kitchen. Suffi cient prefunction space will need to be 
planned for to accommodate large conferences. With 
that said, to help support diverse and/or smaller 
events, 8,000sf of meeting room space is anticipated 
which can be subdivided to provide eight (8) 1,000sf 
rooms. The total conference facility is rounded out 
with pre-function, support and storage spaces to be 
about 48,000gsf.

For the purposes of this site/ program test-fi t study, 

Each site test-fi t assumed the same program in 
order to clearly understand the true development 
variances inherent between the two sites. On either 
site, conference program could be reduced to allow 
for the development of additional guest rooms, 
therefore, allowing for the hotel revenue to be more 
specifi cally calibrated with hotel ADR’s and projected 
occupancies. 
In addition to this, it can be assumed the Folsom 
site physical carrying capacity could support +/- 50 
additional rooms but further market / proforma 
analysis will need to be conducted to determine the 
viability of this option.

The full outline of an anticipated hotel/conference 
program can be found in Section III, “Preliminary 
Architectural Program Assessment”.

                          combining walkable hotel, 
restaurant, retail and entertainment options in    
         a highly unique and authentic environment.

       the total gross building square footage for the   
 Center is anticipated to be between 
                                                    185,000-200,000gsf

250 guest rooms

     An effi cient, limited service hotel model most likely is 
not compatible with 48,000gsf of conference space and 
may not be able to fi nancially support it as a standalone 
development. There may be a gap that exists between 
conference expense and hotel revenue . In some other 
communities, this has been met with municipal support 
such as subsidies and TIFs. 

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis
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I.  Executive Summary

Sustainability
With the University of Colorado and the City of 
Boulder serving as

the Center is ideally suited to embody and showcase 
the sustainability values of the community. In design 
and operation, both sites are inherently positioned to 
embrace a regenerative based design methodology 
that responds to the natural and contextual site 
fl ows, and, ultimately, contributes an inimitable, 
intrinsic value to the Center. 
Design solutions, such as passive solar interfacing 
and smart footprints, can add signifi cant value 
without adding cost on both sites. 

Both Sites - The wind is predominately coming off 
of the mountains from the west / northwest with 
relatively little obstruction.  Both sites have good 
access to southern solar exposure with no tall 
obstructions adjacent to the proposed development 
areas. 

Grandview - Natural water fl ows relatively easily 
through the site to the north. For the most part, 
there is no signifi cant vegetation on the site. A dense, 
foliage buffer to the north of the parcels will be 
maintained and potentially enhanced for use as part 
of the City’s future 13th street multi-mode circulation 
improvements. Grandview has signifi cant access to 
local and regional bus routes, as well as established 
pedestrian and bike paths. 
Due to it’s prominent location, the Grandview site 
also has the potential to become a signature building 
which showcases the sustainable ideals of the 
community it represents.

Folsom - The fl exibility of the parcels can lend the 
project to more of an east west orientation, thus 
helping to potentially maximize solar harvesting as 
well as solar thermal control. The site does have 
some large, existing trees that need to be studied for 
their potential value and contributions to any future 

development. Being adjacent to the Boulder Creek 
Greenway and within the 100 year fl oodplain, water 
management at the site will be critical and could 
become an opportunity for implementing outdoor 
recreational amenities. Suffi cient local transit routes 
and pedestrian paths exist near the site. Future 22nd 
street connections through the North of Boulder 
Creek site and a regional transit bus stop at Arapahoe 
and 28th will enhance the alternative transportation 
opportunities at this site should these initiatives be 
developed further.

Under the direction of CU and the City, the Center has 
the potential to be a signifi cant, marketable example 
for visitors of a more comprehensive stewardship. A 
stewardship that derives 

and becomes an enduring model that ultimately 
shifts behaviors and future expectations.

- Boulder

                  innovation and inspiration 
from site characteristics

                                                       national leaders in 
environmentally conscious living and working,

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis
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I.  Executive Summary

Potential Cost Drivers
It is anticipated that this project will pursue third 
party fi nancing which may, therefore, infl uence the 
project delivery method. Project delivery method, 
depending on the economic climate at the time of 
starting a project, can have measurable infl uence on 
overall project costs. Operating costs are anticipated 
to be relatively the same between the two sites. 
Reference section VI for cost driver summary.

Grandview - Construction staging and access areas 
could be limited due to the “urban” nature of the 
site and could add a cost premium. This is identifi ed 
in the cost driver analysis section under “Access 
Restrictions”. Building gross square feet per key is 
also anticipated to be higher due to the inherently 
ineffi cient shape of the site boundaries. Further, 
with the close proximity of campus and this being 
a prominent site, a facade premium is anticipated 
to assist in providing an integrated, CU branded 
architectural solution. 
Due to site constraints, the necessity of an 
underground parking structure will add structural, 
mechanical, excavation and de-watering costs to 
the project. However, with its close proximity, the 
Grandview site could offer adjacent development 
access to on-site public parking when the Center 
is not fully occupied, therefore, providing additional 
revenue. Additionally, due to the high marketable 
value of a Center on this site, it is possible a 

thereby increasing the revenue per available room 
(RevPar). 

Folsom - It is expected due to the new roads and 
utility infrastructure needed to make the site 

developable, the off-site infrastructure 
development costs will be 2 1/2 
times more than Grandview. It will 
need to be determined, however, by CU if the cost 
burden of the necessary off-site development costs 

will be funded (at least partially) by this project or 
if site infrastructure development will be funded by 
another source and completed prior to the start of 
construction.  
Further, the development footprint for the Center 
on the Folsom site may be larger than Grandview to 
help provide a true “destination experience” to an 
otherwise unstructured site, therefore, increasing 
site costs.  For this study, it was assumed the project 
will occupy one additional acre for the Center build-
out and the cost value of this is refl ected within the 
Folsom Cost Summary.
The existing buildings on the Folsom site will 
also have a signifi cant additional abatement cost 
associated with their demolition. It is recommended 
that, if not already done, a full abatement assessment 
be undertaken for the Newton Court buildings. To 
note, the full cost of demolition and replacement 
of the Newton Court family housing units would be 
borne by CU’s Housing System and, therefore, should 
not be assigned to the development costs of this 
project. 

+/- 10% premium could be realized to the    
           average daily rates for the hotel, 

With the infrastructure improvements and extensive 
demolition / abatement needed, as well as necessary       
fl ood mitigation strategies, the time needed to 
make the site developable could be signifi cant 
(multiple years) and will add additional development  
costs, including time and scope, to the project.

        One additional inherent cost consideration is           
   the potential negative impacts on 
           attendee / planner perception if the      
         existing gas station / restaurant are to remain
at the intersection of Arapahoe and Folsom.
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I.  Executive Summary

Additional Investment Potential
(precursors to enable site development)

Grandview - There is no anticipated public or private 
investment needed prior to development on this site.

Folsom - The extension of 22nd street and Marine 
Street through the North of Boulder Creek area will 
need to occur to enable the viability of this site for 
project development. This includes all above and 
below grade infrastructure. It is anticipated that a 
potential Center at this site will not incur the full 
cost of this, therefore, CU will need to determine 
how to proportion out the necessary off-site public 
improvements. Further, as previously mentioned, CU 
Housing System will need to be engaged regarding 
the schedule for replacing the displaced existing 
student housing impacted by project development. 
It is estimated the replacement costs of the Newton 
Court program could range from $225/sf - $275/sf in 
today’s construction dollars. 

Future Expansion 

Grandview - The site is relatively constrained by 
existing roads to the west and south. Land may 
be available to the east, such as the University’s 
Paige Foundation building, but future demand for 
new academic space for the campus limits the full 
potential of this option. In turn as something that 
should be considered, future academic growth will 
also be hindered by building the Center on this site. 

A consolidated footprint for the Center can also be 
considered by locating all program on site portion 
1A while leaving site 1B for future hotel/conference 
development or academic development. This option, 
however, might exceed the 55’ height restrictions set 
by zoning and would need further study. 

Folsom - Immediately adjacent to the site are the 
Conoco Gas Station and Del Sol Mexican Restaurant 
parcels.  Additionally, per the North of Boulder Creek 
Masterplan, the land between the west edge of the 
site under consideration and the future planned 
extension of 22nd street, should be considered for 

Schedule

Grandview - The site will need to have a few 
structures removed but the demolition/abatement is 
not expected to cause signifi cant delays. However, 
the city has identifi ed at least one on-site structure 
as being of historical interest, and has expressed 
a desire to explore the potential for its reuse and/
or incorporation into the Center development. 
Potentially extensive excavation and the construction 
of underground parking structure would likely 
add to the construction schedule. Also, due to the 
constrained nature of the site, construction staging 
would be limited and could extend construction 
schedules. 

Folsom - It is anticipated the current 
housing on the North of Boulder Creek 
site will need to be rebuilt prior to being 
able to pursue new development in this 
area, unless CU Housing System can lose 
some existing beds. Additionally, the 
abatement of the existing buildings could 
be signifi cant and add substantial time to 
the schedule before the site would be 
developable. Site infrastructure will have 
to be completed with the construction of 
the Center (if not before) and will add to 
the complexity and scope of construction 
efforts. Also, the development of new 
fl oodmapping could lead to 

      hotel / conference expansion 
            opportunities and/or shared 
synergistic development opportunities.

                                     construction delays and 
 subsequent escalated development costs. 
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I.  Executive Summary

Standards 

Being a CU project, the planning and architecture 
should be infl uenced by the University of Colorado 
Building and Construction Standards. Also, given the 
catalytic nature of a potential Center, 

Zoning

Each site is designated as zoning district “P” in 
the Boulder Code Land Use Regulation. With that 
said, the land within each site being considered is 
fully owned and controlled by the University and, 
therefore, is not required to follow City zoning 
restrictions. 

When referencing zoning regulations, building height 
and open space land use restrictions will need 
special attention for each site. For zoning district 
“P”, the City of Boulder’s height limits are 35’ by 
right and 55’ by special review.  Minimum open space 
requirements will be 10-20% depending on fi nal 
building height. 

Grandview -Due to the relatively constricted footprint 
of the available parcels and the signifi cant cross 

slope, maintaining a building height limit under 
55’ would most likely not be feasible if the desired 
program is to be achieved. A building above this 
height would fi t with the surrounding academic 
buildings but would need special attention when 
addressing the adjacent city-scape. The current test 
fi t performed for this report yielded a building height 
+/- 65’ above grade at the highest portion internal 
to the site, which is consistent with other university 
buildings. 
Also, to achieve the open-space requirements, it 
is anticipated the project would have signifi cant 
elevated green terrace space, which is an additional 
cost driver for this site. (See cost driver section). 

Folsom - Due to the large footprint of the North of 
Boulder Creek Masterplan area, this site has the 
potential to “stretch” out to stay within the City’s 
height limitations as well as provide the necessary 
open space on-grade. Careful consideration will be 
needed, however, to ensure that suffi cient space 
is allocated to allow for future NBC development 
projects and not compromise the maximum potential 
land use value of the NBC area. Also, due to the 
residential nature of the Goss Grove neighborhood to 
the north, attention will be needed to appropriately 
mass along Arapahoe; which could ultimately push 
the height of structures on the interior portions of 
the site near or above the 55’ height restriction. 
Above grade structured parking will be necessary 
due to fl oodplain restrictions and will also need 
consideration in relation to the zoning regulations.

      this project would expect to have CU 
branding elements as well as refl ect the   
                      Boulder experience. 
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Grandview Site

Folsom Site
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Overview of Conference & 
Convention Center Building Types

Convention Centers
• Typically a dedicated venue with signifi cant exhibit, meeting 

and ballroom space.  Most often developed in urban core, 
with signifi cant hotel inventory attached and adjacent to the 
center.

• The Colorado Convention Center provides over 800,000 
square feet of sellable space.  Small and mid-sized 
markets have centers with sellable space as limited as 
50,000 square feet.

Conference Centers
• Urban Hotel Centers – basically a large hotel property 

(400 to 1,000 rooms) with signifi cant meeting and banquet 
space.

• Resort Centers – large room block with signifi cant meeting/
ballroom space, and various resort amenities.

• University Centers – small to mid-sized sellable space 
with attached rooms (sometimes branded), operated by the 
college or university.

Overview of Conference & Convention 
Center Event Markets

Convention Centers
• Convention centers typically attract large convention and 

trade events produced by associations and corporations.  
These events are multi-day, with several days required 
for event setup and tear down.  In addition, the center 
will accommodate consumer shows (boat, home, etc.), 
banquets, exams, large meetings and in some cases 
performances.

Conference Centers
• Urban & Resort Centers – These centers are highly 

meetings focused, with a majority of demand from the 
corporate sector.  Events are one or two days and include 
training, upper management, incentive, sales and related 
functions.  The focus is on non-local events, although 
various local banquets and receptions are accommodated.

• University Centers – The primary focus is on university-
sponsored educational events, with generally limited non-
university use. 
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Overview of Conference & 
Convention Center Industry Trends

Expectations for Future Importance by Meeting Planners
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On-site business and technology center
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Free w ireless Internet in public areas
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Source:  CSL interviews, 2014.
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Overview of Conference & 
Convention Center Industry Trends

Annual Demand Change vs. United States GDP
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Note:  Data for 2014 through 2016 is based on forecasts.
Source:  Center for Exhibition Industry Research (CEIR), 2014
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Sources:  Tradeshow Week, 2010; Standard & Poor’s, 2011; 
Center for Exhibition Industry Research (CEIR), 2012.

Overview of Conference & 
Convention Center Industry Trends

Annual Changes to Convention & Tradeshow Attendance and S&P 500 EPS
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
AT&T Executive Education and Conference Center 

 University of Texas at Austin

City, State: Austin, TX

Overview: The AT&T Executive Education and Conference Center opened 
in 2008 at the University of Texas at Austin.  It is attached a 
297-room independent hotel.

In 2017, Robert B. Rowling Hall is to open as a new 458,000 
square foot graduate business facility with a 15,000 square 
foot ballroom as well as additional meeting and breakout 
room space. It will cost $172 million, with $58.25 million 
coming from corporate and individual gifts.

Owner: University of Texas

Operator: Flik International
(3rd party management company)

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 40,000 square 
feet
37 meeting rooms: 30,000 square 
feet 
Grand Ballroom: 10,000 square feet
Rowling Hall: 15,000 square feet 
(opening in 2017)
300-Seat Amphitheater

Events: Around 1,000 events are hosted at 
this facility annually, including those 
sponsored both by University of 
Texas at Austin and outside 
organizations throughout the Austin 
area, such as corporations, non-
profit groups, and local 
associations.

Event 
Examples:

Texas Tribune Festival
Venture Expo
Texas Water Summit
Innovation in health Care Delivery 
Systems Symposium
Global Forum on Identity
McCombs Executive Summit
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
University of Wyoming Conference Center

City, State: Laramie, WY

Overview: The University of Wyoming Conference Center opened in 
February of 2008.  It cost $8.2 million to develop, funded largely 
through donations to the University of Wyoming Foundation. 
Financing was arranged, in part, by the Wyoming Business 
Council. 

The Center is attached is a 135-room, $15 million Hilton Garden 
Inn branded hotel.

Owner: University of Wyoming Foundation

Operator: Hotel Investment Services 
(3rd party management company)

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 11,000 square feet
12 meeting rooms: 4,000 square feet 
Grand Ballroom: 7,000 square feet

Events: Annually, the conference center hosts around 300 
events per year, anything from Association 
meetings to University of Wyoming business.

Attendance can be anywhere between 10 people in 
board meetings to 400 person association 
meetings.

Event 
Examples:

MEGA Conference
University of Wyoming School of Nursing 
Scholarship Reception
International Conference on Future Technologies 
for Wind Energy
Bar J Wrangler Concert
Multicultural Graduation Celebration
Clean Coal Technology Fund Research Symposium
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Boise Center

City, State: Boise, ID

Overview: The Boise Centre is the largest convention facility in Idaho with 
over 33,000 square feet of total sellable space. In July 2014, 
workers broke ground on the expansion of the facility adding a 
15,000 square feet ballroom, 14,000 square feet of additional 
meeting space, 8,000 square feet of meeting space and 7,000 
square feet of additional pre-function and lobby space.

Owner: City of Boise

Operator: Greater Boise Auditorium District 

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 33,300 square feet 
8 meeting rooms: 8,900 square feet
Ballroom space: 24,400 square feet

375 fixed seat auditorium
Undergoing a $38 million expansion

Events: In 2013, hosted 215 events resulting in 347 event days
• 37 conventions
• 178 local events 

Approximately 132,000 total attendees 
Nearly $4,000,000 in total convention
and meeting revenue

Event 
Examples:

State of Idaho Governors' Trade & Business Conference
Boise Valley Economic Partnership Meeting
Idaho Humanities Council Lecture & Dinner
St. Luke’s Kid For a Night
Saint Alphonsus Festival of Trees
State of Idaho Industrial Commission Seminars 
Iron Man Pre Race Activities
University of Idaho Graduation
Botanical Society of America
Dress For Success Luncheon
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Meydenbauer Center

City, State: Bellevue, WA

Overview: The Meydenbauer Center opened in 1993 as the greater Seattle 
area’s second largest convention facility. The Center is owned 
and operated by the Bellevue Convention Center Authority, a 
public development authority. In 2013, it contributed $34.6 
million in economic impact for the community. 

Owner: Bellevue Convention Center Authority

Operator: Bellevue Convention Center Authority

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 48,000
Exhibit space: 36,000 square feet
9 meeting rooms: 12,000 square feet
Ballroom space: 0

Attached to the Theater at Meydenbauer
In 2009, the facility added a 2,500 square feet executive
conference suite

Events: In 2013 hosted 282 
events and attracted 
a total of 138,200 
attendees.

Conventions: 7%
Meetings: 62%
Tradeshows: 1.5%
Consumer shows: .5%
Banquets: 22%
Other: 8%

Event 
Examples:

Youth America Grand Prix
All Things Cheer
Northwest Dairy Association Annual Meeting
Newport High School graduation 
Crossfit Games
Washington State Bar Exam
2013 Pacific Northwest Dental Convention
Romanian Pentecostal Church Convention
Creating Keepsakes Scrapbook Convention
SalonCentric Hair Show
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Monterey Conference Center

City, State: Monterey, CA

Overview: The $8 million Monterey Conference Center opened in 1977. It is 
attached to the 341-room Monterey Marriott and 379-room  
Portola Hotel & Spa, combining to form the Monterey 
Conference Center and Meeting Connection. Operating costs of 
the Center are paid totally from revenues generated, and hotel 
room tax revenue the City receives. 

Owner: City of Monterey

Operator: City of Monterey

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 30,300 square feet
Exhibit space:  0
10 meeting rooms: 10,700 square feet
Ballroom space: 19,600

In early 2014, the City of Monterey approved of a plan to 
pay for a $32 million renovation, with a goal of bringing 
more national association, corporate and incentive 
business to the facility.

Events: Historically, the Monterey Conference Center has hosted 
a variety of association, corporate, SMERF (social, 
military, educational, religious and fraternal), 
government/internal and other such events.  In recent 
years, the Center has hosted an average of 
approximately 420 events per annum. 

Event 
Examples:

MISS Job Fair
Boys and Girls Club of Monterey
AT&T National Pro Am Golf Reception
Technology, Entertainment & Design Conference
California Credit Union League Meeting
California State Chess Championship 
United States Golf Association Meetings
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Pueblo Convention Center

City, State: Pueblo, CO

Overview: Located in the heart of downtown Pueblo, the Pueblo 
Convention Center offers a total of 21,000 square feet of sellable 
space. It is attached to the 164-room Pueblo Marriott, and within 
one block of the Historic Arkansas Riverwalk of Pueblo. In FY 
2013, total revenue at the Center was approximately $1.6 
million. Completed in 1997, the Center offers a total of 300 on-
site parking spaces.

Owner: Pueblo Urban Renewal Authority

Operator: Global Spectrum

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 21,100 square feet
Exhibit space:  0
6 meeting rooms: 4,900 square feet
Ballroom space: 16,200 square feet

Events: In 2013, the Pueblo 
Convention Center 
hosted 422 events 
which brought in 
over 45,000 
attendees. 

Meetings/seminars: 60%
Banquets/receptions: 25%
Conventions: 7%
Special events: 4%
Consumer shows: 3%
Trade shows: 1%

Event 
Examples:

Zumba Glow Party
Pueblo Convention Center Bridal Show
Music Munchin’
World Wine Tour
Holiday Fair
Quilt & Stitch Expo
NCAA Division II Track & Field Banquet
CSU-Pueblo Football Annual Signing Day Dinner
Rotary Club of Pueblo District Conference
Colorado Health Care Association
Big Bear Brew Fest
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Telluride Conference Center

City, State: Mountain Village, CO

Overview: The Telluride Conference Center is located in Mountain Village, 
Colorado, a winter ski resort destination. The $8.5 million facility 
opened in 1999 and offers three meeting rooms totaling 1,400 
square feet, as well as a  6,100 square feet ballroom. 

Owner: Town of Mountain Village

Operator: Cadence Group

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 7,500 square feet
Exhibit space:  0
3 meeting rooms: 1,400 square feet
Ballroom space: 6,100 square feet

Events: 2008 2009 2010 2011 Avg.
Number of Events

Conferences 5 7 5 5 6
Meetings 28 20 11 4 16
Banquets 21 5 11 19 14
Concerts & Events 20 15 13 16 16
Assemblies 16 11 0 0 7

Total 90 58 40 44 58

Average Attendance
Conferences 443 332 161 83 255
Meetings 71 44 150 143 102
Banquets 150 297 264 262 243
Concerts & Events 720 567 527 446 565
Assemblies 119 126 0 0 61
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Comparable Facility Case Studies
Two Rivers Center

City, State: Grand Junction, CO

Overview: The Two Rivers Convention Center is the largest multipurpose 
event facility between Denver and Salt Lake City. The convention 
center offers 22,900 square feet of total sellable space, and  is 
attached to the 900+ seat Avalon Theater that was built in 1923. 
Located in downtown Grand Junction, the center provides 500 
on-site parking spaces.

Owner: City of Grand Junction

Operator: City of Grand Junction

Key Facility
Components:

Total sellable space: 22,900 square feet
Exhibit space:  0
6 meeting rooms: 4,300 square feet
Ballroom space: 18,600 square feet
Concert capacity: 976

Events: Hosts a variety of meetings, seminars, reunions, 
weddings, receptions, banquets, concerts, galas and 
trade shows. In addition to business meetings, 
exhibits and concerts. The majority of events are 
locally-based.

Average tickets sold per concert is 936, resulting in 
average gross income of approximately $36,000 per 
show.

Event 
Examples:

West of I-50 Daily Sentinel Senior Fair
Rocky Mountain Women’s Expo
HopeWest Fashion Show
Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce
Turkey Trot
Ghost Busters – Dinner and a Movie
Lime Street Entertainment
Western Colorado Congress Film Fest
Moscow Ballet Great Russian Nutcracker
So You Think You Can Dance
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Boulder Area Market Strengths & 
Weaknesses (based on previous CSL research)

Strengths
• Unique destination – Unique community with strong 

outdoor, art and cultural infl uences that support the brand 
perception.

• Proximity to major drive markets/international airports – 30 
minute drive from downtown Denver and approximately one 
hour’s drive from Denver International Airport. Signifi cant 
regional population base.

• Centralized geographic location – Considered a central 
location nationally with convenient air access to both 
coasts.

• Strong name/product recognition – Boulder has established 
a relatively strong name and “brand awareness” throughout 
Colorado, the Midwest and even the country.

Weaknesses:
• Lack of a large concentration of traditional, full-service, 

convention-quality hotel properties.
• Lack of direct commercial air service to Boulder.
• Lack of industry reputation as a conference/convention 

“destination” (which can be addressed through marketing 
and branding efforts).

Largest Number
Exhibit Meeting Ballroom Total Contiguous of Meeting

Facility Location Space Space Space Space Space Rooms
Hyatt Regency Denver Denver, CO 0 13,800 30,000 43,800 30,000 16
Sheraton Denver Downtown Hotel Denver, CO 0 46,100 48,700 94,800 28,000 41
The Westin Westminster Westminster, CO 0 8,600 16,500 25,100 11,900 8
University Memorial Center Boulder, CO 0 9,900 13,000 22,900 9,400 16
Omni Interlocken Hotel Broomfield, CO 0 7,600 13,200 20,800 9,100 9
Grand Hyatt Denver Denver, CO 0 6,600 14,300 20,900 8,400 11
Denver Marriott Westminster Westminster, CO 0 3,800 8,300 12,100 8,300 5
The Ritz-Carlton, Denver Denver, CO 0 6,100 6,300 12,400 6,300 8
Best Western Plus - Plaza Event Center Longmont, CO 0 9,000 8,900 17,900 6,000 11
Millenium Hotel and Resort Boulder, CO 0 6,700 5,600 12,300 5,600 5
DoubleTree by Hilton Hotel Denver - Westminster Westminster, CO 0 3,400 5,200 8,600 5,200 8
St. Julian Hotel and Spa Boulder, CO 0 2,800 4,100 6,900 4,100 6
Renaissance Boulder Flatiron Hotel Broomfield, CO 0 3,000 2,900 5,900 2,900 5

Source: CSL; facility f loor plans, 2014

Summary of Regional / Competitive Event Venues in Greater Denver

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis



Boulder Hotel/Conference Center       page  31

II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Boulder Hotel Inventory

(1) Approved for future construction
Note: Sorted by room count, only properties with 100+ rooms shown 
Note: Walking distance in miles as calculated by GoogleMaps
Source: GoogleMaps, 2015

Walking Distance Walking Distance
Room From Grandview From Folsom

Name Count Site (miles) Site (miles)

1 Millennium Harvest House Boulder 269 1.1 0.3
2 St. Julien Hotel & Spa 201 0.9 1.1
3 Embassy Suites (1) 184 1.4 0.5
4 Hilton Garden Inn (1) 177 1.4 0.5
5 Residence Inn Boulder (1) 163 1.3 0.3
6 Hotel Boulderado 160 1.0 1.1
7 Boulder Marriott 157 1.3 0.4
8 Hyatt Place Boulder/Pearl Street 150 2.1 1.1
9 Courtyard by Marriott 149 2.7 1.7
10 Residence Inn Boulder 128 2.9 1.9
11 Rodeway Inn & Suites Boulder 115 1.4 1.6
12 Homewood Suites by Hilton 112 2.6 2.6
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II.                 Preliminary 
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Boulder Hotel Inventory
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Broad Conference Center Program 
Parameters

Supportable program parameters for future conference 
center development are signifi cantly impacted by the site area 
condition, intended customer base and operational philosophy 
of the project.  We have summarized several broad space 
programs for conference center development in Boulder, taking 
into consideration the variables noted above.

1.0 Conference/Convention Center for the Boulder Market
This type of venue would provide for approximately  

 30,000 square feet of clear-span multipurpose   
 space (carpeted); and 12,000 square feet of breakout  
 meeting space.

2.0 Site Constrained Conference/Convention Center
Previous CSL research has explored the potential  

 for smaller facility development, designed to be   
               accommodated on various constrained sites.  The 
 program of space included 20,000 square feet of clear- 
 span multipurpose space and 7,000 square feet of  
 meeting space.

3.0 University Conference Center
The University has specifi ed a facility with 20,000  

 square feet of clear-span multipurpose space and  
 8,000 square feet of breakout meetings space.

Every year, the International Association of Conference Centers 
conducts a statistical analysis various metrics related to the 
conference center industry nationwide.  Based on information 
recently compiled by PKF Consulting, we have reviewed the 
average building program and hotel profi le among executive 
conference centers, corporate facilities, resort venues and 
college/university facilities (similar to what is being considered 
in Boulder.  

As shown, university facilities tend to be slightly smaller, in 
terms of both hotel and event space inventory.  

While not specifi c to the University of Colorado or the overall 
demand for event space in Boulder, these sizing parameters 
are important to consider when evaluating the supportable 
building program for a new facility in the market.

Industry Summary - Sizing Parameters for Various Facility Types

Executive Corporate Resort College/Univ.
Number of Guestrooms (All) 213 233 261 175
Number of Meeting Rooms 26 45 27 23
Meeting Room Size (square feet) 1,104 869 1,428 1,313
Total Meeting Room Space (square feet) 28,522 38,955 37,842 30,200

Source:  2013 IACC - PKF Report

Profile of U.S. Conference Centers by Classification

On average, conference center facilities    
       utilized strictly for university needs tend to 
integrate fewer than 200 hotel rooms,               
  approximately 23 meeting rooms and        
            just over 30,000 sellable square feet of   
         fl exible meeting space.
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Boulder Conference/Convention Center – Summary of Sizing Parameter Options

High Low
Sellable Square Footage:
Multipurpose 30,000                    20,000                          20,000        
Meeting 12,000                    7,000                            8,000           

Hotel Rooms:
On-site 250                          250                                250              
Nearby 350                          100                                -               

Necessary Site 
Conditions:

Close walking distance to restaurants, 
retail and entertainment.

Site that represents "unique 
Boulder".

Meets City and University Needs

Headquarter hotel, and close 
proximity to existing hotels.

Meets University Needs

Convenient for University use.

Allows for future University 
development priorities.

There are two very distinct models to be considered in planning for a new conference center in Boulder.
For a venue to meet the needs of both the City and the University, 20,000 to 30,000 square feet of contiguous, divisible
multipurpose space, as well as 7,000 to 12,000 square feet of breakout meeting space would be necessary. In addition to 250
on-site hotel rooms, an additional 100 to 350 rooms would be preferable within close walking distance. However, in a number 
of markets across the country,shuttling event attendees to and from the event facility from their hotel is a common practice 
used to overcome such hotel proximity concerns among groups with a signifi cant non-local attendee base.  A site that highlights 
the unique elements that defi ne Boulder and is surrounded by a very walkable environment offering restaurants, retail and 
entertainment could be successful when competing for nationally-rotating events.

If the primary goal of a new conference center in Boulder is strictly to meet the demand from the University, the need for event
space and associated hotel inventory is reduced. Approximately 20,000 square feet of contiguous, divisible multipurpose
space and 8,000 square feet of breakout meeting space is considered to be supportable. An on-site hotel offering 250 total
guestrooms is recommended. The availability of nearby visitor amenities is less critical under these circumstances, with
convenience for University groups being a top priority.
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II.                 Preliminary 
Market / Site 
Assessment

Site Area and Walk-ability Factors

Access to Hotels
• The adjacent map shows existing and planned hotel 

inventory and the proximity to the two proposed conference 
center sites.

• The Folsom Avenue site provides for some nearby hotel 
inventory, although not directly adjacent.

• The Grandview site is not within close walking distance of 
existing or planned hotel inventory.

Previous CSL research indicates that approximately 
one-half of national convention and conference 
planners require a room block in one or two hotels.  
Also, only 35 percent of planners would defi nitely 
use a shuttling system to access hotel properties.

A “walk-able” distance is defi ned as 
                 1/2mile radius max if it is a pleasant      
                      walking experience. 

Factors that infl uence a pleasant walking experience 
include, but are not limited to, safety, attractiveness, 
grade change, and weather. 
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Site Area and Walk-ability Factors

Large and small destinations throughout the country compete 
for convention and conference business.  Event planners 
have so many venue options, that their focus in determining 
a destination often turns to the attendee experience.  This 
experience is often defi ned as:

combining walkable hotel, restaurant, 
retail and entertainment options in a highly 

unique and authentic environment.

In Boulder, a center designed to attract non-local conferences 
and conventions in competition with other destinations will have 
to provide for this type of environment in order to be successful.  
When an event attendee thinks of Boulder, a certain perception 
is generated (outdoor, mountain, art, culture, etc.).  In a 
competitive market for events, it would be very important to 
incorporate these aspects into the center and site area.  
A center that is developed in “just another space” 
will struggle to take advantage of the unique and 
authentic strengths of the destination.

Conversely, a center with a primary focus on events produced 
by the University is less tied to the competitive events market, 
and can be designed and sited in a less restrictive manner.  
A description of site and walk-ability parameters for each 
building type is presented in the following paragraphs

1.0  Conference/Convention Center for the Boulder Market
The larger “Boulder Conference/Convention Center” program 
would require signifi cant hotel and entertainment walk-ability 
in order to be successful.  The center would compete with 
larger hotels and smaller centers throughout the region, and 
will have to provide direct walkable access (2 blocks or less) to 
at least 600 hotel rooms.  In addition, the center would have to 
be walkable to the type of restaurant/retail inventory available 
on the Pearl Street Mall.  The site would have to be suffi ciently 
sized to allow for sellable space, support areas (loading, 
prefunction, etc.), drop-off zones, green space, etc.

2.0  Site Constrained Conference/Convention Center 
A more modestly sized center has less need for signifi cant 
attached/adjacent hotel room inventory, but would still need a 
modest amount of inventory.  Ideally, the project would 
include a new attached hotel of approximately 250 
rooms, with another quality property within close 
walking distance.  The adjacencies to restaurant, retail and 
other commercial amenities is important.

3.0  University Conference Center 
A University focused and operated center will generate event 
activity from University sponsored events.  Walk-ability factors 
become less important, however a well produced conference or 
symposium will require attached sleeping rooms.
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Industry Summary - Site Evaluation Criteria

The selection of a particular conference or convention center 
site generally involves the consideration of the types of factors 
listed to the right.

Walk-ability, hotel access, surrounding area 
development opportunities are often considered 

paramount in the selection process, given the 
importance of these factors to event planners.

Factors such as size, confi guration and future expansion 
potential are critical to ownership given the desirability of 
planning for long-term development opportunities.
These and other criteria are considered for each site on the 
following several pages.

Site Context and Land Issues

Hotel Accessibility

Walkability to Restaurants & Entertainment

Surrounding area development opportunities

Size and configuration

Future expansion potential

Image potential

Safety (perception of area)

Proximity and synergy with other event facilities

Accessibility

Parking availability and location

Pedestrian access

Street/road capacity (ingress and egress)

Traffic impact on adjacent areas

Community Compatibility

Compatibility with neighborhood areas

Compatibility with surrounding businesses
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Site Evaluation Summary:

Grandview Site
The four-acre Grandview site is located on vacant 
University-owned land on the northeast corner of the 
intersection of Broadway and University Avenue in the 
popular “University Hill” commercial district of Boulder.  
The site is comprised of numerous parcels that the 
University of Colorado has been acquiring for many years 
on the northwestern edge of the campus and currently 
includes several surface parking lots, a Starbuck’s coffee 
shop, the University of Colorado’s Center for Asian Studies, 
and several other structures (all of which are already 
University owned).

Site Context and Land Issues 

Walkability to Restaurants & Entertainment
• The site is located on the periphery of Boulder’s “Hill” 

district--the active, historic and academic core of the 
city.  An eclectic mix of restaurants, retail, nightlife and 
entertainment can be found within one to three blocks 
directly southwest of this location.  This active area 
is home to a signifi cant student population, resulting 
in a desirable fl ow of nearly constant pedestrian and 
bicycle traffi c.

• Accessibility to downtown Boulder, including the well-
known Pearl Street Mall, requires a mostly downhill 
walk (crossing Boulder Creek) of approximately eight 
blocks.  Elevation changes going from downtown back 
to the site could be challenging for some attendees of 
events at the proposed venue.

• As currently envisioned, development on this site 
could also include a pedestrian-friendly, landscaped, 
connection/walkway that would lead north toward 
downtown.  This could provide facility users and hotel 
guests with a unique alternative to walking along the 
heavily-traffi c of Broadway.  The landscaped, terraced, 
walking and bike path would stretch approximately 
one-quarter mile and provide direct access to 
Arapahoe Avenue.  The Pearl Street Mall is located 
approximately fi ve blocks from the intersection of 
Arapahoe and the planned pedestrian walkway. 

• 

Hotel Accessibility
• The Grandview site is approximately two blocks from 

the Boulder University Inn.  This limited service 
property provides a total of 40 guestrooms and does 
not likely provide the features that would be preferred 
by the majority of attendees of events at the proposed 
conference center.

• The St. Julien Hotel & Spa offers 201 total guestrooms 
and is located approximately seven blocks from the 
Grandview site.  This luxury hotel is the rate leader in 
all of Boulder, with room rates often exceeding $300 
per night.  The historic, 160-room Boulderado Hotel is 
approximately ten blocks away from the site. 

Size and confi guration
• The Grandview site has a trapezoidal confi guration 

with an overall study area footprint of approximately 
175,050 gross square feet, or approximately 4.02 acres.  
The site is bordered to the north by the Boulder Creek 
Trail and athletic fi elds for Boulder High School.  The 
somewhat constrained nature of the site will require a 
more vertical development.  It is located at the top of a 
hill, which may present some additional development 
challenges and expenses.  

Future expansion potential
• The ability to expand the proposed conference center 

to the east is a possibility that could be considered at a 
later date; however should not be planned for now.

Image potential/consistency with city’s “brand”
• This site is amid the core of both the Hill district and 

the University campus.  The active area provides a 
unique collegiate atmosphere/experience, as well as 
impressive views of the nearby Flatirons.

Surrounding area development opportunities
• There is a renewed interest in developing restaurants, 

retail and offi ce space to the south and west of this 
site.  The City of Boulder is currently in the process 
of conducting an analysis on how to best re-position 
the Hill district going forward, with an overall goal 
of creating more diversity of businesses (through 
less residential, more high-end retail offerings and 
additional offi ce space).  This could help to enhance 
the type of restaurant and retail options desired by 
conference planners and attendees.

• Development on this site does constrain future 
opportunities for on-campus academic buildings.
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Relocation/abandonment of roads
• Development on this site would likely result in the 

closure of 13th Street, to the immediate north and 
south of Grandview Avenue (the eastern most border of 
the site).  

• As currently envisioned, the hotel structure will lie on 
a parcel to the south of Grandview Avenue (fronting 
Broadway).  The conference center component 
would be situated north of Grandview Avenue and 
approximately one block east of Broadway, with 
many of the existing structures that front Broadway 
remaining.

Accessibility
Parking availability and location
• Given the fact that many conference center event 

attendees will be driving (both personal and rental 
vehicles), suffi cient parking will be needed on-site to 
support a majority of both hotel guests and conference 
center attendees.

• Limited on-street and surface parking will be available 
in the immediate area surrounding the site.  

• As currently envisioned, a total of approximately 400 
stalls would be developed in conjunction with the hotel 
and conference center.  These spaces would be spread 
over three below grade lots, with an estimated 130 
stalls beneath the conference center and 270 stalls 
spread over two levels below the hotel.

Pedestrian/bicycle access
• The Grandview site is adjacent to the Hill district 

and lies within a walkable, active environment.  
Importantly, the long-term vision for this area is 
emerging and will continue to encourage unique and 
authentic developments and experiences, which will be 
benefi cial to event planners and attendees.

• Downtown Boulder (and the Pearl Street Mall) 
is approximately eight blocks from the site.  It is 
important to note that this distance (especially 
given the change in elevation) is greater than what 
a signifi cant portion of conference and convention 
attendees would typically consider walking.  The 
envisioned pedestrian walkway could create a unique, 
green connection to downtown, keeping foot traffi c off 
of Broadway.  This link will be critical to creating and 
encouraging this important connection to downtown.

Street/road capacity (ingress and egress)
• Broadway is a major thoroughfare that serves as 

a western border of the University of Colorado and 
connects to Canyon Boulevard.

• Access to downtown Denver and Denver International 
Airport are relatively easy given Broadway’s proximity 
and connections to the Denver Boulder Turnpike 
(leading to Denver) and the E-470 expressway (leading 
to DIA).

Public Transportation Accessibility
• Broadway is on a number of primary local and regional 

bus routes with very high volume ridership that 
connect greater Boulder.  Direct service is available 
to downtown Denver as well as Denver International 
Airport.

• Although conference attendees don’t typically 
utilize bus transportation to access or navigate the 
host community, it’s likely that international event 
attendees (which could be a focus of many University 
events) and millennials could benefi t from the 
substantial public transportation access associated 
with this location.

Community Compatibility
Compatibility with neighborhood and other planning 
initiatives
• A conference center and hotel on the Grandview site 

could compliment the City’s plan for the future of 
the Hill district.  A project of this magnitude could 
serve as a catalyst to spur additional investment in 
the immediate area, thereby increasing the overall 
desirability of the district to planners and attendees of 
events at the proposed venue.

• The City of Boulder is planning to develop an outdoor, 
programmable, public event space in the Hill district.  
Public space of this nature, and associated events (i.e., 
concerts, University events, community functions, etc.) 
is desirable to event planners and attendees.

• The Grandview site will be approximately one quarter 
mile from the planned Boulder Civic Area.  This 
planned development will provide a diversity of 
civic, commercial, recreational, artistic, cultural and 
educational amenities. 
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• Development on this site would eliminate the potential 
for the University to add academic buildings on this 
site in the future 

Financial / Cost Impacts
Acquisition Costs/Concerns
• The University has already acquired numerous parcels 

of land that would be necessary to fully develop this 
site.

• To the extent possible, additional negotiations are 
encouraged with property owners on or near the 
Grandview site in an effort to assemble a single, 
seamless parcel for optimal future development on the 
site.

Infrastructure Costs/Concerns
• The relatively small size of this site will require a 

high degree of vertical development, including below 
grade parking.  The costs associated with such 
vertical development can be signifi cant and should be 
considered in the planning process.

• Additional demolition will be necessary for existing 
structures on the site (i.e., Starbucks, etc.).

Summary
The Grandview site provides the potential for the 
development of a new conference center and hotel that 
could fully meet the needs of the University of Colorado 
in a uniquely collegiate setting with views of the nearby 
Flatirons.  Located adjacent to the active University Hill 
district, the site is within close walking distance of several 
restaurants, coffee shops, retail outlets, residential units, 
etc.  The City’s plan to encourage unique and authentic 
development, while creating more diversity of businesses 
in the Hill district, will be important to the success of 
a proposed conference center in this area. In turn, the 
Center could have a positive impact on future Hill district 
redevelopment.

The approximate ten minute walk to downtown Boulder 
(and the Pearl Street Mall) could be greatly improved and/
or mitigated by the creation of a landscaped pedestrian and 
bicycle-friendly pathway linking the facility to downtown, 
via the planned new Civic Area.  

Although this distance won’t satisfy all planners and 
attendees, the Grandview site does have the potential 
to connect to downtown Boulder, creating a unique 
conference experience for a sizable segment of the 
market.

Folsom Site
The seven plus-acre Folsom site is located on University-
owned land on the southwest corner of the intersection 
of Folsom Street and Arapahoe Avenue.  The site is on the 
northeastern edge of the campus and currently consists 
of approximately twenty 1960’s era structures that make 
up the University of Colorado graduate and family student 
housing complex known as Newton Court.  An active 
commercial district lies directly east and northeast of the 
Folsom site.  It is bordered to the north by a residential 
neighborhood, consisting largely of University students.

Site Context and Land Issues

Walkability to Restaurants & Entertainment
• The site is located on the northeastern edge of the 

University of Colorado campus.  It is bordered to 
the north by Arapahoe Avenue and Folsom Street to 
the east.  Directly west of the site is the University’s 
Children’s Center and the campus of Naropa 
University.  Vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffi c is 
heavy in this very mixed-use area.

Intersection of Broadway and University Looking Southwest
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• Based on research as part of the 2011 CU master plan 
study, the intersection of Folsom Street and Colorado 
Avenue (just south of the Folsom site) is the most 
highly utilized access point to the main campus of the 
University among pedestrian, bicycle and skateboard 
traffi c.

• The Village Boulder Shopping Center is located on 
the northeast corner of the intersection of Folsom 
Street and Arapahoe Avenue—adjacent to the Folsom 
site.  The complex is home to more than 40 shops, 
restaurants and service providers, approximately 90 
percent of which are locally-owned businesses.  Access 
to the Village Boulder Shopping Center requires 
crossing both Arapahoe Avenue and Folsom Street 
amid potentially heavy traffi c.  The experience is non-
descript and does not highlight the unique offerings of 
the Boulder area.

• The Arapahoe Village retail complex is located on the 
southeast corner of the intersection of Folsom Street 
and Arapahoe Avenue—adjacent to the Folsom site.  
This shopping center offers a non-descript assortment 
of national retailers, chain restaurants, local shops and 
a large supermarket.

• Located approximately 0.7 miles from the Folsom site, 
the Twenty Ninth Street Mall is a premiere mixed-
use, outdoor shopping center, with anchor tenants 
including Century Boulder Theatres, Colorado Athletic 
Club, Macy’s, and Trader Joe’s.  Again, the pedestrian 
experience is somewhat generic and does not feature 
the unique offerings of the Boulder area.

• Downtown Boulder, including the well-known Pearl 
Street Mall, is approximately 1.1 miles from the Folsom 
site.  This distance is signifi cantly greater than what is 
typically considered walkable by conference attendees 
and would require vehicular transportation (i.e., rental 
cars, taxis, busses).

• The University Hill district is approximately 1.2 miles 
from the Folsom site and presents similar accessibility 
concerns.  This active, historic and academic core of 
the city provides a mix of unique restaurants, retail, 
nightlife and entertainment that could be desired by 
planners and attendees of conference events.

Hotel Accessibility
• The closest existing hotel to the Folsom site is the 

269-room Millennium Harvest House Boulder, which 

is located approximately 0.25 miles from the site.  
This property provides a total of approximately 12,300 
square feet of event space, making it the largest 
local hotel in terms of both number of guestrooms 
and sellable square feet of meeting and banquet 
space.  The 157-room Boulder Marriott is located 
approximately 0.7 miles from the site.

• Importantly, there are three planned hotel properties 
that will lie within walking distance of the Folsom 
site.  Together, these properties will offer a total of 524 
rooms and include:

 -Embassy Suites (184 rooms) – located 0.3 miles  
 from the site
 -Hilton Garden Inn (177 rooms) – located 0.3 miles  
 from the site
 -Residence Inn Boulder (163 rooms) – located 0.4  
 miles from the site
• Conference event planners typically seek destinations 

offering a variety of hotel, restaurant, retail and other 
hospitality/visitor industry amenities in a unique, 
walkable setting.  The Folsom site may present some 
challenges in some of these areas going forward; 
however, over the long-term, opportunities may exist 
to develop these assets in the immediate area.

Size and confi guration
• The Folsom site has a rectangular confi guration 

with an overall study area footprint of approximately 
328,500 gross square feet, or approximately 7.54 acres.  
The site is bordered to the north by Arapahoe Avenue 
and to the east by Folsom Street.  The University’s 
Children’s Center and the campus of Naropa University 
are directly west of the site.  University practice and 
recreational athletic fi elds are directly southwest of the 
site.  

• There is suffi cient available acreage to develop the 
conference center, hotel and parking on this site.

• Given its proximity to Boulder Creek, the Folsom site 
lies within a fl oodplain.  Based on conversations with 
project planners, this represents a threat to the site 
and will require signifi cant additional development 
time and costs if this site is ultimately selected for 
conference center and hotel development.
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Future expansion potential
• The Folsom site is large enough to allow for a potential 

future expansion of the proposed venue.  Future 
architectural planning for the build out of this site 
should carefully consider this option as a long-term 
consideration.

Image potential/consistency with city’s “brand”
• The Folsom site is located more than one mile from 

both the Hill district and downtown Boulder.  The 
immediate area surrounding the site feels “suburban” 
in nature and does not provide a uniquely Boulder 
or collegiate atmosphere/experience, which could 
limit its appeal among potential user groups that are 
considering Boulder among a variety of other options 
across the country. 

Surrounding area development opportunities
• Although nothing is planned in the immediate future, 

based on conversations with City offi cials, the area is 
“ripe for re-development” over the longer-term.  A 
number of the existing buildings are nearing the end of 
their useful life and will likely be replaced over time.

Relocation/abandonment of roads
• As currently envisioned, development on this site 

would not likely require the relocation and/or 
abandonment of any nearby roads.

Accessibility
Parking availability and location
• Given the fact that many conference center event 

attendees will be driving (both personal and rental 
vehicles), suffi cient parking will be needed on-site to 
support a majority of both hotel guests and conference 
center attendees.

• Limited on-street and surface parking will be 
available in the immediate area surrounding the site.  
Opportunities may exist for shared parking utilizing 
existing University surface lots in the area.

• As currently envisioned, a total of approximately 
445 spaces would be developed in conjunction with 
the hotel and conference center.  A freestanding, 
above ground structure would provide 300 stalls.  
An additional 145 surface parking spaces would be 
available on the site as well.

Pedestrian/bicycle access
• The site is located at a busy intersection that captures 

a mix of University, commuter and retail traffi c.
• To access the main campus of the University, 

pedestrians must circumnavigate a series of existing 
and planned athletic practice fi elds before crossing 
Boulder Creek.

• The Greenbelt Boulder Creek Path, a popular 
pedestrian and bike path running east/west directly 
north of the University’s main campus, provides a 
unique experience that could be enjoyed by conference 
center attendees.  However, access to the path is 
approximately three blocks from the site.

• The pedestrian experience in the area is currently 
generic in nature, and would typically require lengthy 
walks along heavily-traffi cked roadways.  This runs 
directly counter to the more compact, walkable 
environment sought by most conference event 
planners.  An extensive, long-term planning effort 
would be necessary to create the environment that is 
frequently sought by conference event planners. 

Street/road capacity (ingress and egress)
• Arapahoe Avenue is a major east/west thoroughfare 

running through central Boulder.  It bisects Highway 
36 (the Boulder Denver Turnpike) approximately four 
blocks east of the Folsom site.

• Folsom Street runs north/south and forms the eastern 
border of the site.  It bisects Highway 7 (Canyon 
Boulevard) approximately four blocks north of the site.

Public Transportation Accessibility
• Regularly scheduled bus service is available on both 

Arapahoe Avenue and Folsom Street.  Based on 
conversations with City offi cials, the levels of bus 
connectivity and service available at the Folsom site is 
substantially less than what is offered at the Grandview 
Site.

• Although conference attendees don’t typically 
utilize bus transportation to access or navigate the 
host community, it’s likely that international event 
attendees (which could be a focus of many University 
events) and millennials could benefi t from the 
substantial public transportation access associated 
with this location.
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Community Compatibility
Compatibility with neighborhood and other planning 
initiatives
• Based on conversations with University offi cials, the 

Newton Court graduate and family student housing 
complex is nearing the end of its useful life.  It is likely 
that these structures will be demolished at some point 
regardless of future conference center development on 
the site.

• A conference center and hotel on the Folsom site could 
become a catalyst for a massive redevelopment effort 
of the area, with a goal of creating a less “fractured” 
environment including the adjacent commercial 
shopping district.  Signifi cant planning for and 
investment in the immediate area could increase the 
overall desirability of the proposed venue.  This would 
likely have a very long-term development horizon, 
during which a conference center would operate at a 
competitive disadvantage.

• Conference center development on the Folsom site 
would eliminate the potential for the University to add 
university buildings on this site in the future.

Financial/Cost Impacts
Acquisition Costs/Concerns
• The University owns the majority of the land that would 

be necessary to fully develop this site; however, there 
are also two privately owned parcels, which are both 
located on the extreme northeast corner of the site (at 
the southeast intersection of intersection of Folsom 
Street and Arapahoe Avenue).  

• To the extent possible, CU should try to acquire these 
properties to support any form of future development 
at the site.

Infrastructure Costs/Concerns
• Signifi cant demolition will be necessary for existing 

structures on the site (i.e., Newton Court).  It’s possible 
that additional costs could be incurred for asbestos 
removal.  

• Additional development costs, specifi cally related 
to fl ood mitigation and construction delays, can be 
expected given the location of the entire Folsom site in 
a 500-year and 100-year fl oodplain and a portion of the 
site being located in the high hazard zone. 

• These costs should be carefully considered as the site 
selection process continues.

Summary
The Folsom site provides suffi cient acreage on which to 
develop a conference center, hotel and associated parking.  
Located more than one mile from both the Hill district and 
downtown Boulder, the immediate area surrounding the 
site does not provide a uniquely Boulder or collegiate 
atmosphere/experience, which could limit its appeal 
among potential user groups that are considering 
Boulder among a variety of other options across the 
country.

Although a variety of existing and planned hotel properties 
and retail offerings are located within walking distance 
of the site, vehicular traffi c is heavy in the area and the 
pedestrian experience is non-descript and suburban in 
nature.  This runs directly counter to the more compact, 
walkable environment sought by most conference event 
planners.  An extensive, long-term planning effort would 
be necessary to create a more desirable environment.  
A conference center and hotel on the Folsom site could 
become a catalyst for redevelopment efforts of the area, 
including the adjacent commercial shopping district.  This 
would likely have a very long-term development horizon, 
during which a conference center would operate at a 
competitive disadvantage.

Intersection of Arapahoe and Folsom looking towards proposed Folsom Site
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Assessment food and beverage

Grandview Site
overall study area footprint

140,300 sf
(3.22 acres)

guest rooms

f

parking (TBD)

fi tness

conference

boh

public areas

administration
3,500 sf

1,500 sf

3,000 sf

5,000sf

11,000 sf

48,000 sf

double  (queen/queen) - 63 bays

suite  (deluxe) - 11 bays

special suite- 6 bays

single (king)- 178 bays

Folsom Site
overall study area footprint

328,500 sf
(7.54 acres)
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4240 HOSPITALITY PROGRAMMING WORKSHEET (Current Trend Urban Hotel)

GUEST ROOMS Units
Unit Area

(Low)
Unit Area

(High)
Total Net
Low (SF)

Total Net
High (SF) Comments

Standard King Room 50% 125 310 350 38,750 43,750
King Alternate 15% 38 290 330 10,875 12,375
Double/Double Room 25% 63 310 350 19,375 21,875
Accessible King Room 4% 10 370 420 3,700 4,200
Accessible Double/Double Room 2% 5 370 420 1,850 2,100
1 1/2 Bay Suite 3% 7 470 520 3,055 3,380 7 keys
3 Bay Suite 1% 2 920 970 1,610 1,698 2 keys includes 1 Double/Double Room Connector

Total Units 100% 250 250 keys total
Total Guest Room Area 79,215 89,378
Number of Guest Room Floors 3
Number of Guest Room per Floor 83

GUEST ROOMS FLOOR SUPPORT/CIRCULATION Units Unit Area
Total Net

(SF) Comments
Corridors/Elevator Lobby 1 3,433 10,298 13% of guestroom sf
Stairs 2 180 1,080 actual
Elevators 2 65 390 actual
Linen Storage/Chute 1 1667 5,000 20sf/room
Hydration Station 1 20 60 1/floor
Total Guest Room Support/Circulation 16,828

FRONT OF HOUSE Total Net (SF) Comments
Food & Beverage

Breakfast 0 6.9sf/key (use restaurant)
Lounge 3,550 14.2sf/key
Market 238 .95sf/key
Three Meal Restaurant 3,600 160 seats +/

Public Space
Lobby 1,600 6.4sf/key
Front Desk 463 1.85sf/key
Library 650 2.6sf/key

Function
Media Salon (2) 600 actual
Meeting Room 1,0001
Meeting Room Closet 1001

Recreation
Fitness Room 1,5001,50
Pool Optional

University of Colorado Hotel Program
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Public Circulation and Guest Amenities
Elevators 210 actual

Public Toilets 600
Guest Laundry 160 .64sf/key
Circulation 2,487 17% of public space
Stairs 360 actual

Total Front of House 17,117
14,630

Back of House Total Net (SF) Comments
Administration

Work Area 230 actual

General Manager Office 155 actual
Sales Manager Office 290 actual
Luggage Storage Room 85 .34sf/key
Conference Facilitiy Offices & Support 2,500 actual

( 113,920 )

Employee
Employee Break Room 570 .005sf/cummulative program sf
Employee Restroom 228 .002sf/ cummulative program sf

Housekeeping
Main Laundry 684 .006sf/ cummulative program sf
Linen Room 80 .0007sf/cummulative program sf
Laundry Chute 68 .0006sf/ cummulative program sf

Kitchen
Food Preparation 7.42sf/ key
Restaurant Kitchen 3,600

( 119,149 )

Engineering
Engineering Office/Storage 238 .002sf/cummulative program sf

Miscellaneous Service
Mechanical/Electrical 1,787 .015sf/cummulative program sf
Janitor's Closet 83 .0007sf/cummulative program sf
Video/Telephone Equipment Room 572 .0048sf/ cummulative program sf
Storage 453 .0038sf/cummulative program sf
The Market Storage 185 78% of The Market sf
Miscellaneous 381 .0032sf/cummulative program sf

Total Back of House 12,189
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CONFERENCE FACILITY Total Net (SF) Comments
Ballroom 20,000

Accommodates:
Max requested CU theatre seating of 1200 x 10sf = 12,000sf
Max requested CU banquet seating of 1200 x 15sf = 18,000sf

½ ballroom (10,000sf/10sf theatre seating = 1000 attendees; or
½ ballroom (10,000sf/15sf banquet seating = 666 attendees; and

½ ballroom (10,000sf/10sf poster session = 1000 attendees

Meeting/Breakout 8,000
2 – 4,000sf rooms dividable into 8 – 1000sf rooms

Pre function, back of house, kitchen, storage, etc 20,000
(70% of meeting sf)

Conference admin and support in hotel
(catering, sales, etc..@ 2500sf

Total Conference Facility 48,000

Note – recommended city conference center would be 30,000sf ballroom + 15,0000 mtg/breakout + 80% of mtg space for BOH, pre function, office, storage, etc =
80,000sf +/

Likely conference scenario of opening session & keynote lectures, combined w/poster session occurring in separate rms:

SUMMARY Units Total (SF) Comments
Total Number of Guest Room Floors 3
Total Number of Floors 4
Total Number of Rooms 250
Total Guest Rooms 79,215 89,378
Total Guest Room Support/Circulation 16,828 16,828
Total Front of House 17,117 17,117
Total Back of House 12,189 12,189
Total Net Building Area 125,349 135,512
Walls and Shafts Area (Estimated) 12,535 13,551 10% of net sf
Total Gross Building Area 137,884 149,063
Total Square Feet per Room 552 596

Low High
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Existing Site Conditions
As previously mentioned, the sites under 
consideration are fully owned and controlled by the 
University. 

Grandview - Located at the northeast corner 
of Broadway and University Avenue, the entire 
development footprint under consideration is 3.22 
acres (or about 140,000sf), including 13th street 
which has been vacated by the City. Grandview 
Avenue bisects the development footprint, so for the 
purposes of this document, the area to the south of 
Grandview Avenue will be referred to as “1A” and 
the area north will be “1B” (Reference page 60 for a 
diagram of the development footprint). 
Site 1A, about 98,000sf, is relatively open with a 
large square footage currently dedicated to surface 
parking. On street parking also exists on 13th and 
Grandview Avenue. Reference the Parking and Biking 
section on pg. 52 for further discussion on parking. 
Six structures currently exist on site including a retail 
building, Starbucks, at the corner of Broadway and 
University. Currently, the University does not have any 
plans for keeping any of these structures.  However, 
further analysis of the historic signifi cance of these 
structures may be considered. The site slopes 
from south to north and has an elevation change of 
approximately 10’ between University and Grandview.

Access to the site will be predominately from 
Broadway and University. A left turn lane on 
Broadway (heading South) currently exists allowing 
for additional access to Grandview Avenue. To 
note, any future development should take under 
consideration the high volume and rate of speed 
of the bike traffi c along Broadway. A multi-mode 
sidewalk connects the Hill, the University and 
Downtown Boulder along the east side of Broadway 
(adjacent to the site) and, therefore, will have 
signifi cant infl uence on any traffi c turning from 
Broadway onto Grandview.  Along the south side 
of the site, University Avenue is four lanes wide 
with bike lanes either side. Consideration of traffi c 
impacts should be made if trying to access the site   
        from the University. 

Site 1B, about 42,000sf, sits to the north of Grandview 
Avenue and is bound by existing buildings to remain 
on the west and east. As of the time of this report, 1 
structure remains on this site. 
More mature vegetation exists on the north portion of 
the site which is part of the heavy foliage surrounding 
an existing pedestrian path to remain. Signifi cant 
grade change of about 20’ occurs in the northeast 
corner of this parcel and will need to be addressed in 
any future development. 

Folsom - Located near the southwest corner 
of Folsom Street and Arapahoe Avenue, the 
development footprint under consideration is part 
of the North of Boulder Creek masterplan study 
recently conducted by the University. (Reference 
page 74 for a diagram of the development footprint). 
Allowing for maximum future development outside 
of this project, the site under consideration for this 
report is approximately 7.5 acres (or 328,500sf). 

The existing site is currently occupied by the 
University student housing buildings of Newton 
Court, which are over 40 years old and will require 
signifi cant abatement. Within the site development 
boundaries, there are two surface parking lots 
adjacent to Arapahoe and Folsom with footpaths and 
landscaping occupying the rest of the open space. A 
few large, mature trees exist within the site. To the 
south are the CU recreation fi elds and the Boulder 
Creek Greenway. To the west is additional student 
housing which is also intended to be relocated per 
the masterplan. To the northeast of the site, remain 
the Conoco Gas Station and the Del Sol Mexican 
Restaurant parcels. These parcels 
are not University owned 
or controlled and, for 
this study, are anticipated 
to remain. This area is 
currently accessed from 
both Arapahoe Avenue 
and Folsom Street. 
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Relation to Other Programs / Adjacencies
With the Center anticipated to be a limited service 
“boutique” hotel, leveraging the existing city and 
campus resources will be a desirable amenity (and 
potentially a necessity) for the project. 

Grandview - The Grandview site is ideally located 
next to the main campus with close, walking 
proximity to the Koenig Alumni Center, Varsity 
Pond, Macky Auditorium, Norlin Quad and the 
campus recreation center. University based events 
will be able to leverage all of these elements for 
supplemental space planning needs. Further, the 
core of the University Hill Commercial District lies 
to the southwest of the intersection of Broadway and 
University Avenue and could be a highly utilized asset 
for hotel and conference guests.

An upscale hotel restaurant could also serve as an 
amenity for the city, providing a restaurant type the 
“Hill” currently does not offer. 

Grandview is also in a transit rich area and will be 
able to take advantage of existing and future multi-
mode transit opportunities, such as the enhancement 
of the 13th street pedestrian/bike path.

One potential complication of the 
Grandview site is the competing demands 
with the expansion opportunities of the 
academic campus. Currently, the main University 
academic campus is “land locked” and restricted 
in area to grow and the University has expressed a 
desire for the Grandview district to be a signifi cant 
part of future academic campus expansion.  Any 
future development in this area should be balanced 
with the University’s master plan. 

Further, to help serve conference needs, having 
additional hotels within walking distance is desirable. 
Currently, only 2 hotels are within 1/2 mile, the 
Boulder University Inn along Broadway and the St. 
Julien at the corner of Canyon Boulevard and 9th 

Street. A shuttle service would need to be considered 
for this site to ensure attendees of large conferences 
have access to the City’s other hotels. Parcels within 
the University Hill commercial district and civic area 
could potentially be redeveloped into hotels to take 
advantage of the conference center but were not 
considered for this analysis.

Folsom - The Folsom site is positively situated for 
conferences to take advantage of surrounding hotels 
being able to serve the needs of the attendees. The 
Boulder Marriott, Quality Inn and Suites and the 
Millennium Hotel are all within a 1/4 mile of the 
proposed site, with multiple future hotels currently 
already under development review. Further, a variety 
of retail exists within walking distance, including 
quick serve restaurants, on the northeast corner 
of Arapahoe Avenue and Folsom Street within the 
Village Shopping Center. 
The 29th street mall and Pearl Street are located 
on the outer limits of the 1/2 mile walking radius, 
however, with the busy conditions of 28th street and 
a circuitous path to Pearl Street, a shuttle service 
should be considered to provide access to these key 
city amenities. 

Further, due to the detached nature of this location 
from the main retail edges, the hotel restaurant, if 
not prominently located at the corner of Folsom and 
Arapahoe, would most likely not receive a suffi cient 
draw from the surrounding community and would 
need to be self-suffi cient. 

Additionally, access to campus would
be available along Folsom or via 
footpaths at several locations across 
Boulder Creek. However, the distance 
and elevation gain would make any 
direct relationships diffi cult to 
facilitate. 
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Parking and Biking

For the purposes of this study, the costs and 
development footprint of a garage with a 400 vehicle 
space capacity was fully considered in program test 
fi t and cost analysis in the event the project would 
need to bear the full cost of parking the needs of the 
Center. 

This studied worked under the development 
assumption of a parking demand analysis based on 
the working program (250 keys + 28,000sf of conf. 
space). See preliminary program in section III.

As per City of Boulder Code for vehicular parking:

Guestrooms: 1 stall per key = 250 stalls
Restaurant: 1 stall per 3 seats (restaurant) @ 160 
total seats = 53 stalls
Conference: 1 stall per 300sf. Total demand 94 stalls.
Other Uses: (Admin.) 1 stall per 300sf x 3,000sf = 10 
stalls

The projected total project parking demand 
is 400-410 stalls. This does not factor in any 
TOD overlays and/or shared mixed use building 
reductions, which could reduce the overall parking 
demand by 20%-30%. Further, this amount is strictly 
a planning effort to determine potential need and 
capacity for fi nancing from a third party developer. 
Since this is a University development project, City 
parking requirements would not be mandated on 
either site. 

Under the City of Boulder’s “P” zoning district, 
at least 3 bicycle parking spaces or 10 percent of 
the required off-street parking spaces, whichever 
is greater, are required. After the fi rst 50 bicycle 
parking spaces are provided, the required number 
of additional bicycle parking spaces is 5 percent of 
the required off-street parking spaces. Using the 
off-street parking range of 400-410, 40-41 bicycle 
parking spaces shall be provided following local 

zoning. Bicycle racks / storage shall be located in 
convenient, highly visible, active, well-lighted areas 
but should not interfere with pedestrian movements

Grandview - Due to the limited site footprint and 
in an effort to minimize building height and mass, 
below grade parking was considered as part of this 
test-fi t study. Parking about 400 cars below grade 
could lead to signifi cant excavation and de-watering 
costs (Reference Cost Drivers Section VI). Parking 
reductions supported by a parking study should be 
considered due to the added potential cost of parking 
below grade as well as the transit rich nature of the 
Broadway corridor. 

Folsom - The North of Boulder Creek (NBC) site 
is anticipated to have some shared parking with 
adjacency to future residential development and 
other uses. As part of the NBC, a shared parking 
garage could be considered. Any garage at the 
Folsom site will need to be constructed above grade 
due to the site being located within the 100 year 
fl oodplain of Boulder Creek. To park the anticipated 
400 cars, a minimum of 3 levels of parking deck 
were included in the program test-fi t / cost analysis. 
Consideration will need to be made, in terms of 
potential cost and program scope, to screen the 
public faces of the garage to help integrate the mass 
into the surrounding context. 

The existing surface lot and on-street parking areas 
accommodating faculty and students will need to be replaced 
and should be considered within the new development 
footprint.
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Flood Mitigation Analysis

Grandview - There is no concern for fl ooding at the 
Grandview site because it is outside the 500 year and 
high hazard fl oodplains. 

Folsom - The City of Boulder is in the fi nal approval 
stages of an extensive Boulder Creek fl oodplain 
modeling and remapping process.  The revised 
fl oodplain maps have been accepted by FEMA, but 
do not likely become the effective regulatory maps 
within the City until the fi rst quarter of 2016 at 
the earliest according to City staff.  The included 
Arapahoe/Folsom Floodplain Exhibit (pg.81)- 
Comparison of Existing Boulder Creek vs. Revised 
Boulder Creek shows the current effective Boulder 
Creek fl oodplain map and the revised Boulder Creek 
fl oodplain map that will go into effect in 2016. It 
should be noted that the City of Boulder will review 
Floodplain Development Permit applications based 
on the current effective mapping; however, the City 
advises coordination with the forthcoming 2016 
effective fl oodplain mapping fl oodplain extents and 
water surface elevations.   
The current effective fl oodplain map shows that 
the perimeter of the proposed site is in the 100-
year fl oodplain and the majority of the residential 
apartment buildings (with the exception of the two 
westernmost buildings) are not within the 100-
year fl oodplain. The conveyance zone breaches the 
proposed site in the southeasterly corner, and both 
the conveyance and high hazard zones breach along 
the easterly border.
The future revised Boulder Creek fl oodplain 
maps show the expanded fl oodplain limits.  These 
forthcoming regulatory maps show that the entire 
site will be in 500-year and 100-year fl oodplain.  The 
revised fl oodplain map includes the conveyance zone 
perimeter of the site, and the high hazard zone along 
the easterly and southerly perimeter.  Floodplain 
modeling, building fl oodproofi ng, and a fl oodplain 
development permit, along with adherence to the 
City of Boulder’s “critical facilities ordinance” 
(which governs residential and mobile population 
facilities within the fl oodplain), will be considered 

for the development of the project.  Due to the 
nature of being in the 100/500 year fl oodplain, 
underground occupied space has not been considered 
for this study. Flood mitigation development costs 
have also been considered and are highlighted in the 
cost driver analysis section VI. 

Groundwater

Per City of Boulder development standards, if 
groundwater is encountered it will need to be treated 
before leaving the site. Groundwater test bores have 
not been conducted as part of this study. This could 
incur additional cost at Grandview which would 
require more below grade work to accommodate 
potential parking needs.

Grading & Drainage

Grandview - The proposed site is currently developed 
and used for commercial/offi ce and parking 
purposes.  There is ongoing construction staging 
activity on the site.  The site slopes mostly from 
south to north at an average approximate 6.5% 
slope, draining towards the Boulder High School 
and ultimately to Boulder Creek.  A portion of the 
site drains towards Broadway which is a tributary 
to Boulder Creek.  Based on site observations, 
there does not appear to be stormwater utility 
infrastructure throughout proposed site. Offsite to the 
west there are two inlets at the curbs on Broadway 
and Grandview Ave that capture stormwater.  The 
north tract (Site 1A) is predominantly impervious 
containing buildings and parking lots with a few 
small strips of landscaping along University Avenue 
and Broadway.  The north tract (Site 1B) contains 
two buildings and a large lawn and wooded area. 
The majority of stormwater runoff is collected and 
conveyed through concrete pans, and curb & gutters 
that ultimately fl ow to the northerly dead-end of 13th 
Street. Here the stormwater reaches vegetation for 
some infi ltration, but is assumed to mostly fl ow to 
the southerly end of the Boulder High School athletic 
fi eld complex.
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Based on initial building test fi t studies, the 
proposed conference center will be required to 
provide below grade parking. Future geotechnical 
investigations will need to provide structural 
engineering design parameters to address the 
hillside and slope of site.  Groundwater depths 
and discharge issues will need to be addressed 
depending on the required below grade depth of the 
structure.  
The proposed conference center will likely be 
required to provide onsite detention and stormwater 
quality enhancement features per state and local 
stormwater management standards.  Upgrades 
to the offsite drainage area near the Boulder High 
School athletic fi eld complex will likely be required. 

Folsom - The site is currently developed with 
residential apartment buildings, a children’s day-care 
facility, parking lots, sidewalks, and landscaped open 
space. The site generally slopes west to the east at 
an approximate 1.2% slope draining towards existing 
stormwater utility infrastructure as shown on the 
included Arapahoe/Folsom Utility Locations Exhibit 
(pgs 79-80). The existing stormwater infrastructure 
is generally located in parking lots and landscaped 
areas. The residential apartments appear to be 
elevated on fi ll, and roof drain downspouts release 
at the buildings’ footprint perimeter fl owing downhill 
and away from the foundations. The size, slopes, and 
available capacity are currently unknown at this time, 
and additional coordination and testing would be 
required with the City to determine the size, slopes, 
and available capacity.
Given the fl oodplain extents as previously described, 
below grade structures will require special design 
features to protect the facility from fl ooding and uplift 
forces. 
According to GIS mapping, the “Smith & Goss Ditch 
Company” irrigation ditch crosses the northerly 
portion of the site from west to east.  The ditch may 
need to be realigned depending on ditch status, 
needs, and the conference center footprint.
The proposed conference center will likely be 
required to provide onsite stormwater quality 
enhancement features per state and local stormwater 

management standards.  Per City standards, 
onsite detention may be waived if site stormwater 
runoff can be directly conveyed to Boulder Creek.  
Additional onsite storm infrastructure will be needed 
to accommodate runoff from the proposed site 
improvements and surrounding access drives/roads.  
Upgrades to the offsite public drainage system east 
of the site are not anticipated. 

Water

Grandview - There is an existing public water main 
system that is located within Broadway, University 
Avenue, Grandview Avenue, and 15th Street.  There 
is no water main within 13th Street as shown in 
the attached Grandview Terrace Utility Locations 
Exhibit (pgs 65-66).  The water main sizes, available 
fl ows, and static pressures are typically adequate 
for new developments in this area.  After the 
initial conference center programming is complete, 
additional coordination, pressure testing, and 
modeling will be required by the City to determine 
the available fl ows and working pressures.  It is 
assumed that the conference center will be served 
by a large domestic, fi re and irrigation tap/metering 
system.  The building systems will be connected to 
the city water mains and will need a separate tap.  
For City connections, water tap fees will most likely 
be required, 
and multiple 
buildings will be 
required to incur 
the cost of separate 
domestic and fi re 
service taps.  The 
service sizes and 
tap fees will be 
determined during the initial design phases. Tap fee 
credits are typically provided by the city to reduce 
tap fees for new services where existing services are 
removed.  The credit amount will be based on the 
removal of the numerous existing smaller diameter 
domestic water taps and meters that serve existing 
structures that will be demolished
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Water Cont.
Folsom - An existing water main loops through 
the existing site, and is as shown in the attached 
Arapahoe / Folsom Utility Locations Exhibit (pgs 
79-80). The water main sizes, available fl ows, 
and static pressures are typically adequate for 
new developments in this area.  After the initial 
conference center programming is complete, 
coordination, pressure testing, and modeling will 
be required by the City to determine the available 
fl ows and working pressures.  It is anticipated 
that the looping water main will be realigned to 
accommodate the conference center footprint.  It is 
assumed that the conference center will be served 
by a large domestic, fi re and irrigation tap/metering 
system.  The building systems will be connected 
to the City water mains and will need a separate 
tap.  For City connections, water tap fees will most 
likely be required, and multiple buildings will be 
required to incur the cost of separate domestic 
and fi re service taps.  The service sizes and tap 
fees will be determined during the initial design 
phases. Similar to the Grandview Terrace, tap fee 
credits will be provided for removal of the numerous 
existing smaller diameter domestic water taps and 
meters that serve existing structures that will be 
demolished.

Sanitary Sewer

Grandview - There are existing public sanitary sewer 
mains located along Broadway, University Avenue, 
Grandview Avenue, and northerly portion of 13th 
Street as shown in the attached Grandview Terrace 
Utility Locations Exhibit (pgs 65-66). Currently the 
sanitary sewer along University Avenue fl ows east, 
and the remainder of the sewer mains collect fl ow 
to Grandview Ave and then north of Broadway. The 
sewer main sizes and available fl ow capacities 
are typically adequate for new developments 
in this area.  After the initial conference center 
programming is complete, additional coordination 
and modeling will be required by the City to verify the 
sewer main capacities. 

Folsom - An existing public sanitary sewer system 
is located throughout the site, and as shown in 
the attached Arapahoe / Folsom Utility Locations 
Exhibit (pgs 79-80). Existing sewer mains fl ow 
along Arapahoe Avenue and Folsom Street, fl owing 
east and north respectively until the two sewer 
mains intersect and combine to continue fl owing 
east along Arapahoe Avenue. There is an existing 
sanitary sewer main that captures the residential 
apartments and fl ows north were it connects with 
the sewer main along Arapahoe Avenue. On the west 
side, near the children’s day-care, there is a main 
that comes from the west traveling east, and turns 
north where it connects with the sewer main along 
Arapahoe Avenue. On the east side of the proposed 
site, there is a sanitary lateral that connects to the 
sewer main along Folsom Street that appears to 
capture two residential apartment buildings. The 
sewer main sizes and available fl ow capacities are 
typically adequate for new developments in this 
area. After the initial conference center programming 
is complete, additional coordination and modeling 
will be required by the City to verify the sewer main 
capacities. 

Street Improvements

Grandview - The site is divided by Grandview Avenue.  
The Grandview Avenue/Broadway intersection 
provides a non-signalized, three-quarter movement 
access with no left turn (southbound) turn allowed 
onto Broadway for westbound Grandview vehicles.  
The east side of the site is bound by 
13th Street with a non-signaled, full 
movement intersection at 13th Street 
and University Avenue.  The south 
tract includes an “L-shaped” alley 
which will likely be removed to 
accommodate the conference center.  
The north tract is bound by an alley 
that will likely remain in order to 
provide access to the existing buildings 
to the west which front Broadway.  
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Street Improvements cont.
Grandview cont. - There are numerous existing 
site vehicular accesses to the proposed Grandview 
Terrace location.  Starbucks includes a full 
movement drive access on University Avenue and 
a right-in/right-out Broadway access. The city will 
likely request that these University Avenue and 
Broadway vehicle access points be removed and 
relocated to either Grandview Avenue or 13th Street 
which have lower volume classifi cations. University 
Avenue has one vehicular access concern as to the 
possibility of vehicle stacking of the eastbound traffi c 
performing a left-turn onto 13th. University Avenue 
has a sidewalk and bike lane for both the westbound 
and eastbound direction of travel, and Broadway has 
a multi-use path for bikers and pedestrians. The 
Broadway multi-use path provides easy pedestrian 
and bike connection to both the Boulder Creek 
Path and the Pearl Street downtown area.  New 
multi-use paths will be provided to link the building 
to the surrounding educational, municipal, and 
business properties.  In addition, Grandview Avenue 
and 13th Street have sidewalks on both sides of 
the street, however these streets do not have a 
designated bike lane. Bus service is provided by 
numerous RTD busses (204, 225, 225E, DASH, and 
SKIP) along Broadway.  Additional coordination will 
be required with the City of Boulder and the project 
traffi c engineer to design revised accesses to City of 
Boulder streets. 

Folsom - The existing site is currently bounded by 
Arapahoe Avenue to the north, and Folsom Street 
to the west. There are number of existing site 
vehicular accesses to the proposed Arapahoe 
Avenue / Folsom Street Location.  There are two 
parking lot access points on Arapahoe Avenue entry/
exit for both eastbound and westbound traffi c.  
Folsom Street provides one parking lot drive access 
that allows for entry/exit for both northbound and 
southbound traffi c.  For bikers, Arapahoe Avenue 
does not have a designated bike lane.  Folsom 
Street has a designated bike lane along each 
direction of travel. For pedestrians, Arapahoe 

Avenue and Folsom Street have sidewalks along both 
sides of the road, and crosswalks at the intersections 
and at high pedestrian traffi c areas along each road.  
The site has access to the Boulder Creek Path to the 
south.  Bus service is provided by the RTD Hop along 
Folsom Street and by the RTD Jump along Arapahoe 
Avenue. Additional coordination will be required with 
the City of Boulder and the project traffi c engineer 
to design revised accesses to City of Boulder streets.  
New access drives will likely be required around the 
building and at the west side of the site to better 
serve the facility.  It is likely street access will be 
needed from Arapahoe Ave.

Dry Utilities (Gas & Electric)

Grandview - Existing gas and electrical utilities 
surround the site for service, as shown in the 
attached Xcel Energy utility maps (pg. 66).  These 
services will be coordinated with the service provider, 
Xcel Energy, to determine capacity and connection 
location. The alley in between Grandview Avenue and 
University Avenue is an Xcel Energy easement for 
dry utilities, and will require further coordination to 
reroute the systems free of building and site confl icts.  
Further coordination will be required with Xcel and 
the City of Boulder and other dry utility providers 
to determine the best point of connection for the 
utilities and verifi cation of existing capacities. 

Folsom - Existing gas and electrical utilities surround 
the site for service, as shown by the attached Xcel 
Energy utility maps (pg. 80). These services will be 
coordinated with the service provider, Xcel Energy, to 
determine capacity and 
connection location.  Further 
coordination will be required 
with the Xcel and the City of 
Boulder and other dry utility 
providers to determine the 
best point of connection 
for the utilities and verifi cation 
of existing capacities.
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Grandview
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Zoning Chp 9-9-11) 
Buildings 35’-45’ > 15% open space
Buildings 45’-55’ > 20% open space

BT-2 - Business Transitional 2
  Use Module - B1
  Form Module- e
  Intensity Module - 21
  F.A.R. - 0.5/1
Transitional business areas which generally buffer a resi-
dential area from a major street and are primarily used for 
commercial and complementary residential uses, including 
without limitation, temporary lodging and offi ce uses.

RM-2 - Residential Medium 2
  Use Module - R2
  Form Module- d
  Intensity Module - 13
  F.A.R. - 0
Medium density residential areas primarily used for small-lot residential 
development, including without limitation, duplexes, triplexes, or town-
houses, where each unit generally has direct access at ground level.

RH-1 - Residential High 1
  Use Module - R6
  Form Module- j
  Intensity Module - 12
  F.A.R. - 0
Purpose: High density residential areas primarily used for a variety of 
types of attached residential units, including without limitation, apart-
ment buildings, and where complementary uses may be allowed.

Grandview  
Existing Zoning
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Source: City of Boulder’s Transportation Master Plan 2014
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

Folsom & Arapahoe

Folsom  
Site Photos

Corner of Arapahoe / Folsom Looking Southwest

Boulder Creek
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

Folsom  
Grading / 
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

Folsom  
Existing Utilities
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

Folsom  
Floodplains

Existing Floodplain Map Proposed Floodplain Map
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

P - Public
  Use Module - P
  Form Module- c
  Intensity Module - 5
  F.A.R. - 0
Purpose: Public areas in which public and semi-public facilities 
and uses are located, including without limitation, governmen-
tal and educational uses.

BR-1 - Business Regional 1
  Use Module - B5
  Form Module- f
  Intensity Module - 23
  F.A.R. - 2/1
Purpose: Business centers of the Boulder Valley, containing a 
wide range of retail and commercial operations, including the 
largest regional-scale businesses, which serve outlying resi-
dential development; and where the goals of the Boulder Urban 
Renewal Plan are implemented.

Folsom  
Existing Zoning
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IV.  Architectural Site 
Analysis

Folsom Site

Folsom  
Alternate 

Transportation
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

St. Julien Millennium Harvest

FOLSOM SITE GRANDVIEW SITE

Norlin LibraryFolsom StadiumIBS Building

“in the site”

“on the site”
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

Site Development Drivers
As part of testing each site for development potential, 
design drivers were identifi ed to help accurately 
understand capacity, scope and place-making 
potential. Reference the following section for graphical 
representations of site driver information.
Grandview - 
• Prominent site with a strong connection to that 

which is uniquely Boulder (The Hill, Pearl Street, 
CU) and all of the related amenities.

• Optimal access to multi-mode transit opportunities. 
Users will be able to take advantage of regional and 
local bus lines with a bus stop at the site. There is 
also a multi-lane bike and pedestrian path which 
helps connect the academic campus to downtown.

• Future consideration should be made for the 13th 
street pedestrian/bike corridor improvements 
which will engage Andrews Arboretum, which is 
located just north of the Grandview site

• Currently there exists a very strong, physical 
connection to the main part of 
campus. This connection will only be enhanced 
when the campus academic core grows to the 
north to occupy the other Grandview Terrace 
parcels. Overall, it is an easy and pleasant walk into 
campus.

• Koenig Alumni center is across University at the 
southeast corner of University Ave. and Broadway 
and will have immediate, synergistic benefi ts for 
conference/hotel users.

• Development on this site would stimulate adjacent 
development in the University Hill commercial 
district including potential future hotels to serve 
the conference center.

• The height on this prominent hill could be viewed 
as an asset or challenge. It would be an integrated 
yet prominent landmark building with great views 
of campus, downtown Boulder and the Flatirons but 
would most likely exceed the height restrictions set 
forth by the City of Boulder’s Land Use Regulations 
due to the extensive slope on the site. (See Zoning 
summary on page 15). 

• Development on this site would require structured 
parking, most likely below grade. (See Parking and 

Biking summary on page 52).
• Broadway is a very active circulation corridor. 

Efforts should be made to buffer noise from the 
hotel experience.

• Immediate adjacency to University academic 
buildings most likely would dictate a facade 
premium for development on this site. See cost 
drivers section VI.

• Future academic campus growth will be restricted 
with the development of the Center, so careful 
planning is needed to maximize potential academic 
building development.

Folsom - 
• Site offers good views to Folsom Field to the south 

and the mountains to the west.
• Proposed roads in the North of Boulder Creek 

Masterplan will set the main on site vehicular 
circulation to the west and south of the project site.

• The existing Del Sol Mexican Restaurant and 
Conoco Gas Station will partially obscure the 
development from the intersection of Arapahoe and 
Folsom, so the “front door” should be located on an 
adjacent facade away from the high traffi c zones.

• High traffi c volume / congestion along Arapahoe 
Avenue discourages any major entrances / exits 
fronting along this road.

• Main building access from Folsom Street is 
desirable to provide a more direct connection with 
campus.

• Creating a “Folsom Parkway” would help 
establish the Center as relating to the campus.

• No below grade development on this site should 
be pursued due to extensive fl ood concerns as 
previously discussed.

• Higher density should be developed toward the 
interior of the site to better relate the edges of the 
development with the lower density and scale of the 
surrounding neighborhoods and retail areas.

• Due to the separated nature of the site from the 
surrounding retail, the hotel restaurant will want to 
have a strong presence on the corner of Arapahoe 
and Folsom and to become a community amenity.

• Signifi cant landscape buffering should be 
developed to help make it more of a destination 
experience.
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

Preliminary massing studies were performed to test possible fi ts of 
the program to each site. However, graphic representations of building 
mass are not included as they are often misconstrued as architectural 
design and do not fully account for the full range of design and program 
solutions possible. Further, it is necessary to ensure that any eventual 
proposal is appropriate for its context and in keeping with the goals and 
constraints of each site. 

As a measure for compatibility and viability with program, both sites 
were analyzed with preliminary program test fi ts. The results are 
contained in the following pages.
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

Parking

Parking Levels P3 + P2 
-35’, -25’

Vertical Circulation

Grandview Test 
Fit Layout
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

Third Level  
+26’

Guestrooms

Vertical Circulation

Grandview Test 
Fit Layout

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis



Boulder Hotel/Conference Center       page  97

V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit

Garden court

Guestrooms

Conference Rooms

Pre Function

Lobby / FOH

Restaurant

Kitchen / Service/ 
BOH

Parking 

Vertical Circulation

Loading

Second Level  
+18’

Folsom Test Fit 
Layout

Attachment II - CU Hotel/Conference Center Comparative Analysis



Boulder Hotel/Conference Center       page  106

V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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V.  Architectural 
Program Test Fit
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VI.        Conceptual 
Statement 

of Probable 
Construction 

Costs

This sheet summarizes the key cost drivers for constructing the “Center” 
on each site and compares estimated costs variances. 

Analysis of Cost Driver 
Variance Between Sites:

Element Grandview Folsom Variance

Site Demolition / Preparation
Site Clearance $124,000 $144,000 ($20,000)
Earthwork / Erosion Control $2,234,000 $1,158,000 $1,076,000
Access Restrictions $354,000 0 $354,000
Groundwater Treatment $538,000 $269,000 $269,000
Abatement / Building Demo (Grandview) $470,000 0 $470,000
Flood Protection $0 $672,000 ($672,000)

Subtotal: $3,720,000 $2,243,000 $1,477,000

Site Improvements
Site Electrical $101,000 $134,000 ($33,000)
Site Electrical $283,000 $515,000 ($232,000)
Landscaping $362,000 $708,000 ($346,000)
Miscellaneous Site Improvements $113,000 $60,000 $53,000
Water Distribution $248,000 $323,000 ($75,000)
Sanitary Sewer $68,000 $63,000 $5,000
Storm Drainage $183,000 $331,000 ($148,000)

Subtotal: $1,358,000 $2,134,000 ($776,000)

Courtyard Costs (Elevated Vs. On Grade) 1,117,000 $621,000 $496,000

SUBTOTAL OF SITE COST DRIVER VARIANCE (GRANDVIEW TO FOLSOM) $1,197,000

Hotel
Premium for Connector Bridge $543,000
Façade Premium for Grandview Site $450,000

SUBTOTAL OF HOTEL COST DRIVER VARIANCE (GRANDVIEW TO FOLSOM) $993,000

Conference Center
Façade Premium for Grandview Site $100,000

SUBTOTAL OF CONFERENCE COST DRIVER VARIANCE (GRANDVIEW TO FOLSOM) $100,000
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VI.        Conceptual 
Statement 

of Probable 
Construction 

Costs

Note: This total does not refl ect the additional cost to replace the lost housing units which is estimated for 
the purposes of this study at $225/sf-$275/sf.

Parking
Foundations / Basement Excavation $2,091,000 $931,000 $1,160,000
Vertical Structure / Basement Walls $1,250,000 $688,000 $562,000
Floor and Roof Structures $2,704,000 $1,901,000 $803,000
Exterior Cladding $187,000 $335,000 ($148,000)
Roofing and Waterproofing $129,000 $34,000 $95,000
Interior Partitions, Doors, and Glazing $12,000 $16,000 ($4,000)
Floor, Wall, and Ceiling Finishes $59,000 $64,000 ($5,000)
Function Equipment and Specialties $17,000 $34,000 ($17,000)
Vertical Transportation $202,000 $246,000 ($44,000)
Plumbing Systems $400,000 $358,000 $42,000
Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning $320,000 $0 $320,000
Electrical Systems $1,804,000 $1,398,000 $406,000
Fire Protection Systems $349,000 $313,000 $36,000

Subtotal: $9,524,000 $6,318,000

SUBTOTAL OF PARKING COST DRIVER VARIANCE (GRANDVIEW TO FOLSOM) $3,206,000

OVERALL COST DRIVER VARIANCE (GRANDVIEW TO FOLSOM) $5,496,000

Additional Costs (Not Included in Contract)
Abatement / Building Demo (Folsom) 0 $6,316,000 ($6,316,000)
Land Value 0 $4,000,000 ($4,000,000)
Offsite Public Improvements $1,009,000 $2,768,000 ($1,759,000)

Grandview off-site:
• connection to 13th street bikeway/Boulder creek path, 
• enhance pedestrian connection across University Ave, 
• existing on-street parking will need to be replaced

Folsom off-site:
• above and below grade infrastructure for new roadways with 

detached sidewalks (includes new utility main lines)
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

FROM:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 

Tom Carr, City Attorney 

David Gehr, Deputy City Attorney 

Debra Kalish, Senior Assistant City Attorney 

Kathy Haddock, Senior Assistant City Attorney 

Bob Eichem, Chief Financial Officer 

Heather Bailey, Executive Director of Energy Strategy and Electric Utility 

Development 

David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability 

Maureen Rait, Executive Director of Public Works 

Jonathan Koehn, Regional Sustainability Coordinator 

Kelly Crandall, Energy Strategy Coordinator 

  Yael Gichon, Energy Sustainability Coordinator 

Sarah Huntley, Media Relations/Communications Manager 

Lisa Smith, Communication Specialist 

   

DATE:  January 27, 2015 

 

SUBJECT:  Study Session: Boulder’s Energy Future  

 

I. INTRODUCTION/PURPOSE  

 

Key objectives: 

 Update on the changing energy utility landscape 

 Provide a staff-level evaluation of the recent Xcel-Minneapolis franchise and 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and its relevance to Boulder 

 

QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL  

1. Are there questions or additional information about the changing electric industry and 

trends that council would like staff to provide/research? 

2. Does council have any questions or comments on staff’s research and analysis of the 

Xcel-Minneapolis franchise or Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)? 

 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

This study session is meant to provide City Council and the community with an update on 

electric industry legislative and regulatory trends, as well as a briefing on the City of 

Minneapolis–Xcel Energy (Xcel) agreement.  

 

As the city moves forward with forming a local electric utility, staff would like to continue to 

provide updates on issues facing the energy industry and current trends relevant to Boulder’s 

1

http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@communications/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-131844.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@communications/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-131849.pdf
https://bouldercolorado.gov/energy-future/energy-future-goals-and-objectives


 

 

Energy Future goals. Providing clean, affordable, reliable power is essential. However, we are 

also finding that changes in the industry are driving new economic opportunities.  Boulder is 

well positioned to benefit in this changing energy landscape, although much of what can be 

achieved can currently only occur through municipalization. 

 

The country is undergoing an evolution in the way it generates, delivers, and uses electricity. 

One of the major drivers is climate change, which is leading communities to reduce greenhouse 

gas (GHG) emissions. Another related driver is the destruction caused by natural disasters like 

Hurricane Sandy, which led New York to rethink how the state invests in energy infrastructure. 

A further aspect of this transformation is the impact technology is having on customer 

engagement and expectations of service. We are seeing non-traditional companies like Google 

and Tesla move into the energy services market through innovative technologies (Attachment 

A) that offer an enhanced customer experience and quality of life as well as more control over 

energy use. These new market entrants are stimulating innovation and the growth of an 

entrepreneurial energy services industry. Boulder, a city with more than 26 energy-related 

companies, would benefit from opportunities to showcase and apply innovative products and 

services. This was brought to the forefront when over 30 companies competed in the Boulder 

Energy Challenge for grants from the city to fund development of new ways to reduce the city’s 

carbon footprint. Descriptions of the 2014 Boulder Energy Challenge winners and projects are 

available online.   

 

The potential to change the utility business model is a conversation that is occurring across the 

country at the state and local level. This conversation aligns with the Boulder community’s 

Energy Future goals and thus the development of an electric utility of the future. The movement 

toward “the utility of the future” not only acknowledges the growth in renewable energy 

resources, but also the growth of localized generation options and customer-centric electric 

service.  

 

In general, practices that support the community’s goals can be divided into those that: reduce 

carbon emissions; improve and facilitate customers’ options to make choices about how they use 

energy; and facilitate enhanced reliability and resilience. A high-level analysis of Colorado’s 

legislative and regulatory environment compared to that of other states demonstrates that it is a 

policy leader in some categories and falling behind in others. A number of states are leading the 

way through comprehensive analysis of the utility business model, looking for opportunities to 

enhance customer choice, facilitate more renewable energy, and transform energy services and 

markets. As we look at these trends, it is clear that Colorado is missing an opportunity to provide 

leadership in GHG emission reductions, distributed generation, grid infrastructure improvements, 

customer engagement, and participation in the new energy economy. Staff has prepared a 

summary document (Attachment B), which provides useful information in helping council think 

about future local, state and national energy policy. Attachment B offers a snapshot of various 

state practices and policies. Council may wish to consider this information when updating the 

legislative agenda in February 2015. 

 

In addition to looking at legislative and regulatory trends, staff has been following various 

communities across the country in their efforts to achieve a new energy future.  Some of those 

2
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communities own and operate their own utility and have implemented innovative programs 

where customers have more control.  CPS Energy, a very large municipal utility has aggressively 

pursued renewable energy options and implemented technology to provide customers more 

control over their bills.  They leveraged innovation to create jobs and improve their energy based 

economy.  Another small utility in Easton, Maryland is using technology to simplify operations 

and enhance their customer experience.  Other cities are setting ambitious goals but do not 

control their utility, which poses challenges similar to Boulder’s.  

 

One such community, Minneapolis is a city with a vision similar to Boulder’s with respect to its 

energy future. They were also not happy with their current electricity provider, Xcel.  

Minneapolis began to explore forming their own utility and hired a consultant who considered 

four possible pathways to reach these goals: enhanced franchise agreements, city-utility 

partnerships, community choice aggregation (CCA) and municipalization.   Xcel, whose 

headquarters are in Minneapolis, took notice and worked with city staff on a compromise 

agreement.  The consultants recommended a combination of an enhanced franchise agreement 

and a city-utility partnership in the short-term, leaving municipalization as an option if things did 

not work out.  Staff has included a write up of what the agreement does and does not accomplish 

and explains why a similar agreement probably would not meet Boulder’s community goals 

 

As many in our community have emphasized, time is of the essence in addressing climate change 

but we are finding that this does not have to be at great expense. The country and the world are 

recognizing that changing a hundred year old business model can not only address climate 

change but also improve our quality of life and provide new economic opportunities. 

 

III. THE SHIFTING UTILITY LANDSCAPE  

 

In 2010, Boulder City Council adopted Energy Future goals that established the basis for 

defining and evaluating energy options using community input on values and a vision for clean 

energy. Not only do the values envision a low carbon future but one that connects a vibrant 

private sector market with individual customers to create a dynamic, clean energy economy. 

 

Since 2010, it has become increasingly clear that the existing energy system is undergoing a 

historic transition. Various innovations and challenges have begun to shift the local and global 

energy landscape, including the expanding use of distributed generation, the increasing 

frequency of extreme weather events, and emerging clean technologies that have the potential to 

remake our energy system. Efficiency, conservation, and local generation have begun to 

undercut utility revenue and rooftop solar is eroding electricity demand right at the source.  

 

Harnessing innovation and addressing Boulder’s challenges requires a flexible approach and an 

understanding that success takes time. Here in Boulder, and around the globe, there is a rapidly 

growing discussion about the “utility of the future” and the role of end-users. This energy system 

transformation has been guiding Boulder’s activities, including the alignment of the climate 

commitment and municipalization. 
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This means that the utility of the future cannot look like the utility of the past or present, but 

must take a new form to remain relevant in a democratized system. For example, the present 

regulatory system was designed with the assumption that customer energy usage is inelastic and 

that the most efficient system is one that is almost entirely dependent on large, central station 

power plants. Today, that is no longer the case. While central power plants and the transmission 

network are and will remain the vital backbone of our electric system, technology has 

significantly advanced and prices of distributed solutions are rapidly declining, enabling greater 

control and ownership opportunities for customers and communities. The energy utility of the 

next century will implement strategies to: 
 

 Improve energy affordability;  

 Provide a more resilient and flexible power grid; 

 Give customers more control over their energy use;  

 Significantly reduce energy consumption through efficiency and conservation; 

 Significantly reduce emissions through a switch from fossil fuels to renewable energy;  

 Increase grid efficiency via a two-way networked smart system that uses demand 

response, local generation and other local resources; 

 Increase grid flexibility to integrate large quantities of variable (distributed and utility-

‐scale) renewable energy; and,  

 Facilitate a coordinated energy plan that delivers electricity, heat, water, communication, 

land-use, and transportation systems. 

 

Under today’s regulations, not all of these can be pursued at a local level. For example, if a 

group of customers wanted to be served by a local generation resource, like a back up generator 

and be connected via a micro grid, to insure a higher level of reliability while minimizing cost, it 

would be prohibited under current regulation unless owned by the utility.  

 

In contrast to these regulatory restrictions, many utilities, regulators, communities and even 

customers across the US are beginning to adapt to the new energy paradigm. Boulder’s efforts 

have illustrated that in addition to providing reliable and affordable electricity to its customers, 

the utility of the future must be just one part of an energy system that is innovative, sustainable, 

and reliable. This evolution will take into account advances in energy technology and market 

changes, and will allow communities and individual customers a higher level of engagement and 

choice. Under a local electric utility, this might include more flexible options for customers to 

sell and receive power. 

 

The following graphic from the Institute for Local Self-reliance report: Beyond Utility 2.0 to 

Energy Democracy,
1
 illustrates the types of energy policies and technology that are likely to play 

a role in a 21
st
 century electricity system: 

 

                                                           
1
 Report can be found at: www.ilsr.org 
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Achieving some of these objectives may be best accomplished through progressive legislation or 

regulatory policy, while others may be better facilitated through technological advances 

implemented by the electric utility or the end user. Staff has continued to regularly review 

energy-related best practices and trends that are emerging at the state and local level that may 

prove a better alternative than municipalization.  

 

Several states have begun moves toward a new utility business model and their experiences are 

instructive. That said, each state has a different legal and regulatory regime that variously 

promotes and impedes practices relevant to achieving progressive energy goals. Attachment B 

provides a summary of legislative and regulatory initiatives, as well as Colorado’s ranking. 

 

In New York, for example, Public Service Commission commenced its Reforming the Energy 

Vision (REV) initiative
2
 to reform the state’s energy industry and regulatory practices. This 

initiative will lead to regulatory changes that promote more efficient use of energy, deeper 

penetration of renewable energy resources such as wind and solar, wider deployment of 

“distributed” energy resources, such as micro grids, on-site power supplies, and storage. It will 

also promote greater use of advanced energy management products to enhance demand elasticity  

                                                           
2
 http://energyplan.ny.gov/ 
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and efficiencies. These changes, in turn, will empower customers by allowing them more choice 

in how they manage and consume electric energy.  

 

The commission has identified six core policy outcomes relating to customer knowledge, market 

animation, system-wide efficiency, fuels and resource diversity, system reliability and resiliency, 

and carbon reduction. A staff report and proposal sets forth a vision for how to accomplish the 

commission’s objectives. The plan describes how customer-side resources can become a primary 

tool in the planning and operation of the utility system, which will improve system efficiency 

and enable the deployment of cleaner and more resilient technologies. The plan further discusses 

how reforms in the utility ratemaking process will be necessary, to provide the correct incentives 

for utilities and markets to develop a cleaner and more efficient electric system. 

 

In 2011, the Vermont
3
 Department of Public Service released its states Comprehensive Energy 

Plan (CEP). The CEP sets a path for Vermont to obtain 90 percent of the states total energy from 

renewable sources by 2050. The plan lays out a strategy to eliminate fossil fuels through 

enhanced energy efficiency and greater use of renewable sources for electricity, heating and 

transportation.  

 

In 2009, the Vermont legislature adopted a standard offer, or feed-in tarrif program, to encourage 

small scale renewable energy generation. The program provides 15 to 20 year contracts for 

power generation from biomass, wind, hydro, landfill and agricultural methane and solar energy.  

 
In addition to state action, several local governments and municipal utilities are aggressively 

pursuing carbon neutral status and adopting policies and strategies aimed at reducing their 

carbon footprint. Results are showing that having progressive policies is not at the customer’s 

expense; quite the contrary. The following are examples of some progressive local utilities with a 

customer focus that compliments the community’s desire to reduce carbon emissions. 

 

CPS Energy, of San Antonio, is the nation’s largest municipally owned energy utility providing 

both natural gas and electric service. CPS Energy serves more than 765,000 electric customers 

and 335,000 natural gas customers in and around the seventh-largest city in the nation. The 

utility serves customers in a 1,515-square-mile service area that includes part or all of more than 

eight counties.
4
  

 

The size of CPS Energy allows the utility to exert significant leverage in the market. A current 

initiative, called the “CPS Energy’s New Energy Economy (NEE)” is built on partnerships with 

companies that share the utility’s belief in clean energy, innovation and energy efficiency. 

Beginning in 2011, CPS Energy has worked with a number of partners to spur economic 

development while protecting the environment and helping customers use energy more wisely. 

Through the NEE, CPS Energy is investing in clean energy and innovative technologies like 

solar power, LED lighting, clean coal and smart grid infrastructure. The utility reports that many  

 

                                                           
3
 http://publicservice.vermont.gov/publications/energy_plan/2011_plan 

4
 Retrieved Jan. 19, 2015. CPS Energy. “Who We Are”. 

http://www.cpsenergy.com/About_CPS_Energy/Who_We_Are/index.asp 
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partners have chosen to locate corporate offices and manufacturing facilities in San Antonio.  

CPS Clean Energy lists impressive measurable outcomes, which are available online. 

 

A specific example of a customer-facing aspect of CPS Energy is the Home Manager program, 

which combines technology and customer control to reduce energy use. Home Manager manages 

power to the most energy-consuming appliance in a customer’s home, such as air conditiong, 

heating (HVAC), electric water heaters, and pool pumps. The customer can then control energy 

consumption to those appliances and reduce the amount of energy used each month. This helps 

the customer understand and decrease their energy costs, and helps CPS Energy reduce 

operational costs and delay or prevent construction of new power plants.
5
 

 

Easton Utilities in Maryland, which serves more than 10,000 electric customers, has improved its 

overall utility efficiency and customer service through technology solutions. Its customer-facing 

technology allows customers access to their accounts online or via a smart phone e app. 

Customers can manage their account, pay their bills online, enter a service request, enter an 

outage, view their consumption graphs, request paperless billing and schedule recurring 

payments. The company has a plethora of notification options and mediums. It can notify 

customers when their bill is ready, their recurring ACH or CC has been executed, or their outage 

has been restored via email or text message. It also can integrate with AMI systems via 

MultiSpeak, a non-proprietary software platform The MultiSpeak specification helps vendors 

and utilities develop interfaces so that software products from different suppliers can interoperate 

without requiring the development of extensive custom interfaces. Easton’s IT systems are built 

on the Microsoft SharePoint platform so changes and enhancements can be made inexpensively 

and quickly to keep up with its customers’ ever-changing needs. 

 

Many utilities are also reinventing themselves as an “energy service provider” and smart 

integrator rather than the traditional utility role.  One good example of this transition is 

Chattanooga, Tennessee, and their municipally-owned utility EPB. Chattanooga’s utility is one 

of the largest publicly-owned providers of electric power in the country. It serves more than 

169,000 residents in a 600 square-mile area that includes greater Chattanooga, as well as parts of 

surrounding counties.  EPB was one of the first community-owned utilities to install a 100 

percent fiber-optic network, which uses the fiber optic network for Smart Grid applications, in 

addition to the triple-play media services (i.e., high speed Internet, video and telephone) EPB 

already provides. 

Both the grid and communications benefits of a 100 percent fiber optic infrastructure is paying 

off by attracting new business, like Volkswagen’s new North American manufacturing 

headquarters and an Amazon distribution plant.  Chattanooga will also be a test bed for Electric 

Vehicles (EV), with the network providing the means through which 300 street-side charging 

stations will be monitored. During peak conditions, EPB can avoid overloading transformers by 

defering charging until the evening. On the other hand, the network can be used to measure how 

much power is being withdrawn from EV batteries if EPB needs to access energy stored in car 

batteries. 

                                                           
5
 Retrieved Jan. 19, 2015. CPS Energy website. “Home Manager.” http://www.cpsenergysavers.com/start-

saving/demand-response-programs/home-manager 
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While discussion about grid benefits centers on how homeowners can better manage 

consumption and mitigate cost, EPB sees local industries as having the most to gain. Access to 

reliable, low cost power is essential. The wireless network provides many advanced grid features 

and cost savings:  

 Helps industrial customers become more efficient; Time Of Use pricing expected to 

result in savings of $2.3 million a year for 22 manufacturers involved in time-of-use rate 

pilot 

 Smart sensors minimized the spread of electricity outages, saving 5 million customer  

minutes (30 min. per customer) from mid--‐2011 through mid--‐2012  

 Some business customers are able to forgo redundant electric feeds because of high 

reliability  

 Smart meters let the utlity know when outages have been resolved, saving 680 man hours

 in just two weather events   

 The utility is able to notify customers about spikes in their own energy demand   

 The grid is likely to provide the city $300 million in economic benefits over 10 years 

 

The utility has invited local entrepreneurs to access the enormous amount of (anonymized) data 

collected on Chatanooga’s grid, including “a range of voltage, power quality and asset health  

information. By engaging the local business community in creative problem solving, the 

community is able to help develop ways to make the grid more efficient and effective for 

customers. 

 

The above examples are just a few examples of the rapidly shifting business model that is 

allowing electric utilities to accommodate the transition to new technologies and a system that is 

efficient, low carbon and flexible.  They provide good illustrations of the types of systems, 

programs and strategies that could be implemented in Boulder sometime in the future.  

 

Evaluation of Xcel – Minneapolis MOU:  
 

Last August, Minneapolis announced that it had entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) with its electricity provider, Xcel, and its natural gas provider, Center Point Energy, for 

the purpose of helping the city reach its Climate Action Plan goals. It simultaneously signed an 

“enhanced franchise agreement” with Xcel. Staff has received questions regarding the content of  

the MOU and questions wondering whether Boulder might also be able to reach an agreement 

with Xcel in lieu of continuing to move towards municipalization. This portion of the memo will 

review the key points of both the Xcel/Minneapolis franchise agreement and the MOU creating 

the Clean Energy Partnership and will briefly discuss the differences between Boulder’s and 

Minneapolis’s circumstances. 

 

In 2013, Minneapolis engaged outside consultants to evaluate its options for reaching its energy 

goals, which are very similar to Boulder’s.
6
 Minneapolis seeks to reduce greenhouse gas 

                                                           
6
 See Minneapolis Energy Pathways, A Framework for Local Energy Action, February 2014, prepared by the Center 

for Energy and Environment, McGrann Shea Carnival Straughn & Lamb, Chartered and CR Planning. 
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emissions by 15 percent by 2015, 30 percent by 2025 and 80 percent by 2050, all from a 2006 

baseline. It also wishes to increase electricity from local and renewable energy sources, 

significantly increase energy efficiency improvements in all sectors, advance equity in 

infrastructure and environmental benefits and assess and build the resilience of energy 

infrastructure in the city. The consultants considered four possible pathways to reach these goals: 

enhanced franchise agreements, city-utility partnerships, community choice aggregation (CCA) 

and municipalization.  

 

In their evaluation, the consultants determined that as local control increases, so does the time 

and expense involved. For example, the consultants estimated that the cost of municipalization, 

the pathway that offered the greatest degree of local control, could be in the $440 million to $833 

million range. This range is significantly below Xcel’s estimate of $3.2 billion. The cost of 

municipalization is higher in Minneapolis because the state statute governing condemnation 

permits recovery of lost income (which case law has limited to 10 years) and due to the very high 

cost of integration. Boulder, unlike Minneapolis is isolated from surrounding communities and 

this allows for a more straightforward and efficient interconnection.  

 

As a result, the consultants recommended a combination of an enhanced franchise agreement and 

a city-utility partnership in the short-term, but encouraged Minneapolis to continue its efforts at 

the Minnesota PUC and the state legislature (regarding CCA and revisions to state statutes 

regarding the cost of municipalization), and to continue to look into municipalization. 

 

The Enhanced Franchise Agreement 

 

The Minneapolis enhanced franchise agreement is similar to the franchise agreement Boulder 

staff negotiated with Xcel in 2011. It focuses primarily on the utility’s use of city streets, but 

adds provisions regarding annual reporting on reliability and requires the utility to work with the 

city in planning distribution infrastructure (to avoid situations like resurfacing a street, only to 

have it torn up just months later for utility work) and sharing data. These provisions have been in 

Colorado franchise agreements for decades, but were not common in Minnesota. Further, unlike 

other franchise agreements, this is a ten year agreement, with the option to renew for two five-

year extension periods. 

 

The Memorandum of Understanding, Clean Energy Partnership 

 

The purpose of the MOU, which is a three-way agreement between Minneapolis, Xcel and 

Center Point Energy, is to facilitate the pursuit of the city’s energy goals. It establishes that the 

parties intend to “jointly and cooperatively study, prioritize, plan, coordinate, implement as 

reasonably possible and permitted,
7
 market, track, and report progress on clean energy activities 

in the city in support of the City’s Plan and 2040 Energy Vision (the “Work”).” It establishes a 

Board, consisting of senior officials of Xcel, elected officials and the City Coordinator and 

                                                           
7
 “The Parties recognize that future action taken by Xcel to support the city’s energy goals may be subject to state 

regulatory utility requirements in Minn. Stat. Chapters 216B, 216C and other applicable laws and regulations.” 
“The parties agree to cooperatively work together to seek necessary approvals or regulatory changes to facilitate 
such regulatory approvals.” MOU, Sec. 6. 

9



 

 

representatives from Center Point. The Board is charged with developing a biennial Work Plan 

that details the deliverables for that two-year period. The Board must meet at least quarterly. The 

parties commit in the MOU to providing staff and resources appropriate to complete the work. 
8
 

There will also be opportunities for community members to serve as advisors and to provide 

information and materials to the Board in the form of a standing advisory committee and ad hoc 

advisory committees established in the Board’s discretion. 

 

The MOU terminates automatically upon the termination or expiration of a city franchise with 

Xcel and may be terminated by either party upon sixty days written notice to the other Parties. 

However, the termination of the agreement does not effect a termination of the franchise 

agreement. 

 

Finally, the MOU provides that program costs and customer incentives offered to Xcel customers 

in Minneapolis that extend beyond the scope of programs offered to all Xcel customers as 

approved by the Minnesota PUC are the responsibility of Minneapolis. 

 

Would Such an Agreement Work for Boulder? 

 

In many ways, the Minneapolis MOU is similar to the concepts included in the “side agreement” 

that staff negotiated as part of the franchise discussions with Xcel in 2011, the 2012 “White 

Paper” published by Boulder to try to jump start negotiations with Xcel, and the final report of 

the 2013 City of Boulder/Xcel Partnership Working Group. In each, the focus is (or was) the 

enhancement of current Xcel products and services. In the 2011 side agreement, Xcel had agreed 

to meet with the city quarterly to discuss how to more effectively use SmartGrid City. In the 

Partnership Working Group, Xcel’s focus was not on a new partnership with the city, but rather 

in explaining its current products and services to working group members. While Xcel floated a 

few new ideas, no details were ever provided. 

Like Boulder, Minneapolis is contemplating real change to the distribution grid with a focus on 

local control, distributed renewable energy and a decrease in consumption. Unlike Boulder, 

Minneapolis is the largest city in its state and it has the highest percentage of electricity use with 

the Xcel Minnesota service territory (13 percent compared with Boulder’s 4 percent). Further, 

the Xcel corporate headquarters are located in the city. Consequently, Xcel has a stronger 

financial incentive to work with Minneapolis and the city may have the ability to make its 

agreements with Xcel work. 

Boulder and Xcel have each made settlement proposals to the other over the course of the past 

four years and the city remains open to further settlement discussions. However, in order for 

Boulder to agree to an arrangement similar to the Minneapolis MOU, staff recommends that any 

such agreement include both metrics by which to judge whether the city’s goals are being met 

and more enforcement “teeth.”  
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Minneapolis may intend to use a portion of its franchise fees from Xcel to fund the Work. 
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Next Steps: 

 

 Staff will continue to evaluate all options that have the potential of moving Boulder 

closer to its energy goals.  
 

 Not all of the options referenced in this memo are possible in Boulder or Colorado, 

however staff, at the direction of council, will support any legislative and regulatory 

measures that will facilitate increased customer choice and flexibility with respect to 

power supply and services. 
 

 Staff will continue to investigate new developments and determine whether they 

represent a better path than municipalization. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS  

A. Articles Related to Google’s and Tesla’s Innovative Energy Technologies  

B. Colorado’s Energy Policy & Regulation Relative to Progressive Policy Trendss  
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GOOGLE 

 

Is Google becoming an energy company? 

By Davide Savenije | January 23, 2014   

Google's $3.2 billion acquisition of smart home startup Nest was the search-engine giant's most 

visible foray into the energy space, but it was far from the first. Google has invested over $1 

billion in renewable power plants over years and appears poised to be a major player in the 

energy sector for years to come. 

Let's take a closer look at Google's strategy and whether it is, in fact, becoming an energy 

company: 

A brief history of Google, an energy company 

With its power-sucking data centers, Google is one of the world's single largest energy 

consumers. In 2011, the company consumed 2.7 million megawatt-hours of electricity—roughly 

the equivalent consumption of Austin, Texas. While this may be why Google started to invest in 

energy—as a means to offset its use—the company has since broadened its scope.  

Here's an interactive timeline of the company's energy investments. Click through it to dive 

deeper into Google's forays into the energy space: 

Here's the lowdown: Google has invested over $1 billion in over 2 GW of wind and solar power 

plants. And that's not taking into account the numerous power purchase agreements it has entered 

into in an effort to offset emissions from its data centers. 

"Slowly but surely, Google has become a major player in U.S. solar project finance, and one of 

the few corporate investors to have made significant, repeated investments in solar projects and 

portfolios. Google is likely also the only corporate investor outside the energy sector to have 

played in both the utility-scale market and the distributed generation market," Shayle Kann, vice 

president of GTM Research, said following Google's announcement in November that it would 

invest $80 million in six solar power plants. 

Before the Nest acquisition, Google was already viewed as an emerging force in the energy 

space. After the deal hit headlines, it was another story. 

The once and future energy company? 

In the energy value chain of the last 100 years, power traveled one way only. 

"Generators make the power in power plants, high-voltage lines transmit the power to 

substations in your neighborhood, and the small wires and equipment on the poles leading to 

your home or office are the distribution system," Peter Fox-Penner writes in "Smart Power: 

Climate Change, the Smart Grid, and the Future of Electric Utilities." 
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Credit: IBM Institute for Business Value 

  

The entire traditional electricity value chain takes place behind the meter. Consumers largely 

interact with their utility when they turn their lights on and when they open their utility bill. 

Consumers typically have little-to-no awareness of how they get their energy. For many years, 

the prevailing line of thought was that the less the customer thinks about the utility, the better.  

But that's changing. Information technology and distributed energy resources are disrupting the 

traditional one-way energy value chain—and bringing energy out from behind the meter. 

 

As the shift to a decentralized grid takes hold, it's possible that the companies that manage 

consumers' interaction with the power grid and vice-versa will become the energy companies of 

the future.  

When asked who NRG Energy’s competitors will be in the future, CEO David Crane put it rather 

subtly: "If you ask me who I worry about beating us, I give very little thought to the traditional 

power companies, the utilities." 

"One of the changes we’re talking about when you’re talking about balancing everyone’s power 

systems in their house is that it basically becomes an information technology-based industry," 

Crane explained to The Atlantic. "Of the big four companies that will inherit the Earth—

Facebook, Google, Apple, and Amazon—the one that has shown the most interest in this space is 

Google." 

Google aims to empower consumers with control of their energy use, which can then be 

leveraged to provide power and information back to the grid. Individually, that value is minimal; 

collectively, it is powerful. 
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Back in 2008, Google CEO Eric Schmidt said he "could imagine a smart garage where I would 

plug in my car and the computer handles it. I could even make money by cost shifting." 

"It sure sounds to me like a problem for the Internet and personal computers," he added. "It's the 

largest opportunity I could possibly imagine." 

With its big data kung-fu and seemingly endless reserves of capital, Google appears perfectly 

positioned to sell energy as a service to consumers. All the signs are there: Nest's smart home 

hardware, EnergySense's energy management software, and Android's customer-facing touch 

point for the home. 

In the race for the smart home alone, Google's $3.2 billion investment says a lot. It's not too 

crazy to think the commercialization of energy is next. 

 What Google means for utilities 

Google's entry into the energy business exposes the ongoing shift in the electric utility sector. 

Utilities face key questions as to whether and how they want to evolve their business models 

moving forward. There are two distinct approaches, as well as some in between. 

There's the Smart Integrator utility model. Essentially, the Smart Integrator utility is the 

regulated operator of the electric transmission and distribution systems only, with strong 

regulatory incentives for energy efficiency.  

Here's a slide drawn up by Peter-Fox Penner of the Brattle Group: 
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The Smart Integrator model is not much of a growth opportunity for utilities. This would be a 

stable, if static, role. 

On the other hand, there's the Energy Service model. 

Like the Smart Integrator, this type of utility would play the role of transmission and distribution 

network operator. But in this scenario, the utility's mission would be to provide the lowest cost 

(or high quality) energy services such as rooftop solar systems and energy efficiency platforms. 

Here is another slide from Fox-Penner: 

 

  

Credit: Peter Fox-Penner, The Brattle Group 

But the Energy Service model is not without its pitfalls. New business models are inherently 

risky, and utilities are typically risk-averse, slow-moving entities. The Energy Service model is 

not a natural fit for today's electric utilities, but it does represent the greatest growth 

opportunities. 

Following the Google-Nest news, I spoke to Adrian Tuck, CEO of energy management software 

startup Tendril. “I think utilities have to make a choice. There’s really two paths they can go: this 

constant stick to my path of continuing do the very real and hard work of managing generation, 

transmission and distribution," he said. "The other path is: lean in and make a play to build a 

customer-centric business that’s going to in some cases partner, in other cases compete with 

people who are going after the home energy space." 

Utilities "cannot treat this as an isolated incident. This is one of a number of significant 

syndicates that will form and are going after some combination of the home and energy," Tuck 
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observed. "Last-mile telco companies," for example, and solar companies "with ambitions to 

become a new kind of utility" are just some of the players vying for opportunities in this 

emerging space. 

Whether or not Google succeeds in bringing energy out from behind the meter, the 

commercialization of energy is a big opportunity. Some utilities will remain in the reliable 

operator role; others will adapt to the new landscape and generate new business models to 

capitalize on it. Without question, the power sector is undergoing radical transformation. Google 

is just one of the first and biggest to plant its multi-billion dollar flag, and it is doing so at the 

intersection of the power grid, the consumer and the Internet. It's up to utilities to decide whether 

that's a threat or an opportunity. 
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TESLA 

2013: SolarCity turns to Tesla for batteries to soak up solar power 

By Jonathan Fahey Associated Press Posted: 12/05/2013 

 

NEW YORK -- The solar panel installer SolarCity is beginning to address one of solar power's 

big drawbacks: The sun doesn't always shine.  

The solution: big battery packs that will provide backup power while lowering electric bills. The 

supplier: electric car maker Tesla Motors (TSLA), whose CEO Elon Musk is also the chairman 

of SolarCity.  

"Our goal is to be an energy provider, to provide all energy services," SolarCity CEO Lyndon 

Rive said.  

The batteries will be offered first to commercial customers because of the way many commercial 

electric bills are calculated. San Mateo-based SolarCity is also conducting a pilot program in 

California for homeowners, but because residential bills are calculated differently -- and the 

batteries are so expensive -- it could be years before batteries make financial sense for homes.  

"We know this is a long-term problem, so we are investing in it now," Rive said.  
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SolarCity shares rose $2.83, or 5.4 percent, to $55 in trading before the opening bell.  

For power-hungry businesses battery backup can make financial sense even now. Many 

businesses are charged not just for the amount of electricity they use over a certain period, but 

also for the level of electricity they need from the grid at any one time. Think of a car owner 

paying for gasoline to run the engine, but also for the amount of horsepower needed when the car 

is loaded with people and climbing a steep hill.  

Often, those horsepower charges, known in the electric industry as "demand charges" ratchet up 

quickly.  

SolarCity's solar panels can lower those demand peaks when the sun is shining. SolarCity's 

battery packs will make sure those peaks stay low when the sun is not shining or the customer 

needs a little extra juice. The company says the battery systems will lower demand charges by 20 

percent.  

A secondary benefit: If power goes out, the battery will be able to run critical systems for several 

hours -- or for several days if it is sunny enough for the battery to recharge with solar electricity 

during the day.  

For traditional electric utilities already struggling with weak electricity sales, this represents yet 

another threat. Efficiency programs and more advanced appliances are already helping customers 

lower their energy use, and solar panels and other power sources are helping customers generate 

their own power. Now commercial customers may have a way to reduce demand charges, too.  

Other companies offer similar programs to businesses, whether they have solar or not, like Stem, 

based in Millbrae, Calif. The company this week announced an investment from General Electric 

and the Spanish renewable energy company Iberdrola.  

The batteries offered by SolarCity are the same lithium-ion ones that power Tesla's electric 

vehicles, reconfigured for stationary use. SolarCity's chairman is Elon Musk, founder and CEO 

of Palo Alto-based Tesla Motors. Musk is a cousin of the founders of SolarCity, CEO Lyndon 

Rive and chief technology officer Peter Rive.  

Two Tesla vehicles have caught fire in recent weeks after road debris punctured battery packs. 

The Tesla batteries for solar backup will be enclosed in steel cases -- and they won't be traveling 

down littered highways at 65 miles per hour. "The battery is extremely safe," Rive said.  

The battery systems are also extremely expensive. SolarCity won't say exactly how expensive, 

but industry insiders put the cost at near $1,000 per kilowatt-hour, which would make typical 

commercial system well over $100,000.  

SolarCity won't charge customers for the battery, but will instead offer it as a service for a 

monthly fee. They will be offered first in markets with high demand charges, such as parts of 
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California, Massachusetts and Connecticut.  

A home battery pack would cost in the range of $25,000 -- about as much as the solar panel 

system itself. And because homeowners don't pay demand charges there isn't an economic way -- 

yet -- for the battery to recoup that cost. That could change if battery prices fall sharply, but they 

have remained stubbornly high despite years of research and development 
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Many states are showing leadership in implementing policies and regulations designed to transform energy markets in support of 
goals like carbon reduction, efficiency, affordability, and customer choice. Colorado both leads the way and shows areas for 
improvement. This fact sheet summarizes Colorado’s performance across several policy indicators and lists some states that are 
leading the way in moving toward an “electric utility of the future.” This summary provides some insight into opportunities where 
Colorado could be a leader. 
 

Reducing Carbon Emissions 
 

How much renewable energy does Colorado 
generate?1 
 

Primary Electricity Generation Source: Coal 
Percent of Electricity Generated by Renewables: 16.6% 
National Rank, Renewable Generation in MWh: 15th 
National Rank, Wind Generation in MWh: 9th 
National Rank, Solar Generation in MWh: 8th 

 
Colorado is one of 30 states (including D.C.) that has a 
mandatory renewable portfolio standard (RPS). Investor-
owned utilities must generate 30% of the electricity they sell 
from renewable energy by 2020. However, Colorado is one of 
the 13 states that allow utilities to achieve compliance by 
receiving “extra credit” for certain types of renewable energy 
systems—meaning that the RPS policy could lead to less than 
30% actual renewable energy generated. 

 
Top 10 U.S. States for Installed Wind Capacity (MW):  

 
 
Top 10 U.S. States for Installed Solar Capacity (MW): 

 
 

Generation data for calendar year 2013; Capacity data as of Dec. 2013 

 

How energy-efficient is Colorado?2 

ACEEE ranked Colorado 13th in the country in 2014 for 
energy efficiency performance. States that ranked higher 
than Colorado include Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
Connecticut, and Washington.  

 

1 Massachusetts Notable State Achievements: 
 

MA, RI: Statutes require utilities to 
make acquiring all cost-effective 
energy efficiency measures a 
higher priority than using other 
resources. 
 

CT, WA: Statutes require utilities 
to pursue all available energy 
efficiency and demand reduction 
resources that are cost-effective, 
reliable, and feasible. 

2 California 
3 Oregon 
4 Rhode Island 
5 Vermont 
6 Connecticut 
7 New York 
8 Washington 
9 Maryland 

10 Minnesota 
11 Illinois 
12 Michigan 
13 Colorado 

 

Can I have solar on my roof?3 
Yes, Colorado is one of 44 states that allow customers to 
net meter rooftop solar up to a certain level of production. 
Colorado is ranked #1 in net metering nationally according 
to the Freeing the Grid 2014 report, although it is ranked 
#19 for interconnection standards—the ease with which 
solar can be connected onto the grid. The Solar Energy 
Industries Association ranked Colorado 10th nationally in 
solar capacity installed in 2013. However, changes have 
been proposed to net metering policy at the Colorado 
Public Utilities Commission that may negatively impact 
rooftop solar going forward. 
 

Does Colorado have a state plan to 
reduce carbon emissions?4 
Nearly 40 states, including Colorado, have in place a climate 
action plan to address climate change. Colorado’s was 
enacted in 2007. However, 14 states have in place 
greenhouse gas (GHG) performance standards for power 
plants or cap-and-trade programs, which are not included in 
Colorado’s climate action plan—California, New York, 
Oregon, and Washington have enacted mandatory GHG 
emissions standards that impose enforceable limits on 
certain electricity generating units. 
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Customer Choice & Control 
 

Can I choose my electric provider?5 
No, Colorado customers cannot select their electric provider, 
at a retail or a wholesale level. 15 states are “deregulated” to 
varying degrees, in that customers can choose from whom 
they purchase power. 
 

Can my community purchase green power 
on my behalf?6 
No, Colorado does not allow “community choice 
aggregation” (CCA), which provides the ability for cities and 
counties to select alternative power supplies on behalf of 
their residents and businesses. CCA is allowed in 
Massachusetts, Ohio, California, New Jersey, Rhode Island, 
and Illinois. 
 

Can I obtain useful energy data?7 
Colorado has rules that allow customers to access their own 
electricity data and transfer it to third parties. Some utilities 
have voluntarily committed to provide data in Green Button 
format. However, Colorado’s rules do not yet meet best 
practices for data access, as they currently limit the ability of 
building owners to track and improve energy performance 
and local governments to implement energy programs. 
 

Can I opt into a rate that rewards me for 
managing my energy use?8 
Utilities in Colorado have offered some time-of-use pilot 
programs that can reward customers for changing the timing 
of their electricity use to help reduce peaks in demand. There 
are also some limited residential and commercial demand 
response offerings. 

 

Reliability & Resilience 
 

Does Colorado have a “smart grid”?9 
The GridWise Alliance and the Smart Grid Policy Center 
ranked Colorado 32nd in the country in grid modernization, 
which they measured based on deploying smart grid 
technologies, enabling customer engagement, and providing 
state support. They measured customer engagement in part 
by whether utilities installed technologies and capabilities 
that enable customers to choose different rates or 
incentives, or obtain better information about their electric 
usage. Education and communication were also factors. 
 
 

 

 

Energy Market Transformation: 
States Are Leading the Way to the 

“Utility of the Future”10 
 

 
New York is exploring how to transition its energy 
industry to facilitate more renewable energy, wider 
deployment of distributed energy, and greater 
customer empowerment through their “Reforming 
the Energy Vision” Initiative. 
 
Maryland is considering how to redesign the “utility 
of the future” to invest in grid resilience and meet 
changing customer needs through “Utility 2.0.” 

 

Hawaii is requiring state utilities to address 
renewable energy integration challenges through  
four major decisions. 
 
Massachusetts lawmakers considered, but did not 
pass, a “minimum bill” proposal that would have 
created a variation to net metering. 
 
Minnesota allows utilities to provide customers 
with access to a “value of solar” tariff, although so 
far, no utilities have elected to offer it. 
 
Illinois is allowing utilities to test performance-
based ratemaking to incentivize smart grid 
investments. 
 
In 2013, California set a target that investor-owned 
utilities install 1.3 GW of energy storage by 2020. 
Governor Jerry Brown recently proposed increasing 
the state’s RPS to 50% by 2030. 

 

Additional City Policy Research 
 

• Exploring Alternative Opportunities for Reaching 
Boulder’s Energy Future Goals (2012) 

• Att. E, Qualitative Analysis and Progressive Electric 
Utility Practices (2013) 

 

Contact 
 

City of Boulder Energy Future Project 
www.BoulderEnergyFuture.com 

(303) 441-3274 
energyfuture@bouldercolorado.gov 
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Sources 
 

1 Renewable Energy: 

• Energy Information Administration (EIA), Electric Power Monthly with Data for December 2013 (Feb. 2014), 
http://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/current_year/february2014.pdf. Tables referenced include YTD 2013 data: 1.6.B, 1.13.B, 1.14.B, 
1.17.B, 1.18.B, 1.19.B, 1.20.B. Total renewables include wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, and conventional hydroelectric electric 
generation for electric utilities and independent power producers. 

• Department of Energy WINDExchange, Installed Wind Capacity, 2013 Year End Wind Power Capacity, 
http://apps2.eere.energy.gov/wind/windexchange/wind_installed_capacity.asp (last visited Jan. 2015). 

• Environment America Research & Policy Center, Lighting the Way: The Top Ten States That Helped Drive America’s Solar Energy Boom in 
2013 (2014), http://environmentamericacenter.org/sites/environment/files/reports/EA_Lightingtheway_scrn.pdf. Reference is to 
Appendix A: Solar Energy Adoption in the States. 

• Solar Energy Industries Association, 2013 Top 10 Solar States (2014), http://www.seia.org/research-resources/2013-top-10-solar-states 
(last visited Jan. 2015). 

• Database of State Incentives for Renewables & Efficiency [DSIRE], Renewable Portfolio Standard Policies (Sept. 2014), 
http://www.dsireusa.org/documents/summarymaps/RPS_map.pdf. 

• DSIRE, Current RPS Data (updated Apr. 2013), http://www.dsireusa.org/rpsdata/index.cfm. 
2 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy [ACEEE], The State Energy Efficiency Scorecard 2014 (Oct. 2014), http://www.aceee.org/state-

policy/scorecard. 

3 Interstate Renewable Energy Council & Vote Solar, Freeing The Grid 2014: Best Practices in State Net Metering Policies and Interconnection 
Procedures (Nov. 2014), http://freeingthegrid.org/#download-ftg/. 

4 Center for Climate and Energy Solutions [C2ES], All State Initiatives (Feb. 2014), http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/all-state-initiatives-feb-
2014.pdf; C2ES, Standards and Caps for Electricity GHG Emissions, http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/electricity-emissions-
caps (last visited Jan. 2015). 

5 EIA, Status of Electricity Restructuring by State (Sept. 2010), http://www.eia.gov/electricity/policies/restructuring/restructure_elect.html. 
6 Local Energy Aggregation Network [LEAN US], CCA Across the Country (Oct. 2014), http://www.leanenergyus.org/cca-by-state/. 
7 OpenEI, Utility Data Access Map, http://en.openei.org/wiki/OpenEI:Utility_data_access_map (last visited Dec. 2014); ACEEE, Best Practices for 

Working with Utilities to Improve Access to Energy Usage Data (June 2014), http://www.aceee.org/files/pdf/toolkit/utility-data-access.pdf. 
8 EnerNOC, Inc., SmartGridCityTM Pricing Pilot: Impact Evaluation Results, 2011-2013 (2013), 

https://www.dora.state.co.us/pls/efi/efi.show_document?p_dms_document_id=280214&p_session_id=. 
9 GridWise Alliance and Smart Grid Policy Center [SGPC], 2014 Grid Modernization Index (Nov. 2014), http://www.gridwise.org/. 
10 Energy Market Transformation—“Utility of the Future” States: 

• New York: New York State Public Service Commission [NYPSC], 14-M-0101: Reforming the Energy Vision (REV), last updated Dec. 2014, 
http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All/26BE8A93967E604785257CC40066B91A?OpenDocument.  

• Maryland: Energy Future Coalition [EFC], Piloting the Future for Maryland’s Electric Utilities and Their Customers, Mar. 2013, 
http://cleanenergytransmission.org/uploads/Utility%202-0%20Pilot%20Project-reduced.pdf. 

• Hawaii: Hawaii Public Utilities Commission, PUC Orders Action Plans to Achieve State’s Energy Goals, Apr. 2014, 
http://puc.hawaii.gov/news-release/puc-orders-action-plans-to-achieve-states-energy-goals/. 

• Massachusetts: Greentech Media, Why a Minimum Bill May Be a Solution to Net Metering Battles, Jul. 2014, 
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/why-the-massachusetts-net-metering-compromise-could-be-a-model-for-other-st.; The 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Bill H.4185: An Act relative to net metering and solar power. 
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/188/House/H4185. 

• Minnesota: Minnesota Department of Commerce, Value of Solar Tariff Methodology, last visited Dec. 2014, 
http://mn.gov/commerce/energy/topics/resources/energy-legislation-initiatives/value-of-solar-tariff-methodology%20.jsp. 

• Illinois: Patty Durand, Smart Grid Consumer Collaborative [SGCC], IEEE Smart Grid, Delivering Customer Value by Using Performance 
Metrics, Aug. 2013, http://smartgrid.ieee.org/august-2013/950-delivering-customer-value-by-using-performance-metrics. 

• California: California Public Utilities Commission, Energy Storage, last visited Dec. 2014, 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/electric/storage.htm; Edmund G. Brown Jr. Inaugural Address Remarks as Prepared, Jan. 5, 2015, 
http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18828. 
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