
 
                   

TO:  Members of Council 

FROM: Mary Moline, City Clerk’s Office 

DATE:  May 5, 2015 

SUBJECT: Information Packet 

 

 

1. CALL UPS 

 

A. Planning Board denial of a Site Review for a Height Modification only, application 

LUR2014-00090, to construct a 1,146 square foot addition to an existing single family 

home at 2030 Vassar St. in the RL-1 zone district at a height of 39’5” where 35’ is the 

maximum principal building height allowed by the zone district standards. 
 

2. INFORMATION ITEMS 

None 

 

3.  BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

 

A. Human Relations Commission, April 20, 2015 

 

B. Open Space Board of Trustees, April 8, 2015 

 

C. Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, March 23, 2015 

 

D. Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, February 23, 2015 

 

E. Transportation Advisory Board, March 9, 2015 

 

F. Water Resources Advisory Board, February 23, 2015 

 

4. DECLARATIONS 

 

A. Gamm’s Donation and Support of the Arts 

 

B. Historic Preservation Month 

 

C. Mayor’s Challenge for Safer People, Safer Streets 

 

 

 



 
 

INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 

      Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Community Planning + Sustainability 
 Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
 Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I  
 
Date:   May 5, 2015 
 
Subject:  Call-Up Item:  Planning Board denial of a Site Review for a Height Modification only, 
application LUR2014-00090, to construct a 1,146 square foot addition to an existing single family 
home at 2030 Vassar St. in the RL-1 zone district at a height of 39’5” where 35’ is the maximum 
principal building height allowed by the zone district standards. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
On April 2, 2015, the Planning Board held a quasi-judicial hearing to review the proposed Site 
Review application for 2030 Vassar Drive described above. On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by 
L. May, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (B. Bowen and J. Putnam opposed) to deny the Site 
Review application and to 
continue the hearing to its 
next meeting for preparation 
and consideration of draft 
findings of fact.   The 
hearing was continued at the 
April 16, 2015, Planning 
Board meeting, at which the 
board adopted the staff 
memorandum as findings of 
fact and conclusions of law 
(see Attachment A) and 
voted 5-2 (B. Bowen and J. 
Putnam opposed) to deny 
the subject application. The 
Planning Board’s denial is 
subject to a 30-day call-up 
period by City Council 
which expires on May 18, 
2015.   

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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The intent of this proposal is to request a height modification to allow for a 1,146 square foot 
addition to an existing single family home to exceed the 35’ maximum principal building height by 
4’5” to reach a total measured height of 39’5”. The applicant is also proposing to add a 60 square 
foot covered front porch on the north side of the home, as well as a 79 square foot open deck to the 
second floor that would be situated between the finished floor additions on the south side of the 
home. The proposed design would utilize the existing materials palette of stone and lap siding while 
incorporating stucco siding onto the proposed upper level dormers. The proposal also adds a sloped 
roof design with wood roof beams at the entry and incorporates ample new fenestration into all 
elevations. The existing building footprint would remain unchanged aside from an extension of the 
garage by 5 feet to the north, with the proposed addition incorporating low-sloped, hip-configured 
roof lines that extend inward from the existing main floor exterior walls.  Aside from the requested 
height modification, no other modifications to the land use regulations are proposed, and the 
applicant has demonstrated that the home would meet all other development standards for the RL-1 
zone, including compatible development and solar access standards, following the proposed 
addition.  
 
As shown in the application materials (please see Attachment B), the applicant is proposing to 
reconfigure and build upon the existing split-level design in order to add two new levels to the 
interior of the home (for a total of three stories on the east side of the home and two stories on the 
west side) while increasing the building height by 10 feet and restricting the portion of the addition 
which exceeds the 35’ height limit to a roughly 641 square foot portion of the upper level roof.  The 
proposed addition includes the removal of the existing deck on the south elevation, from which the 
low point within 25 feet is currently measured, which will raise the elevation of the low point by 
roughly 5 feet. Therefore, the addition of 10 feet in building height as currently proposed will only 
result in an increase in the measured height of roughly 5 feet – from 34 feet existing to 39’5” 
proposed. Following the proposed addition, the low point within 25 feet of the structure from which 
height is measured would still be 11 feet lower in elevation than the low point on the tallest side of 
the structure and almost 12 feet lower in elevation than the lowest visible point from the street. 
Thus, while the proposed height of the structure as determined by the land use code is 39’5”, the 
perceived building height as seen from street-level would be roughly 27’8”.  Please refer to 
Attachment B for the Applicant’s Proposed Plans and Written Statement. 
 
The Planning Board’s denial is subject to a 30-day call-up period by City Council which expires on 
May 18, 2015.  City Council is scheduled to consider this application for call-up at its May 5, 2015 
public meeting. 
 
The staff memorandum to Planning Board, minutes, meeting audio, and other related background 
materials are on the city website for Planning Board, available here (Follow the links: 201504 
APR  go to 04.02.2015 PB Packet for the April 2, 2015 Planning Board meeting materials and to 
04.16.2015 PB Packet for the April 16, 2015 meeting materials). 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Site Context. 
The 11,966 square foot project site is located in south Boulder, just north of the intersection of 
Vassar Drive and Table Mesa Drive near the boundary of the National Center for Atmospheric 
Research (NCAR) property, within the Residential- Low 1 (RL-1) zoning district. Per section 9-5-
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2(c)(1)(A) of the land use code, the RL – 1 zone district is defined as “Single-family detached 
residential dwelling units at low to very low residential densities.”  The surrounding area north of 
Table Mesa is also zoned RL-1, and is characterized by low density, suburban style development 
comprised of large lot, single family residential lots laid out along curvilinear streets, loop roads 
and cul-de-sacs. Please see Figure 1 for a vicinity map.  
 
The context of the area immediately surrounding the subject site is characterized by large (11,000 to 
17,000 sq. ft.), steeply sloped lots with a variety of split-level home configurations. Many of the 
existing structures along Vassar Dr. near the project site were constructed in the 1960’s, and 
represent a variety of architectural styles including ranch,  modern craftsman and other styles. The 
context along Vassar Dr. is unique in that in addition to the significant slope of the street as it runs 
from west to east, most of the lots on both sides of the street slope steeply downward away from the 
street, creating a situation where many homes appear as a 1- or 2-story home from the street but 
have a split-level configuration with a walk-out basement or some other partially below-grade story.  
 
Currently, the project site contains an existing 2,860 square foot split-level home with an attached 
garage.  An at-grade entry on the north side of the house leads to a lower walk-out story containing 
a recreation room, home office, mechanical equipment, storage, two bedrooms and a shared bath; 
and an upper level containing the kitchen, dining room, family room, master bedroom, and 1 1/2 
baths. The lot is situated on a steeply sloped site - the highest grade elevation is approximately 
5,651', and the low elevation is approximately 5,614', which is a change in elevation of 
approximately 37' over the 165' diagonal distance across the lot, for an average grade of about 22%.   
Due to the steep slope of the project site and the location of the existing building, the low point 
elevation from which height is currently measured is 5,626 feet, whereas the existing roof elevation 
is 5660 feet. Thus, while the existing home has a perceived height of roughly 17’8” from street-
level (see Sheet A3.1 in the Application materials, included as Attachment B), the height as 
measured by the land use code is roughly 34 feet.  
 
ANALYSIS: 
The Planning Board discussed the proposed height modification at their April 2, 2015 meeting. The 
board heard a presentation by staff recommending approval of the subject application, and also 
heard presentations by the homeowner and architect for the project. Three neighbors spoke at the 
meeting in opposition to the proposal and expressed concerns that the addition would block existing 
views from their properties. On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board 
voted 5-2 (B. Bowen and J. Putnam opposed) to deny the Site Review application LUR2014-
00090 and that the Planning Board continue the hearing and that the item return to the Planning 
Board at its next meeting with the findings of fact.  
 
Planning Board members had differing opinions regarding the compatibility of the proposed project 
with the surrounding neighborhood. J. Putnam and B. Bowen felt that it met the Site Review 
criteria and BVCP goals while the remaining members did not. Specifically, the remaining 
members felt that the project would not be compatible with the surrounding area, and that the 
proposed height would not be in proportion to the heights of other existing buildings nearby. Please 
see Attachment C for the draft meeting minutes from the April 2 Planning Board meeting and 
Attachment A for the final adopted findings of fact.  
 
Summary of Findings. 
Based on a consideration of the entire evidentiary record, the Planning Board makes the 
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following findings of fact. The Applicant failed to demonstrate, based upon a preponderance 
of evidence, that: 
 

1. Site Design: The project preserves and enhances the community's unique sense of 
place through creative design that respects historic character, relationship to the 
natural environment, and its physical setting, and that the project utilizes site design 
techniques which enhance the quality of the project (§9-2-14(h)(2), B.R.C. 1981). 
 

2. Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed plan is consistent with the 
purposes and policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. §9-2-14(h)(1)(A), 
B.R.C. 1981. 

 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 
In evaluating the credibility and weight to be given to the evidence, the Planning Board 
considered the entire record (which included materials provided by the Applicant, Planning 
staff, and testimony and information produced at the public hearing), and weighed a number 
of specific factors, the collective and corroborative weights of which were considered as 
follows: 
 

1. Site Design: §9-2-14(h)(2), B.R.C. 1981. The Applicant failed to demonstrate, based 
on a preponderance of evidence, that the project preserves and enhances the 
community's unique sense of place through creative design that respects historic 
character, relationship to the natural environment, and its physical setting, and that 
the project utilizes site design techniques which enhance the quality of the project. 
Further, 
 

The building height, mass, scale, orientation, and configuration are not 
compatible with the existing character of the area or the character established by 
adopted design guidelines or plans for the area (§9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(i), B.R.C. 
1981); and,  

 
The height of the building is not in general proportion to the height of existing 
buildings and the proposed or projected heights of approved buildings or 
approved plans or design guidelines for the immediate area (§9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(ii), 
B.R.C. 1981). 

 
2. Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan: §9-2-14(h)(1)(A), B.R.C. 1981. In order to be 

approved, a project must demonstrate that it is consistent with the purposes and 
policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. The Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan has specific policies related to neighborhood compatibility. The 
Planning Board finds the following Comprehensive Plan policies are relevant to this 
application: 

 
2.09 Neighborhoods as Building Blocks. The Planning Board finds that the 

Applicant failed to demonstrate that the project would be compatible with the 
existing neighborhood character and identity. 

 
2.10 Preservation and Support for Residential Neighborhoods. The Planning 

Board finds that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that the project would be 
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of an appropriate scale and would be compatible with the existing 
neighborhood character.  

 
2.30  Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment. The Planning Board finds that the 

Applicant failed to demonstrate that the project would avoid negative impacts 
and enhance the benefits of redevelopment to the neighborhood. 

 
2.37  Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects, Section (a), The Context. The 

Planning Board finds that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that the project 
would become a coherent part of the neighborhood in which it would be 
placed, and would preserve and enhance the existing character of the area. 

 
The Planning Board’s denial is subject to a 30-day call-up period by City Council which expires on 
May 18, 2015.  City Council is scheduled to consider this application for call-up at its May 5, 2015 
public meeting. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition and Findings of Fact dated April 16, 2015 
B. Applicant’s Proposed Plan 
C. Draft Meeting Minutes from April 2, 2015 Planning Board Hearing  
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Attachment A - Notice of Disposition and Findings of Fact - Apr. 16, 2015
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Attachment A - Notice of Disposition and Findings of Fact - Apr. 16, 2015
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Attachment A - Notice of Disposition and Findings of Fact - Apr. 16, 2015
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MAXIMUM HEIGHT - 5666'

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE

35'-0" ABOVE LOW PT.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

PROVIDED

PROJECT LOCATION: McClelland  Residence
2030 Vassar Drive
Boulder, CO 80201

ZONING CLASSIFICATION: RL-1

LOT AREA: 11,966 SQ. FT. / 0.27 ACRE

SITE PLAN, ZONING INFORMATION, GENERAL
NOTES, SYMBOLS, SHEET INDEX

A2.1 MAIN FLOOR PLAN, ADDITION FLOOR PLAN

A2.2 ROOF PLAN

A3.1

A3.2

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

ARCHITECTURAL PLAN SHEETS

A1.1

1. ALL WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH THE GOVERNING LAWS, CODES AND ORDINANCES OF
THE CITY OF BOULDER.

2. THESE DRAWINGS DO NOT INDICATE ANY STAGING OR PHASING

3. IT IS IN THE INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS AND INCLUDED SPECIFICATIONS THAT THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND EACH OF  HIS SUBCONTRACTORS PROVIDE ALL LABOR,
MATERIALS, TRANSPORTATION, SUPPLIES, AND EQUIPMENT TO COMPLETE THEIR
RESPECTIVE WORK WITHIN THE RECOGNIZED STANDARDS OF WORKMANSHIP OF THE
INDUSTRY.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AND EXISTING CONDITIONS IN THE FIELD
AND NOTIFY ARCHITECT WHERE ANY CONFLICTS EXIST.

5. ALL GENERAL AND SUB- CONTRACTORS SHALL VISIT SITE.  THOROUGHLY EXAMINE AND
VERIFY EXISTING CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS RESPECTIVE TO THEIR AREA OF
WORK PRIOR TO SUBMITTING COSTS AND BIDS.  ARCHITECT SHALL NOT BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ADDITIONAL WORK NOT SHOWN OR IN CONFLICT WITH THE
BALANCE OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

6. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS.

7. THESE NOTES AND DRAWINGS SHALL BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE INCLUDED
SPECIFICATIONS.

8. THE ARCHITECT SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY INJURIES TO PERSON OR
DAMAGE TO BUILDING DUE TO ACCIDENTS OF ANY NATURE OR CAUSE DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

9. COORDINATE ALL ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS WITH HVAC, PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL AND
SITE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS PRIOR TO ORDERING OF OR INSTALLATION OF ALL
ITEMS AND WORK.

10. INSTALL ADEQUATE SOLID BLOCKING AND PARTITION REINFORCING FOR ALL WALL
MOUNTED CABINETRY, ACCESSORIES, EQUIPMENT, AND HANDRAILS.

11. ALL WORK PERTAINING TO RATED ASSEMBLIES REFERENCING U.L. DESIGN NUMBERS
REQUIRE THE SPECIFIED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS, AND INSTALLATION OF SUCH IN
ACCORDANCE WITH NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED STANDARDS AS RECOMMENDED BY
THE NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION AND THE GOVERNING AUTHORITIES

12. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM IS DESIGN - BUILD.  ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE
NECESSARY DESIGN AND  OBTAIN THE NECESSARY PERMITS FOR ALL WORK
PROPOSED.  REFER TO E1 - ELECTRICAL PERFORMANCE PLAN.  ELECTRICAL
CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL TAPE MARKERS ON STUDS AND CEILING FRAMING
INDICATING THE LOCATION FOR FIXTURES, OUTLETS, AND SWITCHES PRIOR TO
INSTALLATION FOR WALK-THROUGH AND APPROVAL BY ARCHITECT AND OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR TO ROUGH INSTALLATION.

13. MECHANICAL SYSTEM IS DESIGN - BUILD.  MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE THE
NECESSARY DESIGN AND OBTAIN THE NECESSARY PERMITS FOR ALL WORK
PROPOSED.

14. PLUMBING WORK IS DESIGN - BUILD.  PLUMBING CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
ALL  DESIGN, INSTALLATION, TESTING, AND FOR OBTAINING ALL APPROVALS.

15. CONFIRM SOILS CONDITIONS MEET OR EXCEED STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING
ASSUMPTIONS, FOUNDATION DRAINAGE REQUIREMENTS AND RETAINING STRUCTURE
RECOMMENDATIONS PER GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER'S REPORT PREPARED
EXCLUSIVELY FOR THIS SITE

16. ALL UTILITIES PASSING THROUGH STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS WHICH ARE GROUND
SUPPORTED (RETAINING WALLS, SLABS ON GRADE, ETC) ARE TO BE DESIGNED WITH
FLEXIBLE CONNECTIONS TO ACCOMMODATE SOIL MOVEMENT.

17. GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SATISFACTORY REPAIR OR
RESTORATION TO HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION STANDARDS  OF ANY PUBLIC
INFRASTRUCTURE CHANGED OR DAMAGED BY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES RELATED
TO THIS PROJECT.

18. GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS TO ENSURE THAT THE PUBLIC ROW ADJACENT TO THIS SITE
IS KEPT FREE AND CLEAR OF MUD AND DEBRIS THAT RESULT FROM CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THIS PROJECT.

19. GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS TO ENSURE THAT NO DIRECT STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM
THE BUILDING IS DIRECTLY DEPOSITED ON ANY SIDEWALK, STREET, OR GUTTER, NOR
DISCHARGED INTO ANY SANITARY SEWER.

20. THE GENERAL NOTES, SYMBOLS AND LEGENDS CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT MAY OR
MAY NOT PERTAIN TO THIS PARTICULAR PROJECT

BUILDING MAJOR SECTION

BUILDING EXTERIOR ELEVATION

CONSTRUCTION DETAIL PLAN

INTERIOR ELEVATION

CONSTRUCTION DETAIL SECTION

BUILDING MINOR (WALL) SECTION

RM NAME &

KEY NOTE

EQUIP. SPEC
(RE:SPEC.)

FINISH HEIGHT

FLOOR FIN.

SPOT ELEVATION

FINISH MATERIAL TRANSITION

112'-4 1/2"

TILE
CPT

FFEL

+36"

P-1

#

DOOR MARK

WINDOW MARK

SHEET NUMBER
DETAIL NUMBER

SHEET NUMBER
DETAIL NUMBER

A8

3

SECTION DETAIL NUMBER

SECTION DETAIL NUMBER

SHEET NUMBER
DETAIL NUMBER

SHEET NUMBER

SHEET NUMBER

A8
3

ELEVATION DETAIL NUMBER
SHEET NUMBER

#FINISH CALLOUT

AD
AREA DRAIN

FLOOR DRAIN
FD

UNDERSLAB DRAIN (RE:SOILS) -

CONNECT TO PERIMETER DRAIN

VOID FORM (RE:STRUCT)

CONCRETE

COMPACTED BACKFILL

UNDISTURBED SOIL

HIDDEN BELOW

CONCRETE FOUNDATION WALL

SYNTHETIC STONE VENEER

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

CLOSET ACCESSORIES OR HIDDEN
MILLWORK

SOFFIT / OR CEILING DETAIL ABOVE

FOUNDATION PERIMETER DRAIN
(RE:SOILS) - RUN TO DAYLIGHT

CLEAN WASHED GRAVEL FOR
DRAIN
EMBED

FIBERGLASS THERMAL BATT INSULATION

EXPANDED POLYSTYRENE INSULATION
(EPS)

BLOWN CELLULOSE INSULATION (WET-
WALLS & DRY-CLG)

REGULATORY CODES

2012 International Building Code

    2012 International Plumbing Code

2012 International Fire Code

    2012 International Fuel Gas Code

    2012 International Residential Code

    2012 International Mechanical Code

    2012 International Energy Conservation Code.

    2014 National Electric Code (NEC)

DRIVEWAY

DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY

SANITARY SEWER

PROPERTY LINE

EASEMENT

SETBACK (MIN.)

NATURAL GAS LINE

UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC LINE

25'

PROVIDED

WEST (side)

EAST (side)

SOUTH (rear)

PROPERTY LINE SETBACKS

5'

REQUIRED
NORTH (front) 25'

EXT'G MAIN FLOOR

BASEMENT / FOYER

FLOOR AREA

0 SF

0 SF

TOTAL

1,151 SF

1,151 SF

UNFIN. FIN.

1,151 SF

1,151 SF

10'

81' - 0"

7' - 6"

26' - 0"

16' - 8"

TOTAL 0 SF 2,790 SF0 SF

Lot 6, Block 4 of Table Mesa First Addition
Boulder, Colorado

UPPER FLOORS (ADD'N)  0 SF

488 SF 488 SF

EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE

21. GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS TO PROVIDE A SURVEY VERIFICATION INDICATING THE

39' - 5"

CEILING HEIGHT
HEIGHT DETERMINATION

LOW POINT 5631'
EXISTING FFEL 5646.74' at Mudroom / foyer

Currently adopted City of Boulder Revised Code, 1981

FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)
PER TABLE 8.3 OF THE BRC, AND LOT SIZE = 11,966 SF, THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA IN SQUARE FEET IS CALCULATED BY (LOT
SIZE X 0.122) + 2,880, ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA = 4,339.9 SF

FLOOR AREA FOR DETERMINATION OF ALLOWABLE FAR

ADDITION

EXISTING NEW TOTAL
356 SF0 SF 356 SF

593 SF0 SF 593 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA COUNTED 949 SF

EXISTING RESIDENCE

EXISTING NEW TOTAL

BASEMENT

FIRST FLOOR

SECOND FLOOR

1,160 SF 0 SF 1,160 SF

490 SF 158 SF 648 SF

1,160 SF 0 SF 1,160 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA COUNTED 2,968 SF

COMBINED TOTAL -  3,917 SF

MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE
PER TABLE 7.2 OF THE BRC, AND LOT SIZE = 11,966 SF, THE
MAXIMUM BUILDING COVERAGE IN SQUARE FEET IS CALCULATED
BY (LOT SIZE X 0.116) + 1,890.
ALLOWABLE BUILDING COVERAGE = 3,278.1 SF

COVERAGE ELEMENT AREA NOTES

PRIMARY RESIDENCE

COVERED FRONT PORCH
COVERED BACK PORCH

OPEN DECK > 30"

OPEN DECK < 30"
SHEDS

1,808 SF

59 SF
51 SF

51 SF

0 SF
0 SF

SUBTOTAL AREA COUNTED 1,969 SF

COVERAGE ELEMENT NOT CONSIDERED (DEDUCT FROM SUBTOTAL
OPEN DECK < 30"

COVERED FRONT PORCH

COVERED OTHER PORCH

SHED

TOTAL BUILDING COVERAGE

59 SF
0 SF

51 SF

0 SF

1,859 SF

UTILITY PROVIDERS

ELECTRIC
NATURAL GAS
WATER
SANITARY

XCEL ENERGY
XCEL ENERGY
BOULDER CITY
BOULDER CITY

1

A101

LOW POINT WIHTIN 25' OF THE TALLEST WALL AS SHOWN ION THE SITE PLAN.
SURVEY TO BE PROVIDED TO ARCHITECT AT TIME OF CONSTRUCTION TO
VERIFY THAT ALL MAXIMUM HEIGHT ASSUMPTIONS ARE CORRECT.

22. GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY HEIGHT FOR SOLAR SHADING AT TIME
OF ROUGH FRAMING INSPECTION. HEIGHT OF CONSTRUCTION AS SHOWN ON
THE SOLAR SHADING PLAN, ARE RELATIVE TO THE EXISTING FLOOR ELEVATION
= 100'-0" VERTICAL MEASURMENTS TO BE VERIFIED UPON FRAMING TO
CONFIRM CONFORMANCE TO SOLAR ACCESS REGULATIONS.

23. IMPROVMENT SURVEY PLAT AND TOPOGRAPHY (POINT ELEVATIONS)
EXECUTED BY FLATIRONS INC., DATED JUNE 12, 2014.

24. GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS ARE TO SALVAGE, RECYCLE
100% SCRAP WOOD WASTE, CARDBOARD, AND RECYLABLE METALS.

25. PLUMBING FIXTURES TO BE LOW FLOW - TOILET TO BE EQUAL TO OR LESS
THAN 1.28 GALLONS PER FLUSH. LAVATORY FAUCET TO FLOW LESS THAN OR
EQUAL TO 1.5 GPM

26. GC TO VERIFY THAT ALL JOINTS IN SHEATHING MATERIALS ARE TAPED
TO SEAL AGAINST INFILTRATION AND AIR LEAKAGE.

A4.1 BUILDING SECTION

2

THIRD FLOOR

FOURTH FLOOR
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March 16, 2015 

 

Written Statement for Site Review, including Site Review Response 
Form – General Criteria, for the following subject property: 

 

2030 Vassar Drive 
Lot 6, Block 4 of Table Mesa First Addition 
Boulder, Colorado 

 
Building Owners: Donald McClelland and Colleen Wheeler 
 
Architect:  Kyle Callahan 
 

 
 

A. Current 
ownership statement 

The home at 2030 Vassar Drive was constructed in 1967.  The current owner – Donald 
McClelland – purchased the home in early summer of 2014.  The McClelland family lives in the 
home.   
 
Donald and Colleen Wheeler are bringing their families together in this home, and as such, 
additional floor area will be required for their three children and home-based businesses to be 
accommodated.  The small home is set at the crest of the ridge that lies south of Vassar Drive in 
the Table Mesa section of Boulder.  The topography of the site along with the position of the 
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Existing Site Aerial View (COB database) 

home create difficulties in adding the space that the family requires, due to setback constraints 
and the steepness of the grades south of the home.  The site topography results in a loss of 
nearly 11' of elevation within the 25' offset required by Boulder for maximum height 
consideration (basement slab = 5642, low point = 5631).  That's a 44% grade for the existing 
topography near the home.  In our opinion, this is a hardship born by the owners due to unique 
conditions presented by this site.  The family seeks relief from the City of Boulder height 
regulations to construct an addition to their home in order to accommodate their needs for 
additional space.  We propose to exceed the 35' height limit by 4’-5" for a total height of 39’-5".  
However, the perceptual height for the home is only 27’-8” as shown on page 6 of this 
statement. All other planning and zoning criteria are met by the proposed design, including solar 
shading, maximum coverage, maximum floor area and other regulations / limitations. 
 

B. Physical Site and Building Attributes 
Lot attributes: 
The existing home is built on a large lot - 
11,966 +/- square feet.  The lot is situated 
on a steeply sloped site - the highest grade 
elevation is approximately 5,651', and the 
low elevation is approximately 5,614', 
which is a change in elevation of 
approximately 37' over the 165' diagonal 
horizontal distance across the lot, for an 
average grade of about 22%.  Most of this 
grade change happens in a short 
horizontal span directly south of the 
existing residence, where the topography 
descends sharply at nearly 45 degree pitch. 
 
The aerial image at the right shows the 
building and site, along with topography 
at 1' intervals (City of Boulder GIS 
image). 
 
The lot was surveyed in June of 2014 by 
Flatirons surveying.  The low point was 
identified at that time, and found to be 
5631’ at a point 25’ south of the face of 
the existing residence from the existing 
deck posts (worst case scenario) – note 
that we are proceeding assuming that the 
existing structured deck would be 
removed, and thus use 5,631 as the low topo elevation, which is taken from the lowest point 
along the tallest wall.  By comparison, the finished floor elevation of the existing walk-out floor 
is 5642. 
 

Site Low Point 5,614 

Home Low Point 5,631 

Site High Point 5,651 
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Existing Home attributes: 
The existing home has a split level arrangement.  The entry level, which is situated approximately 
at the grade elevation on the north side of the home, contains the foyer and garage (shown 
below, left side of plan).  One-half story below is the lower walk-out level, containing a 
recreation room, home office, mechanical equipment, storage, two bedrooms and a shared bath.  
One half story above the entry level  is the upper level, containing the kitchen, dining room, 
family room, master bedroom, and 1 1/2 baths (shown below, right side of plan).  The total 
floor area for the existing residence is 2,860 gross square feet. 
 
 

C. Objectives  
The blended family needs to increase the number of bedrooms in the home in order to provide 
suitable sleeping arrangements for the children, for guests, and for the adults.  The adults in the 
household both work out of the home and require additional space to contain their business 
resources.  The home has a small and crowded garage, and as such a small addition will be 
needed to provide storage for vehicles and other gear (bicycles, etc.).  Our proposal is to add 
approximately 1,146 square feet of enclosed floor area to accommodate these additional space 
requirements. 
 
We propose to add a covered front porch to both provide weather protection at the front door 
and to create a visually pleasing architectural element on the north side of the home.  We 
propose to add an open deck to the second floor that will be situated between the finished floor 
additions on the south side of the home, which will double to provide weather protection to the 
backyard access door on the south side of the existing foyer.  The covered front porch will add 
60 SF of coverage, and the south side open deck will add 79 SF of coverage by covered decks.  It 
is important to recognize that these covered decks do not increase the building coverage as they 
are well within the covered porch allowances specified in the Boulder Revised Code. 
 

D. Discussion of the requested height modification 
We are seeking relief from the maximum height limit of 35' as defined in the Boulder Revised 
Code, Section 9.7.5.  It is our opinion, based on many years of work in Boulder, that the 
topography at this site presents a unique set of conditions that is certainly a significant limiting 

Existing Main Floor Plan 
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factor to the redevelopment of this site in a manner not inconsistent with other homes in the 
neighborhood. 
 
We have investigated two general concepts to increase the floor area - Building Out and Building 
Up. Building Out is only possible south of the existing home.  Doing so would involve 
construction over the steepest portion of the lot, which would also push the low point as 
defined by the BRC further south and downhill, ultimately causing the existing home as built to 
no longer conform to the height limits.  Further, engineer Ed Glassgow of Scott, Cox and 
Associates has recommended strongly against building to the south over the steep slope (See 
Attachment 1).  Building up is not without difficulty.  The very low pitched roof plane of the 
existing residence is positioned approximately 5' below the maximum height per the BRC.  5' 
does not allow adequate space for an additional story. 
 
Both potential expansion opportunities result in the need for a height modification.  The best 
solution in our opinion is to Build Up, as this preserves much of the existing footprint of the 
home and does not significantly increase the building coverage.  Building up retains the most 
landscaped open space possible for vegetation and animal habitat preservation.  It is also the 
safest means to add floor area per our geotechnical engineer’s recommendations. 
 

 
The difficulty caused by the 
site conditions and existing 
topography 
 
To the right is an image of the 
existing footprint of the 
house, the property lines 
shown in bold dashes, and the 
orientation of the home to the 
site.  The contours, which are 
based on City of Boulder GIS 
information supplemented by 
in-the-field survey work, are at 
2' intervals.  Projecting off the 
back of the home is a 
dimension line indicating the 
low point within 25' of the 
house as determined by the 
project surveyor.  The 
surveyed elevation of that 
point is 5631.0'.  By 
comparison, the garden level 
floor is 5642.25’.  This 
amounts to a greater than 11' 
loss in elevation from the 
lowest floor of the residence 
to the point that is used for 

Low Point - 5631 

Existing footprint - slab 
elevation – 5646.74 

Attachment B - Applicant's Proposed Plan

Call Up 
2030 Vassar Street

1A     Page 20



 

 Page 5 

A r c h i t e c t u r e  
 

K y l e  
C a l l a h a n  A s s o c i a t e s  

&

consideration of maximum allowable height.  The sloping topography in the backyard results in 
what amounts to a loss of the opportunity to add an entire story and then some.  This steep 
topographic landform also occurs at other residences in the nearby neighborhood.  We have 
evaluated the difference in topography based upon City of Boulder GIS for this home and the 
six neighboring homes (3 east and 3 west of 2030 Vassar).  For consistency and comparison 
purposes, we have used the north east corner of all homes, which is generally the low point for 
the perceptual height for all structures built on this south side of Vassar Drive in this 
neighborhood.  A map is provided as detail 2 on sheet A1.1 of the attached drawing set, and the 
following is a listing by address of the McClelland Home and the six adjacent residences: 
 
  Grade at NE Grade at Elevation lost within 25’ 
Address   corner   Low point of home from NE corner 
 1960 Vassar 5665’ 5651’ 14’ 
 1990 Vassar 5658’ 5645’ 13’ 
 2010 Vassar 5651’ 5643’ 8’ Neighboring home 
 2030 Vassar 5643’ 5626’ 17’ Subject Property 
 2090 Vassar 5634’ 5617’ 17’ Neighboring home 
 2110 Vassar 5629’ 5615’ 14’ 
 2130 Vassar 5621’ 5614’ 7’ 

 
Averaging the grade elevation loss within 25’ from the perceptual low point of these 7 homes in 
a row yields approximately 12’-10” average grade loss.  The home at 2030 Vassar has a grade 
elevation loss of 17’ – a little more than 4’ greater elevation loss than the average of the 7 homes.  
Note that this calculation is based on Existing Conditions for 2030 Vassar and includes the 
existing  

 
D1 - Building Coverage 
Planning and Zoning regulations in the City of Boulder, limit the amount of coverage of a 
building relative to the size of the lot.  This we understand is an effort to reduce massive 
building footprints and to maximize the amount of open space and landscape afforded to all 
residents of the City.  The calculation for building coverage, per the BRC chapter 9-7-11, is as 
follows: 
  (Lot size * 0.116) + 1,890 = allowable coverage in square feet 
 
Based on the lot size of 11,966 square feet, the allowable coverage will be 3,278 square feet.  
Our proposal for this project includes adding a second floor that is entirely above the existing 
footprint which will not affect coverage.  We also propose to add 5’ to the north side of the 
garage and foyer, which will increase the building coverage by 158 SF, for a total of 1,969 square 
feet.  This figure is 1,309 square feet less than the amount of lot coverage allowed by code.  
That is the amount of available coverage upon which the McClelland family chooses NOT to 
build, but will be preserved as landscaped open space. 
 

D2 - Building Floor Area 
The City of Boulder also limits the floor area that can be constructed on a lot, also relative to the 
lot size.  The calculation for building floor area, per the BRC chapter 9-8-1 (table 8-3), is as 
follows: 
  (Lot size * 0.122) + 2,880 = allowable floor area in square feet 
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Existing North Elevation 

 
Based upon the lot size of 11,966 square feet, the allowable floor area would be 4,340 square 
feet.  Our proposal for this project includes adding a floor above the existing building, adding a 
portion of garage and a portion of foyer and reconfiguring the interior to match the 
requirements of the owner's program.  The current floor area is 2,810 gross square feet, on top 
of which we propose to add approximately 1,107 square feet, for a total of 3,917 square feet.  
This figure is 423 square feet less than the maximum floor area allowed by code.  That is the 
amount of floor area which the McClelland family chooses not to build to prevent the 
appearance of mass due to an overabundance of floor area. 
 

D3 - The Perceptual Height of the existing home and the proposed addition 
The extraordinary limitation imposed by the topography as discussed previously on page 4 
provides very little room for an upper floor expansion.  The maximum height limit per City of 
Boulder regulations is a little more than 5' above the top of the existing roof IF the south side 
deck is removed as planned. The following elevations shows the exterior north elevation of the 
existing home.  The maximum height is indicated by the heavy dashed line above the structure, 
and assumes the removal of the south side deck.  This information is repeated on drawing sheet 
A3.1. The USGS Elevations are as follows: 
 

Low point = 5626.0 (with south deck, 5631.0 without south deck) 
CP – Base of Perceptual Height 5642.7’ 
Top of Roof = 5660.1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It would not be possible to create an occupiable upper level addition that was within the restrictive 
confines of the limits imposed by the maximum height ordinance.  We have endeavored to design an 
addition that minimizes the mass of the structure by providing offsets from the current exterior walls.  
Doing so pushes the mass inward, away from the street and neighboring residences, and creates 
opportunities to soften the appearance by incorporating lower roof planes that embrace the second 
story addition.  The following is a north exterior elevation of the proposed design 
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In the above image, one can see the form and exterior walls of the existing residence and garage 
below the proposed addition.  The flat roof has been removed in favor of sloping hip-
configured roof that extends from the existing main floor exterior walls at a low slope up to the 
proposed second floor exterior walls, embracing the upper level addition and softening the 
overall appearance. 
 
The north elevation above shows the “Perceptual” height of the home.  The dimension on the 
left side of the elevation shows that the ridge height of the home with the proposed addition is 
only 27’-8” above the adjacent grade at the front northeast corner of the home.  The grade 
elevations for comparison with the existing home are as follows: 

Low point = 5631.0 (assumes the south deck has been removed) 
CP – Base of Perceptual Height 5642.7’ 
Top of Roof = 5670.4 

 
The portion of the second floor addition that extends through the 35’ height limit is shown 
above the heavy dashed line in the elevation above.  The floor area of that portion of the home 
that extends past the maximum height is 641 square feet.  The portion of the addition on the 
right (west) side, situated above the existing garage, is entirely below the maximum allowable 
height. 
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D4 - The proposed floor plans, relative to the existing footprint and lot lines 
The following two images show the footprint of the existing residence (left), and the 
corresponding image of the footprint for the addition is shown on the right.  Both images are 
set up relative to the property lines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From the preceding two images, one can see the relatively small size of the proposed upper 
level addition on the right, relative to the existing footprint shown on the left.  On the left, the 
existing footprint extends in an east to west direction, approaching the building setbacks.  The 
image on the right shows the footprint of the proposed second floor plan.  A deliberate effort 
has been made to offset the exterior walls of the second floor inward towards the middle of 
the home.  Doing so eliminates two story wall on the north, east and west sides of the home 
(the visible sides of the home), offsetting the mass of the building away from the existing 
facades.  This scales down the image of the building and eliminates that adverse effect referred 
to as “looming”.  The roof that we propose to install above the existing first floor serves to 
“embrace” the exterior walls of the proposed second floor, securely connecting the two and 
reducing the overall perception of mass by softening the appearance with interceding sloped 
rooflines.  Simple devices such as upper story setbacks reduce the overall mass of a structure, 
and eliminate the tendency for the home to loom over the adjacent properties or the street. 
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Below we present the image of the home taken in isometric perspective to further describe the 
massing of the building, and to highlight the effect of the architectural devices employed to 
prevent the addition from becoming too massive: 
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Using the same vantage point, the image below shows that portion of the roof that extends 
through the maximum height.  The grey shaded region establishes the maximum height limit, 
and everything below the gray plane is also below the maximum height.  Only 641 square feet 
extend through the maximum height limit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D5 - Solar shadow 
We understand that we need to conform to the City's solar shadow regulations.  We've spent 
some time studying the impact of the shadow on December 21, and modeled that using Revit 
and further calculated the solar shadow using the City of Boulder standards for demonstrating 
compliance.  From our study, we understand the importance to offset the second floor as we 
have done in the design.  Further, roof pitches are kept low (3 in 12 pitch), not only to prevent 
the ridges from creating longer shadows, but also to more closely tie in with some of the good 
examples of later mid-century modern roof designs.  The overhangs for the upper floor are kept 
at 8”, reducing the length of the shadow as well.  The image below shows the worst case 
scenario of solar shading – 10 AM and 2 PM on December 21. 
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From the image below, one can see that the shadow tucks right up against the property line on 
the northeastern edge.  It does not extend into the neighboring properties and thus complies.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2030 Vassar 
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D6 - Neighborhood context 
We recognize the importance of maintaining consistency with the adjacent homes and the 
neighborhood in general, not only from a massing perspective, but also in terms of the image of 
the architecture.  As such, we've considered at length the adjacent homes and the massing and 
forms that they present.  Two images are provided below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above image shows the McClelland's home as it currently exists with the two neighboring 
homes as well.  A dashed line spans between the two adjacent homes, indicating an envelope of 
space that is created through the mass of the homes on the dramatically sloping topography.  It 
is striking how demure the McClelland home is when taken in context with the existing 
neighboring homes. 
 
The image below is taken from the same vantage point, but shows the addition to the 
McClelland's home.  In my opinion, this image is far more pleasing, as the massing of the 
structures is more consistent, resulting in less of a gap-toothed appearance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2030 Vassar - 
existing 

2030 Vassar - 
proposed 
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CITY OF BOULDER 
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

April 2, 2015 
1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

  
A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 
are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 
available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 
  
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett, Chair 
Bryan Bowen 
Crystal Gray 
John Gerstle 
Leonard May 
Liz Payton 
John Putnam 
 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
None 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 
Susan Meissner, Administrative Assistant III 
Chandler Van Schaack, Planner I 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
David Thompson, Civil Engineer II, Transportation 
Molly Winter, DUHMD Executive Director 
Chris Haglin, Senior Transportation Planner 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEM 5A: 
A. Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review for a Height Modification only, 

application no. LUR2014-00090, to construct a 1,146 square foot addition to an existing 
single family home at 2030 Vassar St. in the RL-1 zone district at a height of 39’5” 
where 35’ is the maximum principal building height allowed by the zone district 
standards.  

 
            Applicant:  Kyle Callahan 

Owner: The McLelland Family 
 
Staff Presentation: 
C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board. 
 
Board Questions: 
H. Pannewig and C. Van Schaack answered questions from the board. 
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Applicant Presentation: 
Diek McLelland and Kyle Callahan presented the item to the board. 
 
Board Questions: 
Diek McLelland answered questions from the board. 
  
Public Hearing: 
1. Nancy Kinne, 2090 Vassar Drive, lives next door to the applicant. She is concerned that 

the addition will block her views to the sky. 
2. Zygmunt Frayzynger, 2010 Vassar Drive, lives next door to the applicant. He is also 

concerned that his view to the east will be blocked. 
3. Linda Moore, 637B South Broadway, strongly opposed the proposal. She thought a 

legal addition over the garage would be preferable. 
 
Board Comments: 
Planning Board members had differing opinions regarding the compatibility of the proposed 
project with the surrounding neighborhood. J. Putnam and B. Bowen felt that it met the Site 
Review criteria and BVCP goals while the remaining members did not. 
 
J. Putnam thought the perceived height was compatible with the area as many near-by homes 
are of a similar height to the proposal. He felt that Council excluded sloping sites from the height 
moratorium for this reason. He expressed some concern about blocking views, but thought it was 
okay because of the orientation. He felt there was little to no impact on the Hillsdale and none of 
the Hillsdale neighbors expressed any concern.  He appreciated that the applicant would keep the 
existing home, but would have liked to have seen it less altered from it’s original design. 
 
L. May noted that the city’s method for measuring height twenty-five feet from the structure 
accounted for sloping sites. He thought the exception to the height limit in a residential area 
would have a significant impact; it was not compatible with the neighborhood. He cited the 
BVCP 2.0 regarding the protection of neighborhood character and compatible building scale. 
 
B. Bowen agreed with J. Putnam. He was sympathetic to the neighbors but thought the 
applicant did best job possible by narrowing the building profile and keeping massing in the 
middle. The by-right option to expand over the garage could be okay from the streetscape, but 
would have more impact on the adjacent neighbors. He appreciated that the solar access works; 
the only impact is downhill on the applicant’s property and in a vacant and relatively 
inaccessible area. While the height ordinance intended to capture impacts on sloped sites, he 
thought it had more to do with buildings in a natural setting as opposed to a neighborhood. He 
thought it was compatible enough with the neighborhood to be approved.  
 
A. Brockett sympathized with the applicant given the constraints on the site; if it were flat, the 
proposal would be acceptable. He opposed the project because he did not think it complied with 
criteria F-2 regarding height in proportion with other existing buildings. The proportion on the 
street is one and a half to two stories while he proposal appears to be two and a half stories. He 
didn’t see anything else on the street that presented this large. 
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C. Gray agreed with A. Brockett and with L. May’s assessment of criteria. She appreciated the 
design concept but noted that compatibility with the existing area is set by the topography of the 
area. The existing buildings are a result of the topography. She would not support the request for 
a height modification. 
 
J. Gerstle did not think the proposal was consistent with the neighborhood character. The height 
calculation requirement takes sloping lots into consideration and this proposal still did not meet 
it. The perception of height differs from depending on the angle. 
 
L. Payton appreciated that the applicant wanted to keep the existing house. She cited concerns 
about altering the height, proportion and lack of compatibility with the neighborhood character. 
She felt the neighbors’ testimony is part of the definition of the existing character and this 
proposal was not compatible. Though this will not officially set a precedent, she felt that it would 
have an impact on the character of the neighborhood which sets a built-in precedent. She would 
not support the application. 
 
Motion: 
On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board voted 5-2 (B. Bowen and J. 
Putnam opposed) to deny the Site Review application LUR2014-00090 and that the Planning 
Board continue the hearing and that the item return to the Planning Board at its next meeting 
with the findings of fact. 
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City of Boulder 
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING SUMMARY FORM 

 
NAME OF BOARD/COMMISSION: Human Relations Commission 
DATE OF MEETING:  April 20, 2015 
NAME/TELEPHONE OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Robin Pennington 303-441-

1912 
NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT: 
Commissioners –  Amy Zuckerman, José Beteta, Emilia Pollauf, Nikhil Mankekar  
Staff – Karen Rahn, Carmen Atilano, Robin Pennington 
Commissioners absent – Shirly White        
WHAT TYPE OF MEETING (CIRCLE ONE)     [REGULAR]     [SPECIAL]     [QUASI-

JUDICIAL] 
AGENDA ITEM 1 - CALL TO ORDER – The April 20, 2015 HRC meeting was called to order at 

6:15 p.m. by A. Zuckerman.   
AGENDA ITEM 2 – OATH OF OFFICE: Nikhil Mankekar 
AGENDA ITEM 3 – AGENDA ADJUSTMENTS – E. Pollauf moved to add the Colorado Right 
to Rest Act as Action Item VI. A. N. Mankekar seconded.  Motion carries 4-0. 
AGENDA ITEM 4 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – E. Pollauf moved to accept the March 16, 
2015 minutes with corrections.  N. Mankekar seconded the motion.  J. Beteta abstained. Motion 
carries 3-0.  
AGENDA ITEM 5 – COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION (non-agenda action items) –  
Darren O’Connor and Rob Smoke of Boulder addressed the commission to request that they 
recommend to City Council that a community dialogue take place regarding the Colorado Right to 
Rest Act.  Bob Norris of Longmont spoke about the Cities for Citizenship initiative and requested 
support from the HRC.           
AGENDA ITEM 6 – ACTION ITEMS 
A. Colorado Right to Rest Act – Commissioners discussed the options and timeline to respond to 

the request for a community dialogue regarding the Right to Rest Act. N. Mankekar moved that 
members of the HRC attend the City Council meeting on April 21, 2015 to make a statement 
about city representation at the state legislature. J. Beteta seconded. Motion carries 4-0. Three 
commissioners will attend the City Council meeting.   

B. 2015 HRC Work Plan 
1. 2016 MLK Day RFP – J. Beteta moved to approve the RFP with changes. E. Pollauf 

seconded. Motion carries 4-0.  
2. Cesar Chavez Municipal Holiday – N. Mankekar moved that the HRC move forward 

with analysis to consider a recommendation to council. E. Pollauf seconded. Motion 
carries 4-0.  

AGENDA ITEM 7 – DISCUSSION/INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
A. Safe Community – Staff and commissioners discussed potential activities as first steps of a work 

plan item to address the city’s goal of being a safe and welcoming community for all.  A 
subcommittee was formed to draft the HRC next step(s) to include a draft problem statement, 
activities, objectives, potential timeline and costs. 

B. Circles Poverty Simulation Update – C. Atilano gave an update on the upcoming Circles Poverty 
Simulation.    

C. Living Wage Update – C. Atilano gave an update on work of the city staff committee on Living 
Wage. 

D. Event Reports –A. Zuckerman attended the 2015 Open Door Fund Gala on April 11. N. 
Boards and Commissions 
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Mankekar attended speeches and workshops at Naropa University on April 1 and at CU with 
Valarie Kaur, CU Conference on World Affairs keynote speech by Leonard Pitts on April 6 and 
a CWA speech by Valerie Wilson, the RTD Public Hearing on April 6 and several City Council 
meetings.       

E.  Follow Up Tasks – Submit the amended March minutes, contact city Policy Advisor Carlos 
Castillo and Attorney Tom Carr on the Colorado Right to Rest Act, public notice that 
commissioners will attend the April 21 City Council meeting, release the 2016 MLK Day RFP as 
amended, proceed with analysis on Cesar Chavez Municipal Holiday, convene subcommittee of 
Commissioners Zuckerman and Mankekar to develop a draft work plan for HRC 
consideration regarding Safe Community.    

AGENDA ITEM 8 – IMMEDIATE ACTION ITEMS – None.  

AGENDA ITEM 9 – Adjournment – N. Mankekar moved to adjourn the April 20, 2015 meeting. 
E. Pollauf seconded the motion. Motion carries 4-0.   The meeting was adjourned at 8:42 p.m. 
TIME AND LOCATION OF ANY FUTURE MEETINGS, COMMITTEES OR SPECIAL 
HEARINGS: Three HRC members will attend the City Council meeting on April 21, 2015. The 
next regular meeting of the HRC will be May 18, 2015 at 6 p.m. at City Council Chambers, 1777 
Broadway St.  
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CITY OF BOULDER 

Boards and Commissions Minutes 

 
NAME OF COMMISSION:  Open Space Board of Trustees 

DATE OF MEETING: April 8, 2015 

NAME/EXTENSION OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY:   Leah Case  x3440 

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:   

 

MEMBERS:  Shelley Dunbar , Frances Hartogh, Molly Davis, Kevin Bracy Knight, Tom Isaacson 

 

STAFF:  Tracy Winfree, Jim Reeder, Mark Gershman, Kelly Wasserbach, Steve Armstead, Greg Seabloom, 

Megan Bowes, Lynn Reidel, Chad Brotherton, Annie McFarland, Mo Valenta, Don D’Amico, Katy 

Waechter, Deryn Wagner, Alyssa Frideres, Cecil Fenio, Frances Boulding, Leah Case 

  

TYPE OF MEETING:                     REGULAR        CONTINUATION          SPECIAL 

SUMMATION:  

 

AGENDA ITEM I – Call to Order  

The newest Open Space Board of Trustees member, Tom Isaacson, read and signed the Oath of Office.  

 

Frances Hartogh moved to appoint Shelley Dunbar as the chairperson for the Open Space Board of Trustees. 

Shelley Dunbar moved to appoint Frances Hartogh as the Vice Chair. Tom Isaacson moved to elect Leah 

Case as the Board Secretary. All motions passed unanimously by acclamation. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 2- Approval of the Minutes 

Frances Hartogh moved the Open Space Board of Trustees to approve the minutes from Mar. 11, 2015 as 

amended. Tom Isaacson seconded. This motion passed unanimously. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 3- Public Participation 

Pete Palmer, Boulder, read a statement from the Resident Council at the Frasier Meadows Retirement 

Community. They expressed their support for the South Boulder Creek Action Group recommendation. 

 

Raymond Bridge, on behalf of Friends of Boulder Open Space (FOBOS), urged staff and the Board to 

commit to a timeline for the North Trail Study Area (TSA) process as well as to make sure sideboards are 

used.  

 

AGENDA ITEM 4- South Boulder Creek Action Group Presentation 

David McGuire, on behalf of the South Boulder Creek Action Group, gave a presentation to the Board 

 

Boards and Commissions 
OSBT

3B     Page 1



stating the importance of implementing a flood mitigation process. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 5- Matters from Staff 

Mark Gershman, Environmental Planning Supervisor, gave a presentation on the management area 

designation process. 

 

Annie McFarland, Visitor Access Coordinator; Don D’Amico, Ecological Systems Supervisor; and Jim 

Reeder, Land and Visitor Services Division Manager, gave several project updates, as well as a status update 

for the North TSA inventory report.  

 

Tracy Winfree, Interim Director, gave the Board an update on the budget. 

 

Tracy Winfree and Mo Valenta, Resource Information Supervisor, showed a preview of the Google 

“Trailview” project. 

 

Steve Armstead, Environmental Planner, gave an update on the North TSA progress. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6- Matters from the Board 

The Board reviewed an editorial that will be sent out in regard to the North TSA. Tom and Frances will 

finalize and submit this document. 
 

AGENDA ITEM 7 – West Trail Study Area Implementation: Towhee/Homestead Trail Reroute Due to 

2013 Flood  

Annie McFarland gave a presentation on the reroute of the Towhee and Homestead trail in response to the 

2013 flood.  

 

This spurred one motion: 

Kevin Bracy Knight moved the Open Space Board of Trustees recommend that staff: 1) implement 

the staff recommendation as shown on Attachment Map B: Towhee/Homestead Trails – Staff 

Recommendation and 2) install an interpretive sign highlighting birding opportunities of the area. 

Molly Davis seconded. This motion passed unanimously.   
 
 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 

 

ATTACH BRIEF DETAILS OF ANY PUBLIC COMMENTS:   

None. 

 

TIME AND LOCATION OF ANY FUTURE MEETINGS, COMMITTEES OR SPECIAL HEARINGS:   

The next OSBT meeting will be May 13
th

 at 6 p.m. at 1777 Broadway in the Council Chambers  
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CITY OF BOULDER 
BOULDER, COLORADO 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING MINUTES 
To listen to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board meetings in their entirety, please go to the following link: 

www.boulderparks-rec.org 

Name of Board/Commission: Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
Date of Meeting: March 23, 2015 
Contact Information Preparing Summary: Sally Dieterich 303-413-7242 
Board Members Present: Mike Conroy, Myriah Conroy, Kelly Wyatt, Mike Guzek, Marty Gorce, Tom 
Klenow, Michelle Estrella 
Board Members Absent: None 
Staff Present: Jeff Dillon, Yvette Bowden, Jeff Haley, Alison Rhodes, Lisa Martin, Kathleen Alexander 
Guests Present: Rella Abernathy, City of Boulder Integrated Pest Management Coordinator 
Type of Meeting: Advisory/Regular 
Agenda Item 1: Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. and the agenda was approved.     
                                                                        
Agenda Item 2: Future Board Items and Tours 

 4/27/15 PRAB meeting – New PRAB appointees first meeting 
 4/27/15 PRAB meeting – Election of officers 
 4/27/15 PRAB meeting – Emerald Ash Borer Update 
 4/27/15 PRAB meeting – Proposal for July 4 
 4/27/15 PRAB meeting – Aquatics Feasibility Plan Final 
 New PRAB member orientation has been scheduled 

 
Agenda Item 3: Public Participation 
Bill Cohen, resident, spoke of the imminent closing of the Mapleton warm water therapy pool. He said 
there is no mention of a warm water therapy pool in the CIP and he urged PRAB to take the matter 
seriously and urge staff to implement a long term solution. 
 
Agenda Item 4: Consent Agenda 
A. Approval of minutes from February 23, 2015 
Minutes from February 23, 2015 were approved as written. 
B. Parks and Recreation Development Update 
C. Parks and Recreation Operations Update 
Written updates were provided to the board as part of the packet materials. These are items that require no 
board action or discussion. 
 
Agenda Item 5: Public Hearing and Consideration of Motions Approving the 2016 Expenditures 
from the Permanent Parks and Recreation Fund and 2016-2021 Parks and Recreation Department 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
PRAB ACTION REQUESTED: 
Staff recommends that PRAB approve the recommended 2016 expenditures planned from the Permanent 
Parks and Recreation Fund and approve the recommended 2016-2021 Parks and Recreation Department 
CIP.  
 
Public comment: 
No one spoke. 
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Motion 1: 
Motion to approve the 2016 recommended expenditures from the Permanent Parks and Recreation Fund. 
Motion by: Guzek     Seconded by: Gorce 
Vote: 7-0 The motion passed unanimously. 
Motion 2: 
Motion to approve the recommended 2016-2021 Parks and Recreation Department Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP). 
Motion by: Guzek     Seconded by: Gorce 
Vote: 7-0 The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Agenda Item 6: Items for Discussion/Information 
There were no Items for Discussion/Information. 
Agenda Item 7: Matters from the Department 
A. Bee Safe Boulder Resolution: Analysis and Options 
Rella Abernathy presented this item. Bee Safe Boulder presented a resolution to city council on 2/20/15 
that would declare Boulder a Bee Safe city. Staff supports the resolution with some minor adjustments. 
The following PRAB input is requested: 

 Does PRAB support the resolution? 
 Does PRAB support the amended resolution with recommended changes by staff? 
 Does PRAB have suggestions for engaging the community in such discussion? 

PRAB agreed to support the amended version of the Bee Safe resolution. 
 
Agenda Item 8: Matters from Board Members 
Conroy (Mike) asked if the May meeting will be moved to May 18. Dillon answered that staff will look 
into this and respond to Mike. Conroy (Mike) also thanked Conroy (Myriah) and Estrella for their five 
years of service (each) to PRAB. 
Next Board Meeting: April 27, 2015 
Adjourn: There being no further business to come before the board at this time; the meeting was 
adjourned at 7:07 p.m. 
 
 

Approved by:        Attested: 

_________________________      ________________________ 

Mike Conroy        Sally Dieterich 
Board Chair        Board Secretary   
      

Date _____________________      Date ____________________ 
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 CITY OF BOULDER, 
B O U L D E R ,  
COLORADO 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING MINUTES 
To listen to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board meetings in their entirety, please go to the following link: 

www. boulderparks-rec.org 
 

Name of Board/Commission: Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
Date of Meeting: February 23, 2015 
Contact Information Preparing Summary: Sally Dieterich 303-413-7242 
Board Members Present: Mike Conroy, Myriah Conroy, Kelly Wyatt, Marty Gorce, Tom Klenow, 
Mike Guzek 
Board Members Absent: Michelle Estrella 
Staff Present: Jeff Dillon, Yvette Bowden, Alison Rhodes, Jeff Haley, Doug Godfrey, Kady Doelling  

Type of Meeting: Advisory/Regular 
Agenda Item 1: Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. Chair Conroy requested agenda item 6 (Items for 
Discussion/Information) swap 6-A and 6-B. The agenda was approved. 

Agenda Item 2: Future Board Items and Tours  
Future items: 

3/23/15 PRAB meeting – 2016 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) recommendation and acceptance 
of the six year CIP program 

 3/23/15 PRAB meeting – Final PRAB meeting for outgoing PRAB members (new members begin 
with the April 27 meeting) 

 3/23/15 PRAB meeting – Bee Safe Neonicotinoid pesticides discussion with Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) coordinator 

 3/23/15 PRAB meeting – May have aquatics facilities study as a public hearing 
Agenda Item 3: Public Participation 

 Boris Visnjic, non-resident, representing Boulder Water Polo Club, spoke about the importance of 
having an aquatics center with a deep water pool that will support children and their love of 
playing water polo. 

 Cece Bloomfield, resident, representing Boulder Water Polo Club, spoke of the need to fast track 
a partnership to modify existing pools to accommodate high school water polo players. She said 
the two best options for partnerships are the Elks pool and the LaMont Does Park pool in 
Lafayette, CO. 

 Maki Iatridis, resident, representing Ocean First Divers, Ocean Classrooms and Ocean First 
Institute, spoke in support of Option 4 in the Aquatics Feasibility Plan. 

 Veronica Casebolt, resident, would like to see more youth swimming in Boulder and urges the 
City of Boulder to build a competitive aquatics center in Boulder. She said she also supports 
Option 4 in the Aquatics Feasibility Plan. 

 Bob Smart, non-resident, Fairview High School girls swim team head coach, spoke of the need 
for a 50 meter aquatics facility in Boulder. He said competitions are moving to other venues out 
of Boulder due to the lack of facilities large enough to accommodate these groups. 

 Michelle Perkins, non- resident, asked staff to go with Option 4. 

 Diane Curlette, resident, asked that the City of Boulder place more focus on seniors and those 
who benefit from warm water pool therapy. She added that none of the options mention warm 
water pool therapy or seniors. 
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Agenda Item 4: Consent Agenda 
A. Approval of minutes from January 26, 2015 
Minutes from January 26, 2015 were approved as written. 
B. Park Development Update 
Written updates were provided to the board as part of the packet materials. These are items that require no 
board action or discussion. 

Agenda Item 5: Items for Action  
Public Hearing and Consideration of a Motion to Approve the 2015 Final Concept Plan for Valmont City 
Park as an Update to the 2008 Concept Plan 
Haley and Godfrey provided this update. Haley said the past year’s planning for the undeveloped south 
portion of the park is coming to conclusion, adding that the process has been both collaborative and 
consensus building.  
Godfrey explained that the purpose of the public hearing is to review the process and methodology 
undertaken during the past year culminating with PRAB’s approval. Acceptance of the final concept plan 
permits the department to move forward with a more detailed design, exploration of funding options and 
movement to a final plan. 
The public hearing was opened. 
John Bird, non-resident, representing Colorado PDGA, shared two concerns. The allotted space for the disc 
golf course is not large enough to permit scheduling of high level tournaments and the designated playground 
area is a favorite area for disc golfers. 
Jim Haswell, resident, said two acres of course space will be lost due to the proposed location of the multi use 
path, adding that overlapping uses is difficult. He said more acreage is needed. 
Andrew Davies, non-resident, representing Boulder Valley Lacrosse, thanked staff and PRAB for all their 
efforts in this planning process. He said more practice fields are a necessity and asked if the process could 
move more quickly. 
Sarah Rebick, resident representing Flatirons Running said running is growing in Boulder with both adults and 
children participating. She added that the concept plan has created much excitement in the running community 
and wanted to thank staff. 
Ruth Janjic, non-resident, representing RicRojas Running, thanked staff for including a running track in the 
concept plan. She added that multiple uses within the track does not work well. 
Peter Richards, resident, asked for a cross country running course for recreation purposes. 
PRAB Discussion: 
Gore – Spoke of the need to embrace volunteer and fund raising opportunities offered by numerous groups and 
decide how to move forward. 
Guzek – Questioned why so much space has been allocated to the disc golf course? 
Godfrey responded that it’s about providing enough acreage – approximately one acre per hole. This will also 
aid in making the course more available for multi use in the future. 
Conroy – Indicated that while he was skeptical about the size of the disc golf course in the beginning, with the 
number of people wanting it, it he feels that is a pretty good use of space. 
Conroy (Myriah) – Stated that the proposed disc golf area represents a huge portion of the park and asked if 
the board was comfortable with that. 
Guzek – Suggested that this plan not be promoted as a simple update of the 2008 plan since much has changed 
in seven years. 
Guzek – Asked about phasing of the plan?  
Godfrey responded that the phasing is conceptual. 
Wyatt – Asked if the track could be built around a rectangular field. 
Klenow – Stated that staff has done a great job on the concept plan and it reflects a nice balance. 
Conway (Myriah) – Indicated she supported the public process and that she is excited for the community. 
Gorce made the following motion: 
Motion to approve the 2015 final concept plan for Valmont City Park as an update to the 2008 concept. 
Conway (Myriah) seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 6-0 with Estrella absent. 
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Agenda Item 6: Items for Discussion/Information  
A. 2016-21 Capital Improvement Program (CIP)  

Dillon provided the update on the status of the Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  
 Capital funding is identified with five funds: Permanent Parks & Recreation Fund, Lottery Fund, .25 

cent Sales Tax Fund, Capital Development Fund and Boulder Junction Improvement Fund 
 Have $2.2 million in the .25 cent Sales Tax Fund due to expiration of bond debt 
 2/23/15 PRAB meeting  (2nd touch) – CIP draft projects identified and prioritized 
 3/23/15 PRAB meeting (3rd touch) – CIP public hearing and recommendation 
 Late May 2015 – Proposed operating budget and CIP budget due to executive budget team 
 July 2015 – Proposed CIP due to City of Boulder Planning Department 
 Late July 2015 – CIP citywide tour 
 Early August 2015 – Planning board CIP public hearing 
 Mid August 2015 – City council CIP study session 
 September 2015 – City council budget consideration 

B.  Aquatics Feasibility Plan Discussion 
Rhodes presented a timeline update on the aquatics feasibility plan report.  

 11/14 – Consultants conducted facility assessments of city pools 
 11/14 and 12/14  workshops , an online survey and open houses were held to gather input on aquatics 

facilities/programs 
 Consultants identified division strengths/weaknesses/opportunities/threats 
 Options for consideration: 

Option 1 - New 50 meter pool and bathhouse 
Option 2 – New 50 meter pool, new outdoor aquatic center, new bathhouse 
Option 3 – Replace 50 meter pool with 3,000-6,000 sq. ft. enclosed sprayground, replace bathhouse    
  w/restrooms, build  50 meter indoor aquatic training center at Valmont City Park with outdoor 
 component 
Option 4 - Replace 50 meter pool with 3,000-6,000 sq. ft. enclosed sprayground, replace bathhouse 
 w/restrooms, build  50 meter indoor aquatic training center at Valmont City Park with outdoor 
 component to include deck space and team locker rooms 
Option 5 – Replace 50 meter pool/bathhouse with family aquatic center and new bathhouse, build 50 
 meter indoor aquatic center at Valmont City park with outdoor aquatic  

Agenda Item 7: Matters from the Department 
There were no Matters from the Department 
  Agenda Item 8: Matters from Board Members 
Guzek asked the status of board recruitment and the timing of the appointment of new members. 
Dillon commented that there are four applicants for the two open Board positions. 
Conroy (Mike) asked where and when the Civic Area Joint Board meeting would be held.  
Haley responded March 11 at Boulder Museum of Contemporary Art (BMoCA) on 13th Street. 
 

Next Board Meeting: March 23, 2015 

Adjourn: There being no further business to come before the board at this time; the meeting was 
adjourned at 9:28 p.m. 

 
Approved by: Attested: 

 
 

_______________________      __________________________ 
 
 
Mike Conroy        Sally Dieterich 
Board Chair        Board Secretary
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO 
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING MINUTES 

Name of Board / Commission:  Water Resources Advisory Board 

Date of Meeting: 23 February 2015 

Contact Information of Person Preparing Minutes:  Andrea Flanagan 303.413.7372 
Board Members Present: Vicki Scharnhorst, Mark Squillace, Dan Johnson, Lesley Smith, Ed Clancy 
Board Members Absent: None 
Staff Present:   Jeff Arthur, Director of Public Works for Utilities 
                          Bob Harberg, Principal Engineer-Utilities 
                          Annie Nobel, Flood and Greenways Engineering Program Coordinator 
                          Bret Linenfelser, Water Quality and Environmental Services Manager 
                          Kurt Bauer, Engineering Project Manager 
                          Russ Sands, Watershed Sustainability and Outreach Supervisor 
                          MaryAnn Nason, Water Conservation Outreach Coordinator 
                          Heidi Hansen, Floodplain and Wetlands Administrator/ Civil Engineer  
                          Edward Stafford, Development Review Manager 
                         Andrea Flanagan, Board Secretary 
Cooperating Agencies Present:  
Monica Bortolini, Consultant with Leonard Rice Engineers, Inc.  
Meeting Type:  Regular  
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order                                                                                                [7:05 p.m.] 
Agenda Item 2 – Approval of the 26 January 2015 Meeting Minutes:                                [7:06 p.m.]                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Motion to approve minutes as amended from January 26 as presented.  
Moved by: Johnson; Seconded by: Squillace 
Vote: 4:0 (Ed Clancy abstaining) 
Agenda Item 3 – Public Participation and Comment                                                            [7:10 p.m.]  
Public Comment:  
 
Patrick McAteer 
Chief Financial Officer at Frasier Meadows Retirement Community. Campus severely impacted by 2013 
floods, lost about 40% of operating capacity, only half-way returned to normalcy.  Requesting advocacy for 
Frasier Meadows, which is in its 55th year assisting seniors in Boulder. Lost entire bottom level of skilled 
nursing and entire assisted living wing, and much more infrastructure, including independent living 
structures, approximately $7.5 to 10 million in loss.  Here for long-term needs for seniors in Boulder 
community.  They are coming out of the flood and recreating what the organization will provide in the long 
run. Would appreciate continued advocacy of the Board.  
 
Chuck Howe 
Emphasized how severe the effects of the flood were on Frasier Meadows and is here to ask Board to 
promote maximum flood control off Highway 36 and any other alternatives.  Qualla Drive area was badly 
impacted with 100 damaged homes, as well as Frasier Meadows.  On the basis of FEMA’s first ruling, 
Frasier Meadows would be out of the floodplain if they built a retaining wall around its campus.  FEMA 
recently reversed their decision, saying that they would still fall in the floodplain due to two structures 
being out of compliance with construction regulations.  All residents would then be subject to flood 
insurance, with current rates quoted, causing a tremendous impact to residents.  Feels that adequate storage 
around Hwy. 36 would protect the Qualla Drive area and would give grounds for appealing FEMA ruling, 
which has severe implications for Frasier.  Hopes Board will consider the alternative, which would provide 
a legitimate argument to FEMA to have them reconsider their decision.  Final recommendation is to 
consider other alternatives on the other side of Highway 36.   
 
Tom LeMire  
President HOA of 100-unit, 5 building complex, which is about 15 years old, north of Frasier Meadows 
Manner.  As with Frasier, their building was under water during flood, small fraction of loss compared to 
what Frasier endured.  $42,000 worth of electrical damage to meters, with biggest issue being with 
settlement with insurance company.  In their 80-page umbrella insurance document, they didn’t see 
exemption that insurance company found, which stated that they should not be covered for upgrading 
electric meters even though City of Boulder says that meters should be upgraded, per the 2011code.  The 
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insurance company does not cover upgrading, which is a catch-22.  
 
There were so much mechanical repairs and now years of frustrating efforts that require very expensive 
insurance policy. Experienced 3 feet of water that probably came from Bear Creek/ NCAR area.  Asks that 
Board please work with CU to open South Campus for natural retention in large low-lying areas around 
CU.  
 
Rick Mahan  
Member South Boulder Creek Action Group. Wants to reemphasize that the group’s main priority is to stop 
the overtopping of US36 during floods. 
 
Agenda Item 4 - Matters From Staff:                                                                                      [7:21 p.m.]                                                                                                                                                                                                      

a) Update on South Boulder Creek Mitigation Study  
b) Update on National Flood Insurance Program – Community Rating System  
c) 2015 Flood Outreach Program  
d) Water Conservation Program  

Agenda Item 5 – Matters from the Board:                                                                              [8:55 p.m.]                                                                  
 
Board Member Smith brought up the below matter(s): 
• Attended Watershed Forum, which was fantastic and thought-provoking. 
• Feels that the more our public can be educated about water use and average per-capita consumption, 

and the more information people have, the more they may realize that it is a critical resource.  
 
Board Member Johnson brought up the below matter(s): 
• Thanked Board Secretary for receiving the meeting packet in one succinct package this month, as 

opposed to separate documents and attachments.   
• Stated that he will miss April meeting and questioned whether date could be changed?   
• Questioned status of snowpack in the watershed? 

 
Board Member Clancy brought up the below matter(s): 
• Questioned whether the city’s water supply lines’ range of leakage falls between 7% and 14%. 
• Discussed email that was sent to Board about study regarding “submarines” that were sent through 

collection systems and that it would be nice to see this subject revisited by city staff.  
• Questioned if we are going to be doubling our existing collection system rehabilitation efforts. 
• Questions about flow meters that were put in sewage lines and what current infiltration rate is? 
• Questioned if Frasier Meadows is an area that would be metered to determine flows? 
• Questioned conditioning monitors and the status of the “big pipes” in the city’s sewer mains. 
• Questioned if the problem with Casey Middle School is related to sewer main issues?    
 
Agenda Item 6 – Future Schedule                                                                                           [ 9:05 p.m.]  
Several board members expressed interest in rescheduling future meetings due to conflicts.  Staff will 
follow up.   

Adjournment                                                                                                                              [9:07 p.m.]    
There being no further business to come before the Board at this time, by motion regularly adopted, the 
meeting was adjourned at 9:07 p.m. 
Motion to adjourn by: Johnson; Seconded by: Squillace 
Motion Passes 5:0  
Date, Time, and Location of Next Meeting: 
The next WRAB meeting will be Monday, 16 March 2015 at 7:00 p.m., at the City's Municipal Services 
Center, 5050 Pearl St., Boulder, CO 80301 

 
APPROVED BY:      ATTESTED BY: 
_______________________________   __________________________________ 
Board Chair      Board Secretary 
_____________________________                 ___________________________________ 
Date         Date 
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An audio recording of the full meeting for which these minutes are a summary, is available on the Water 
Resources Advisory Board web page.  
https://bouldercolorado.gov/boards-commissions/water-resources-advisory-board-next-meeting-agenda-and-packet 
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