TO: Members of Council

FROM: Danielle Sears, City Clerk’s Office
DATE: July 28, 2015

SUBJECT: Information Packet
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2014 Neighborhood Permit Parking Program Annual Update
Boulder Convention and Visitors’ Bureau Updates (External)

Boulder County Age Well Plan Update
Mid-Year Update to 2015 Council Work Plan and Council Action Guide
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Environmental Advisory Board—June 3, 2015
Human Relations Commission—June 15, 2015
Open Space Board of Trustees—June 15, 2015
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4. DECLARATIONS
A. 2015 Americans with Disabilities Awareness Day

B. Boulder Cares for Nepal Day
C. Modern Slavery and Climate Change
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INFORMATION PACKET
MEMORANDUM
To: Mayor and Members of Council
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager
Molly Winter, Director, Downtown and University Hill Management
Division/Parking Services

Date: July 28, 2015

Subject: Information Item: 2014 Neighborhood Permit Parking Program Annual Update

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The purpose of this information packet is to provide the 2014 Annual Update of the
Neighborhood Permit Parking (NPP).

The NPP program goals include improving the balance between preserving neighborhood
character and providing public access to community facilities.

Expansions to the Mapleton Hill, Whittier and East Ridge NPP were initiated in early 2013.
Specific to the Mapleton Hill NPP was the remodel of the Mapleton Early Childhood Center,
which impacted the parking in the adjoining neighborhood. Acknowledging the needs of the
community and the Boulder Valley School District, it was vital to get a true sense of the parking
impact during construction and again, once the school was open. The Mapleton Hill and Whittier
expansions were approved in 2014.

In the Fairview NPP, a request to remove three block faces caused the neighborhood members to
re-evaluate the purpose and the need of the NPP. After several months, those who initiated the
petition requested that the Fairview NPP remain as it was established in 2002.

FINANCIAL

Since 2006, the Resident Permits have remained at $17 annually. Each resident within a NPP
may receive two free visitor permits with the purchase of a resident permit; along with guest
permits, which are also free and available upon request. The cost of commuter permits rose to
$82 quarterly or $328 per year in 2014, while the cost of business permits remains $75 annually.
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In 2014, residential permits made up 28% of total NPP revenue and 88% of the total number of
permits sold; business permits made up two percent of the total NPP revenue and one percent of
total number of permits sold; commuter permits account for 70% of the total NPP revenue and

11% of the total number of permits sold.

Revenue from the sale of NPP permits is expected to cover the program costs with the goal of
being revenue neutral. Expenses vary year to year based on whether there are citizen requests for

new zones or expansions requiring surveys and start up costs.

2014 Revenue from Resident/Business/Visitor permits sales $43,472
2014 Revenue from Commuter permit sales $103,079
$146,551
2014 NPP Program Direct Expenses* $ 73,740
2014 Administrative Program Expenses $ 23,726
$ 97,466
*The NPP revenue and expenses do not include enforcement.
2014 Annual Permit Revenue by Zone
Location Resident Business Commuter Total
Columbine $ 3,570 $ - $ 286 $ 3,856
Fairview $ 629 $ - $ - $ 629
Goss/Grove $ 5,780 $ 975 $ 10,771 $17,526
High/Sunset $ 1,003 $ - $ 3,852 $ 4,855
Mapleton Hill $ 7,276 $ - $ 25,732 $ 33,008
University Hill $ 11,645 $ 225 $ 16,706 $ 28,576
Whittier $ 7,905 $ 900 $ 32,925 $41,730
West Pearl $ 1,836 $ 300 $ 12,691 $ 14,827
East Ridge $ 952 $ - $ 115 $ 1,067
University Heights $ 476 $ - $ - $ 476
Totals: $41,072 $ 2,400 $ 103,079 $146,551

Information Item
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Commuter permits averaged about 155 commuters per year from 2003-2012. Commuter permits
rose 43% (276 commuters) in 2013 and an additional 14% (314 commuters) in 2014. This
increase in demand can also be seen in the growth of the garage and lot wait lists.

Commuter Permit Sales by Year
Year Fee Revenue Permits Sold Per Quarter
2004 $ 78 $ 47,637 611 152
2005 $ 78 $43,418 557 139
2006 $ 78 $ 44,053 565 141
2007 $ 78 $48,413 621 155
2008 $ 78 $ 49,186 631 158
2009 $ 78 $ 46,592 597 149
2010 $ 78 $47,174 605 151
2011 $ 78 $ 48,689 624 156
2012 $ 78 $ 60,427 775 194
2013 $ 78 $86,112 1,104 276
2014 | $ 82 $103,079 1,257 314
EXPANSIONS

There were two NPP expansions that began in 2013 and were finalized in 2014, these include:
e Mapleton Hill NPP
East & West sides of the 2300 block of 7" St.
North & South sides of the 600 block of Mapleton St.
North & South sides of the 700 block of Mapleton St.
North & South sides of the 600 block of Highland St.

e Whittier NPP
East side of the 2000 block of 18" St.

There was one NPP expansion that was not approved:
e East Ridge NPP
North side of the 2800 block of Pennsylvania Ave.

There was one NPP expansion that was withdrawn:
e Fairview NPP
A petition was submitted to remove the South side of 3600 to the 3700 block of
Longwood Ave. but the residents of this NPP reconsidered and this proposed removal
was withdrawn.
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UTILIZATION

In the ten NPP zones operated in 2014, there were approximately 775 commuter spaces

available, of which 314 annual (1,267 quarterly) commuter permits were sold.

Relationship between NPP Program & Adjacent Parking Supply/Demand
Location Inventory Sold Cost Per Year Wait List
CAGID Structures 2209 2154** $ 1,140 715
CAGID Surface Lots 203 253 $ 700 137
UHGID Surface Lot 54 65 $ 660 23
Total NPP Commuter 777 314 $ 328 N/A
Columbine 260 1
Fairview 20 0
Goss/Grove 34 33
High/Sunset 43 12
Mapleton Hill 78 78
University Hill 147 51
Whittier 157 100
West Pearl 38 39
East Ridge 0 0
University Heights 0 0
NPP Residential N/A 2416 $ 17 N/A
* Data as of Feb 2014
** Balance maintained for short-term parking.

THE STATUS OF ALTERNATIVE MODE STRATEGIES

Overall, 2014 local ridership was unchanged compared to 2013 local ridership totals.

According

to RTD's fare box data, average weekday passengers served on the CTN for 2014 was as follows:

2014 Average Daily Passengers Served CTN

SKIP 5,158 1% increase from 2013
JUMP 1,830 1% increase from 2013
BOUND 1,515 5% increase from 2013
DASH 2,307 1% decline from 2013
HOP 2,758 4% decline from 2013
STAMPEDE 1,161 2% decline from 2013
BOLT 1,688 0% increase from 2013

Information Item
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NPP ENFORCEMENT

Revenues from NPP tickets make up approximately 15% of the City’s total ticket revenues,
while accounting for 50%-60% of the total enforcement resources. The remaining 86% of ticket
revenues comes from all other types of enforcement using the remaining 40%-50% of the
enforcement resources.

Citations Issued in NPP Zones for Time Restriction
Year Days of Enforcement Number of Citation Issued
2004 620 10,462
2005 635 11,629
2006 587 9,819
2007 588 8,613
2008 599 11,529
2009 485 9,125
2010 477 11,913
2011 688 12,810
2012 740 15,296
2013 793 12,723
2014 398 11,975

There was a 6% decrease in the number of citations issued from 2013 to 2014.

2014 Enforcement by Zone
Locations # of Days | Citations Daily Average
University Hill/Uni Heights 109 5,148 47
Mapleton/West Pearl 74 1,730 23
Whittier/High Sunset 72 2,125 29
Columbine/Fairview/East Ridge * 57 588 10
Whittier Nights 22 1,027 47
Goss/Grove* 64 1,357 21
Total 398 11,975 29.5
* Enforcement varies depending on staffing levels
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In 2014, Parking Services wrote 78,531 revenue tickets of which 11,975 (15%) were issued for
NPP violations. A total of $1,763,959 in parking violations revenue was collected in 2014. If all
tickets for NPP violations were collected at the ticket rate of $20, the total revenue would be
$239,540. In addition, 955 tickets were voided or warnings were issued in an attempt to educate
customers about the rules of the NPP zones. All ticket revenue and enforcement costs are
allocated to the General Fund and are not reflected in the NPP program revenue or expenses.

Fine: Violation:

$15.00 Expired Meter, Parking where sign prohibits

$20.00 Parking beyond the posted time restriction without a permit (NPP)
$25.00 Parking in a Loading Zone or alley

$112.00 Parking in a Handicap Space

2015 WORK PLAN
The NPP 2015 Work Plan includes:
e Maintain the current NPP Program service levels in 2014.
e 2015 Annual Update
e As part of the Access and Parking Management Strategy (AMPS), the cost of permits
will be reviewed as well as the process for zone expansions
e Review additional requests were received to expand existing NPP’s:
Mapleton: 500 block of Highland, 500 block of Pine; 2200 block of 6™; 2400 block 7*;
2400 block of 8™; 2300 block of 9™: and West Pearl: 300 block of Pearl.
e The homeowners’ association of the Steelyards neighborhood has expressed interest in
creating an NPP within their neighborhood. Staff is in discussion with representatives
regarding the zone design and process.

The 2015 NPP Program allocated $15,000 for implementation of the possible expansion of
existing zones and for the establishment of new zones.

Cc:  Transportation Advisory Board
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INFORMATION PACKET
MEMORANDUM

To: Mayor and Members of Council
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager
David Driskell, Executive Director, Community Planning and Sustainability
Molly Winter, Director, Downtown and University Hill Management
Division/Parking Services

Date: July 28, 2015

Subject: Information Item: Boulder Convention and Visitors’ Bureau Updates

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Please find attached two reports from the Boulder Convention and Visitors’ Bureau (BCVB):
2014 annual report and the 2015 1% Quarter report for your review.

If you would Ilike more information please contact Molly Winter at
winterm@bouldercolorado.gov or Mary Ann Mahoney, Executive Director, BCVB,
maryann@bouldercvb.com.

Thank you.
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Website and mobile visits showed a decline of 16% during the 2014 first quarter. The analytic
report shows that last year’s website numbers were especially high due to a special event (2014
National Cyclo-cross) not having its own website. Participants and spectators of the event
visited the CVB’s website in the absence of the event’s own website; there was a great deal of
traffic on the Cyclo-cross webpage. The analytic report also shows that the number of mailed
Vacation Guide requests is down but the number of virtual guides is up.

Communications Department:

Digital Advertising Campaigns: Geo-targeted ads ran on TripAdvisor, the number one travel
website, in January, February and March.

Through a partnership with the Colorado Tourism Office, the CVB purchased ads in national
travel newsletters. The data from these two marketing programs will be reported in the mid-
year report.

The CVB e-newsletter subscribers continue to increase month over month by 250-300 per week.
During one specific week there was a spike of 1,000 new subscribers. Marketing research shows
that email subscribers are the most engaged audience to speak to.

ThePartner e-newsletter has now been distributed for a full year. The list is growing and the
information provided is helpful to the business operators. The content intends to inform the
partners on what events effect their business operations as well as recent travel trends.

The open-rate of these e-newsletters is higher than the national trend.

The CVB created five new one-minute videos and are now our home page. These are quick
glimpses of Boulder including Pearl Street, hiking and Celestial Seasonings to inspire people to
visit Boulder. Video content continues to be an important web tool for visitor engagement.

All of the CVB printed Boulder brochures have been revised and will be delivered by mid-May
ready for the influx of summer and fall visitors.

Community Programs:

e  Boulder Ski Escape partnership with Eldora Mountain Resort finished its 10" year. A new
strategy was created by Eldora and we will report the final outcome in the mid-year report.

e The partnership with B-cycle continues for another year. The increased bike stations and
bikes make the system more accessible for out of town visitors.

e For the second year, the CVB was a major sponsor of Boulder Arts Week. The CVB was
pleased to see more marketing and events during Arts Week. The CVB event committee will
review the final report from Boulder Arts Week in the upcoming weeks.

e Once again the Tourism Collaborative Partnership forum had great attendance from many
cultural arts organizations. With 60 attendees, many relationships were formed and
enhanced and consumer package ideas were launched. Because of this forum, six more
organizations are being marketed through the CVB ‘s Attractions Booking engine. This
engine gives travelers a way to book hotel rooms, ticketed events and restaurant
reservations from the CVB’s website.

There are many more programs not covered here and you will read more about those in the mid-year

report.
March year to date Average Hotel Occupancy Average Room Rate
Denver (includes Boulder and Hwy 36) 70% Flat $122.86 up 8%
Highway 36 Corridor 62.9% down 1.3% $111.70 up 5.5%%
*Boulder 65.8% up 5% $135.66 up 12.9%
Source Rocky Mountain Lodging Report
Boulder City Accommodations Tax February, Year to Date: $717,010 Up 6.32%
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INFORMATION PACKET
MEMORANDUM

To: Members of City Council
From: Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager
Karen Rahn, Director of Human Services
Betty Kilsdonk, Deputy Director of Human Services/Acting Senior Services Mgr.

Date: July 28, 2015

Subject: Information Item: Boulder County Age Well Plan Update

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this memo is to update council on the completed Age Well Boulder County Plan
plan and how the city is moving forward to address goals and strategies in partnership with Boulder
County and other entities and within the context of the Human Services Strategy update.

The nation, the county and the city are undergoing an unprecedented shift in the number of older
adults. By 2029, it is anticipated that more than 20 percent of the total U.S. population will be over
the age of 65. By 2040, the population age 60 and over is expected to account for about 26 percent
of Boulder County’s population, and is forecasted to increase by from 13.6 percent in 2013 to 24
percent. In planning for service needs, this demographic shift presents new challenges and
opportunities for creating and sustaining vibrant, healthy communities committed to the well-being
of older people.

Age Well Boulder County is a coordinated strategic plan representing all communities in the
county. The plan’s purpose is to chart a course for viewing aging in a new and positive way, and to
identify needs and strengths in the aging community. First published in 2006, there have been
periodic progress reports and updates to reflect changing community needs and conditions.

Rather than simply a reaction to change, Age Well Boulder County is an attempt to plan
strategically and to anticipate the opportunities and challenges which engage active older
adults while supporting those who are more frail, vulnerable or isolated. It is intended to be a
blueprint for a shared, interactive, community-driven process. The approach is multi-pronged,
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collaborative and strengths-based in which older adults are active participants in making decisions
about their own goals and services.

Age Well Boulder County was developed by the Boulder County Area Agency on Aging (BCAAA)
in partnership with the Age Well Committee, a leadership team consisting of municipal senior
services managers from Boulder, Longmont, Louisville, Erie and Lafayette. The current update
(2015) is based on qualitative and quantitative data using research and public engagement
throughout the county. The research instruments included a Community Assessment Survey for
Older Adults (CASOA™) survey, Community Conversations, Quadrant Work Group meetings, an
online survey of service providers and other tools. The plan represents input from over 200 older
adults, community members, service providers, organizations and leaders.

Council was briefed on Jan. 13, 2015, on the Age Well Boulder County plan development and
provided feedback and questions for further inquiry. The plan has since been completed and was
presented on May 1, 2015 to the Boulder County Commissioners and the BCAAA Aging Advisory
Council.

FISCAL IMPACT

Age Well Boulder County does not mandate a budgetary impact to the city organization, and there
is no specific Human Services funding allocation for its implementation. Funding for specific City
of Boulder Age Well-related initiatives will be addressed through the Human Services Strategy
update.

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

e Economic: Age Well Boulder County promotes a diverse and sustainable economy that
supports needs of all older adult segments of the community and their caregivers and
identifies the strengths of older adults, including economic contributons to the community.

e Environmental: The plan supports the creation of communities, neighborhoods and public
places with age-friendly design principles in mind, including walkable communities and
public transportation options, reducing environmental impacts.

e Social: The plan provides a blueprint for supporting healthy aging into the future,
contributing to the social and health well-being and vibrancy of the community. It also
identifies strategies for addressing the needs of more vulnerable and under-represented
communities.

BACKGROUND

The first countywide strategic plan for aging well was published in 2006. With the 2008 economic
downturn, shifting priorities and community resources, the plan was updated to reflect what older
adults were experiencing. In addition to getting feedback from older adults and other community
members, the BCAAA contracted with the National Research Center to conduct a CASOA™
survey to provide statistically valid data based on a random sample of the county’s 60+ population.
the 2010 effort.

The BCAAA is responsible for conducting regional research and leading long-range planning

efforts to address the needs of the county’s aging population. The data gathered to inform Age Well
Boulder County, in addition to the information used to create the BCAAA’s required four-year area
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plan for aging (“Region 3B Area Plan Title I1I and Title VII, July 2015-June 2019”) is used to
identify current strengths and needs of our aging population, in order to better prepare for the future.

Boulder Senior Services Overview

The mission of Boulder Senior Services is to foster the engagement and well-being of older adults
and promote a positive image of aging through community collaboration and services which
advance the health and well-being of the older community. Service delivery is provided through
five programmatic areas:

e Operation of two senior centers: Centers provide social and educational programs, classes
and events and houses Meals on Wheels of Boulder congregate and home-delivered meals
and offices at the West Senior Center;

e Senior Resources: Personal consultations, information and referrals; caregiver education and
support; and volunteer referrals such as for paying bills and organizing paperwork;

e Senior Health and Wellness: SilverSneakers fitness program and other health and mind/body
classes; brain fitness, falls prevention and other clinics; lectures on wellness topics;

e Senior Enrichment/Social Activity: Lecture series, trips, social activities such as bridge and
mah jongg, clubs and organization meetings, support groups, AARP Tax-Aide, etc.; and

e Food Tax Rebate Program for low-income families, seniors and disabled.

Demographic Profile
Boulder County
e In 2012 there were 45,194 older adults (age 60+) living in Boulder County, or about 19
percent of the total county population.
City of Boulder
e 1In 2013, about 13.6 percent of the population was age 60+.

Selected 2013 City of Boulder Socioeconomic Data

Boulder

Total Population 100,363
60+ Percent of Total Population 13.6%
60+ Population 13,649
65+ Population with Disability 2,769
65+ Population Below Poverty 570
65+ Population Below Poverty (Latino) 56
65+ Male Living Alone 782
65+ Female Living Alone 2,161
Households Receiving SNAP (food stamps) with at least 349
one person 60+ in Household

Source: 2013 US Census American Community Survey

ANALYSIS

Overall, the CASOA™ survey indicated a number of strengths for Boulder, for example:
e 96 percent of respondents gave high ratings to the community as a place to live.
e 76 percent consider the services offered to older adults to be “excellent” or “good.”
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81 percent reported they would recommend the community to others.

89 percent rated the overall feeling of safety in the community as “excellent” or “good.”
27 percent reported using a senior center in the past 12 months.

41 percent participated in some kind of volunteer work.

Challenges included:

22 percent reported having enough money to meet daily expenses was at least a minor
problem.

27 percent indicated that having adequate information or dealing with public programs such
as Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid was at least a minor problem.

33 percent indicated that maintaining their home was at least a minor problem.

57 percent reported that their physical health had presented at least a minor problem in the
past year.

34 percent reported feeling depressed was at least a minor problem.

16 percent reported getting needed oral health care was at least a minor problem.

59 percent indicated that feeling like their voice is heard in the community is at least a minor
problem.

17 percent indicated that having safe and affordable transportation was at least a minor
problem.

47 percent indicated that not knowing what services are available to older adults in the
community was at least a minor problem.

In addition to the Boulder-specific quantitative data obtained through the survey, four of the focus
groups were held in Boulder, resulting in qualitative data. From these conversations we learned that
older adults in Boulder want more transportation and parking options, better parking at the West
Senior Center, and more information about available community resources. In addition, rather than
stand-alone senior centers, we found that most people prefer a combination center, in which they
could get a variety of services, but which also contained a separate space for older adult services.

NEXT STEPS

Facilities assessment including West Senior Center, in conjunction with Parks and
Recreation (Summer 2015)

Human Services Strategy update public engagement process (Summer/Fall 2015)

Human Services Strategy and Homelessness Strategy updates Study Session — Oct. 27, 2015
Human Services Strategy update approval — first quarter, 2016

ATTACHMENT
Attachment A: Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow Up
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Attachment A
Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

BOULDER COUNTY AGE WELL PLAN UPDATE BRIEFING JAN. 23, 2015 FOLLOW-UP

The following are responses to City Council questions and requests for further information from the
Jan. 13, 2015 Boulder County Age Well Plan update briefing. Responses are grouped by topic.

I. TRANSPORTATION

What are the needs and gaps in older adult transportation?

Are older adults addressed in the City of Boulder Transportation Master Plan (TMP)?
How are transportation needs for the elderly disabled addressed?

How can we improve accommodations at bus shelters, RTD stops, etc.?

Older adult transportation needs and gaps

During the Age Well Boulder County community engagement process, transportation emerged as a
linchpin issue that impacts the older adult population’s ability to take advantage of the programs
and services offered to them. It also has significant bearing on the ability to remain in one’s own
home as one ages. Yet, the Community Assessment Survey for Older Adults (CASOA™) report
indicated that 51 percent of Boulder County older adults rated the ease in arranging transportation in
Boulder County as “fair” to “poor.” Participants in the Community Conversations across the county
indicated that improved transportation, including more options, more accommodating schedules,
and greater affordability is key to accessing essential services. One of the Age Well Plan’s priorities
is to ensure that older adult voices are part of regional transportation strategy efforts.

The Boulder County Area Agency on Aging (BCAAA) Area Plan outlines three strategies to
ensure older adults have transportation available to access health care, maintain social interaction,
and reach community and social services:

1. Initiating/expanding volunteer transportation services (in conjunction with Medical
Mobility, Via, and others);

2. Continuing to provide rides to consumers beyond nutrition and medical; and

3. Requiring providers receiving transportation funds to be active in regional transportation
coordinating councils such as the Boulder County Local Coordinating Council (BCLCC).

The BCAAA and the Age Well Committee will work closely with the BCLCC, an alliance of
community organizations, individuals and interest groups, to address transportation issues as they
relate to older adults. BCLCC will conduct a needs assessment this year and prepare a mobility
action plan for Boulder County for implementation beginning in 2016. The project will focus on
older adults, persons with disabilities, and low-income individuals and families.

City of Boulder Transportation Master Plan (TMP)

One of the goals of the TMP is to “expand fiscally viable transportation options for all Boulder
residents and employees, including older adults and people with disabilities.” The Human Services’
Senior Community Advisory Committee (SCAC) participated in the plan’s community engagement
process.

The plan calls for maintaining and supporting the current Community Transit Network and
incrementally expanding the bus system. The bus system will be supported by strategic investment
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Attachment A
Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

in mobility options for older adults and those with disabilities; the targeted expansion of transit pass
programs; land use changes and pedestrian oriented design; seamless connections to other forms of
travel; and high-quality transit stops and stations.

Transportation needs for the elderly disabled

The TMP supports Via’s efforts to provide needed transportation services for the growing
population of older adults and persons with disabilities, and to increase efficiencies and service
enhancements. The city has supported numerous grant applications for buses, facilities and travel
training by Via. Via provides this service directly and through the Medical Mobility program with
Boulder County CareConnect. Via has been a partner in TMP updates since 2003, and the TMP
specifically addresses expanding service to their target populations.

Profile of 2014 Boulder Paratransit Users
e 1,159: Boulder residents served in paratransit, travel training and mobility options
programs. This group represents 38 percent of all people Via served in 2014 and is a
12.5 percent increase over 2013.
73 percent : Age 60+ and reported a disability or chronic disease (822 individuals)
38 percent: Over age 80
80 percent Over age 60
89 percent: Of all Via users, including those under 60, lived with a disability or chronic disease
34 percent: Lived on annual incomes at or below $11,750

Bus shelter and stops accommodations

The city, in partnership with RTD, continues to maintain and improve transit passenger facilities
throughout the community. The TMP set forth a “Renewed Vision for Transit,” calling for an
integrated approach of service, capital and policies and programs to increase transit ridership. It
includes a hierarchy of transit facilities and amenities levels, as well as the concept of mobility
hubs. The TMP action plan calls for developing transit stop and facility standards and design
guidelines in the near term and for stop and station improvements throughout the life of the plan.
City staff is currently inventorying the existing passenger facilities and passenger improvements
needed to support the US 36 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service starting in January 2016.

1. PLANNING
e The current younger generation will have different aging needs than the current older
generation. How are we planning for and gathering information related to those needs rather
than planning for the future using feedback from current older generations?
e How will we disseminate information about the Strategy?

As the Baby Boom generation enters older adulthood, they are anticipated to have a transformative
impact on retirement, health, housing, transportation, education, community and family life. Trends
include expanded life spans due to medical advances and healthier lifestyles; longer time in the
workforce; more racial and ethnic diversity in the older adult population; wealthier and better
educated older adults than in past generations; a shift in the epicenter of economic and political
power from the young to the old; and a desire by Baby Boom retirees to make contributions beyond
traditional retirement. As a group they embrace social media and user-generated content, and tend
to be more receptive to narrative-styled presentations of information over traditional lecture style.
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Attachment A
Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

Boomers could be starting a new family, caring for elderly parents, working or retired, going back
to school, or paying for kids to go to college.

Anticipating their habits and preferences will help Human Services develop specific
communications efforts that speak to these generations. The Human Services Strategy update
engagement process, set to occur in the third quarter of 2015, will include information
dissemination for a number of issue areas, including seniors and aging, and will draw from the Age
Well plan for some of its data. Tools to be used for dissemination and engagement include:
surveys, community focus groups, informational meetings, on-line tools such as Mind Mixer, social
media, and web-based communication. Outreach strategies will include a variety of times and
locations during day and evening hours, along with interpreters and child care.

I11. HOUSING
e What is the housing gap for seniors? What is the need?

e There is a universal housing design for seniors. Is anything being done in the county with
that?

Housing gap and need
Per the City of Boulder’s 2014 Housing Choice Survey and Analysis:

e There are currently about 550 Boulder seniors (4 percent of all seniors) receiving rental
assistance through Boulder Housing Partners, and over 100 more on waitlists for assistance.
Assuming 4 percent of seniors continue to require public rental assistance, the demand for
assistance will increase to 1,045 (excluding waitlists) over the next ten years.

e About one-quarter of Boulder homeowners over the age of 65 are cost-burdened, meaning
they pay more than 30 percent of their household income for housing. That figure includes
seniors who own their homes outright but are cost-burdened by property taxes, HOA fees
and/or insurance costs, as well as those with a mortgage obligation that exceeds 30 percent
of their total income. In the housing survey, 7 percent of homeowners said they had to
reduce/go without basic needs to afford housing costs in the past year. There is not a one-
size-fits-all assistance program to address the wide-ranging needs of these homeowners but
property tax alleviation programs as well as foreclosure prevention programs help meet the
needs of struggling homeowners.

e Overall, there are 4,435 (about 32 percent) low-income senior households (income less than
50 percent Area Median Income or AMI) in Boulder. Assuming senior households increase
at the same rate as the senior population, that figure could be 9,508 by 2028. Those
households—both renters and owners—are the most likely to require public assistance in
future years.

e Of senior survey respondents, 4 percent said they have applied for public assistance in the
past year to help with housing costs.

Additional information

About one-third of seniors surveyed had either major or minor damage to their home as a result of
the 2013 flood, and 3 percent of those who had experienced damage had to move out of their homes
permanently. Among seniors who still need to complete repairs to their home, 18 percent said they
cannot afford it and 13 percent said they cannot find a contractor to make repairs.
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Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

Nearly one in five seniors said they plan to move in the next five to 15 years in order to find a home
with different features.

Participants in Age Well Community Conversations expressed the need for two levels of housing
assistance: systemic community support through the provision of a variety of housing options for
the aging population and personal assistance with specific housing needs.

Universal housing design

As people get older, they want to stay living in their own homes and as part of the community they
know for as long as possible. Universal housing design refers to homes that are practical and
flexible, and which meet the needs of people of different ages and abilities over time. Universal
housing is designed to be useable by most people over their lifetime without the need for major
adaptation or specialized design.

The BCAAA’s Aging Advisory Committee has an active Housing Committee which has devoted
time to issues of accessibility, including universal design. The committee works with local housing
authorities and advocates in the community for older adult housing issues.

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Housing Policy 7.09 Housing for a Full Range of
Households states that the city and county will encourage preservation and development of housing
attractive to persons at all stages of life; singles, couples, families with children and other
dependents, extended families, non-traditional households and seniors.

The City’s Housing Boulder: Enable Aging in Place workgroup is currently addressing how the city
might advance the goal of providing housing options for seniors of all abilities and incomes to
remain in the community.

IV. SPECIFIC POPULATIONS
e What are the LGBT elder issues?
e What are the neighborhood/community issues?
e Need for yard assistance: opportunity for younger people to assist; opportunities for gardens.

LGBT elder issues

The BCAAA currently provides LGBT outreach, Project Visibility training and the Rainbow Elders
program. Rainbow Elders conducted a survey in mid-2013 to people who have self-identified as
LGBT. Nearly all respondents were 55 years or older at the time of the survey. The top challenge
was “financial concerns” and a top concern was lack of needed health care coverage.

When asked what the BCAAA could do to help them be less concerned about aging, respondents
listed information and education on aging, health, services and affordable senior housing.
Maintaining independence was rated as “extremely important” by 73 percent of respondents. Social
engagement, LGBT groups, and sensitive service providers were cited as either extremely or
somewhat important by 70 percent or more respondents.
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Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

National data identifies top issues as social support and community engagement disparities, legal
barriers to taking care of loved ones, physical and mental health disparities, reduced access to health
care, and safety net disparities for LGBT older adults.

In addition:

e Although 80 percent of long-term care in the US is provided by family members, LGBT
elders are twice as likely to be single and three to four times more likely to be without
children than their heterosexual counterparts.

e Nationally, poverty rates for senior lesbian couples (9.1 percent) are much higher than senior
heterosexual couples (4.6 percent) or senior gay male couples (4.9 percent).

e Despite paying into Social Security in the same manner as their heterosexual peers, LGBT
elders are not equally eligible for Social Security benefits. The biggest difference in
treatment: committed same-sex couples are denied the substantial spousal and survivor
benefits provided to married couples.

Neighborhood/community-related issues

Age Well research suggests that the two most important influences in one’s ability to age well are
support from others, and involvement with others. Therefore, one goal of the Age Well Plan is for
everyone in the community to feel connected to others. However, 59 percent of CASOA™
respondents reported that feeling like their voice is heard in the community is at least a minor
problem, and 31 percent listed this as a moderate or major problem.

One Age Well objective to address this disparity is to identify individuals who have either voiced or
experienced a lack of connection (such as veterans, people who are homeless, people with
disabilities, Latinos, LGBTs, and nursing home and assisted living residents), and develop
comprehensive outreach and engagement plans which reflect their unique strengths and needs.

Age Well Boulder County addresses this issue in its emphasis on aging in community. Specifically,
this aspect of the plan highlights the important role of the built environment in allowing older adults
to remain in their communities. One of the plan’s goals for aging in community is for
neighborhoods and communities to have an age-friendly design. This includes public infrastructure
and transportation options.

Need for yard work assistance; opportunities for younger people to assist; opportunities for
gardens

The CASOA™ survey revealed that 41 percent of older adults in Boulder County consider
maintaining their yard to be at least a minor problem, and participants in the Community
Conversations repeatedly cited the need for yard work, snow removal and other home maintenance
assistance. Access to these services is essential for adults to be able to age in place.

Boulder County CareConnect provides a Safety Net Services program partially funded by the City
of Boulder Human Services Fund and by BCAAA. The program provides volunteer-escorted
medical rides, grocery shopping and delivery, minor home repairs, yard maintenance (Yard Busters)
and snow removal (Ice Busters) and resources and referrals to vulnerable seniors and older adults
with disabilities in the City of Boulder.
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Boulder County Age Well Plan Update Briefing Jan. 13, 2015 Follow-Up

During 2014-15, 78 Boulder senior residents were served through the Yard Busters program by 87
volunteers contributing 954 hours. There are currently 58 Boulder County senior clients on the wait
list needing yard assistance. The program’s main objective is to help seniors avoid falls and fines;
some minor gardening is also provided. The BCAAA will be increasing funding for chore services
aimed at year-round yard maintenance: Yard Busters and Ice Busters. The Human Services
Department is currently exploring intergenerational volunteer programs which could include
youth/senior gardening.

V. HEALTH CARE SERVICES
e How can medical access for low-income clients be improved? (Example: Clinica
Campensina has a three-month wait list for appointments to assign a Primary Care Physician
for Medicaid clients)

Neither BCAAA nor Boulder Senior Services work in the area of direct health care services.
BCAAA offers a series of evidence-based wellness classes that help consumers take control of their
health, including classes in Boulder. BCAAA also provides Medicare counseling with special
outreach to people who have both Medicare and Medicaid, to ensure that older adults have access to
the plans and prescription benefits that best meet their needs. Boulder Senior Services partners with
the county on these efforts by providing senior center space for programs. There are a number of
collaborative efforts across the community, as part of the Affordable Care Act, that promote easier
access to medical services.

VI. AGE WELL PLAN FINANCING
e What are the financing strategies and shortfalls for the Age Well Plan?

As reported in the April 28, 2015 Human Services Strategy update, the department will be
evaluating financing approaches to advance the city’s strategies, engagement and implementation
for older adults in conjunction with its efforts to support the well-being and quality of life for all
residents. The Human Services Department is currently assessing partnership roles and programs
with Boulder County related to aging services. Central to the finance strategy will be decision-
making around the current West Senior Center or other facility which would be a co-location of the
city’s human services to provide one-stop access to a variety of family and community programs
and services. The models and themes driving the Human Services Strategy update—Collective
Impact; Pathways; Coordinated Funding; Data-driven Planning; Cross-sector and Regional
Partnerships; and Service Integration—will drive the Age Well Plan’s financing strategies as they
apply to the City of Boulder Human Services.

For Boulder County, core services of the Older Americans Act (transportation, information and
assistance, benefits counseling, legal services, in-home services, mental health counseling,
congregate and home-delivered meals, nutrition counseling, evidence-based health promotion,
caregiver support, elder rights, and long-term care ombudsman) will remain funding priorities.

In addition, concerns heard in the conversations and surveys will be addressed through coordinated
follow up discussion and planning efforts between the county, the City of Boulder, other
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municipalities, and other partners. The county will be looking at new methods of service delivery
that will foster consumer choice and be more responsive to the needs of the population. These
include:

e Pilot projects using vouchers; and

¢ Discussion and planning efforts around more flexible transportation options, availability and

affordability of housing, raising awareness about where to access information, and the use of
technology - especially in communication.

The county will also respond to state and federal network initiatives to be more effective in reaching
the target audience and preparing for long-term sustainability in terms of outreach to un-served and
underserved clients. Another county priority is building business acumen; that is, identifying
alternative funding sources and strategies in order to better serve the growing population of older
adults.
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INFORMATION PACKET
MEMORANDUM

To: Members of City Council

From: Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager
Mary Ann Weideman, Assistant City Manager
Casey Earp, Assistant City Manager

Date: July 28, 2015

Subject: Information Item: 2015 Council Action Guide Mid-year Update

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Through the first half of 2015, city council and staff have made significant progress on the work plan
outlined in the 2015 Council Action Guide (CAG). The CAG can be found on the City of Boulder’s
website: https://bouldercolorado.gov/city-council/2015-council-action-guide. This information packet is
intended to update Council on the progress of the major projects that supported the 2014-2015 Council
Vision (Attachment A).

Projects completed in the first two quarters of 2015 include:

e Complete initial Boulder Junction redevelopment projects,
University Hill Moratorium,
Expansion of Boulder’s Smoke-free Area,
Launch of free Wi-Fi service in the Civic Area, and
Substantial completion of all Capital Bond projects.

In addition to work plan items completed in the first two quarters, Council addressed several pressing
issues including:
e Housing Boulder work groups, process team and draft strategy,
Cottage Foods ordinance,
Height Moratorium,
Interim commercial linkage fee,
Ordinance to address landlord tenant issues in mobile home communities,
Adopted a non-neonicotinoid resolution,
Began negotiations on Boulder Community Hospital, and
Created a neighborhood partnership grant program
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Below are highlights from work plan projects in progress:

e Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan - 2015 Major Update
o0 Completed foundations work, including trends and projections.

o Capital Project Activity
o0 Initiated work on several projects funded by 2A including Boulder Creek Path
improvements and lighting on University Hill.

e Climate Commitment
0 Achieved compliance with SmartRegs standards for approximately 7,000 rental units,
including 1,650 affordable units.

e Community Broadband
0 Created community working group to explore broadband options.

e Community Cultural Plan
o0 Completed work on the research and community engagement phase.

e Comprehensive Housing Strategy
o0 Identified tools to develop strategic direction to reach identified housing goals.

e Energy Future
o0 Application filed with the Public Utilities Commission to transfer the electric system
assets necessary to operate a municipal electric utility.

e Flood Recovery & Mitigation in 2015
0 Recovered $1.8M from FEMA and other sources to support on-going flood recovery
work.

o Homeless Strategy and Human Services Strategy

0 Issued 2014 food tax rebates to low-income families, seniors and persons with
disabilities.

o0 Continued to expand regional partnerships for addressing homelessness (regional
coordinated entry and assessment; Metro Mayors Caucus IBM Smart Cities project;
landlord engagement project; High Utilizer Project with Municipal Court; Consortium of
Cities Permanent Supportive Housing Study)

0 Property acquired for Bridge House transitional bed program.

o Resilience
o0 Identified focus areas for the resilience initiatives as follows:
= Develop community preparedness program,
= Conduct economic risk assessment,
= Develop post disaster recovery strategy for community and businesses,
= Synchronize the City’s climate change projection model, and
= Integrate resilience framework with BVCP and organizational sustainability
framework.

e Short Term Rentals
o0 Initiated development of short term rental regulations.
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e Sustainable Agriculture & Local Foods
o Identified data on local food trends.
0 Began the conversion of the north library garden into an edible educational demonstration
garden complete with berries, veggies and plants for pollinators.

e Transportation Master Plan Implementation
o Implementation of Complete Streets Living Lab corridors.

Additional updated information on all of the major projects as well as the work plan for the remainder of
2015 is located at: https://bouldercolorado.gov/city-council/2015-council-action-guide.

The Channel 8 team has also put together a short video highlighting much of the work that has taken place this year.
This video is located on the City’s Vimeo page: https://vimeo.com/132752676.

Staff hopes that this mid-year update is a useful tool for Council. We welcome any feedback on how to
improve this information in the future. As progress continues in the 3 and 4™ quarter of 2015 the work-
plan webpage will be updated.

Attachment A — Vision and Tasks and Outcomes Graphics
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Attachment A
Vision and Tasks and Outcomes Graphics
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CITY OF BOULDER
BOULDER DESIGN ADVISORY BOARD MINUTES
June 10, 2015
1777 Broadway, 1777 West Conference Room

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years)
arc retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also
‘available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ :

BDAB MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jamison Brown, Chair

Jeff Dawson

Michelle Lee

Jim Baily

David Mclnerney

BDAB MEMBERS ABSENT:

PLANNING BOARD EX-OFFICIO MEMBER PRESENT:
Bryan Bowen

STAFF PRESENT:

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager
Elaine McLaughlin, Senior Planner

Karl Guiler, Senior Planner

BOARD DISCUSSION:

1. Approval of Minutes
BDARB approved the April 8, Aprﬂ 15 and May 6, 2015 BDAB minutes.

2. Pearl Place Project Update
The applicant gave a brief update of the project.

BOARD COMMENTS:

J: Baily liked the canopy better in their previous plans which had a softening effect. He
thought it stood out in a negative way in the updated plans.

M. Lee and J. Brown agreed.

J. Brown thought that the shadow line would soften the transition and help to improve
the impact of the large stone wall,

J. Brown liked the brick change.

J. Dawson also liked it. He pointed out that in larger renderings the applicant shows
differentiation between the pattern in between the windows versus the planned spaces.
He liked the uniformity of the brick color but was concerned that it might be too
monolithic with the continual horizontal pattern. He suggested thinking about breaking it
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up.

D. McInerney thought that the additional shadowing would be very effective. He did not
mind the linearity of it since it will mainly be viewed by people travelling along a linear
path.

J. Dawson liked the previous brick pattern better, but supported the new pattern as well.
He felt the previous pattern was more in keeping with the original design. He encouraged
the applicant to keep exploring the detail in the brick masonry.

J. Brown noted that people will experience the building depending on where they are
viewing it from. The brick would lose the raked shadow effect if seen from far away but
nearby pedestrians would appreciate it.

J. Dawson thought that sandstone panels would have been nice on the block facing the
loading dock and suggested using a larger panel of sandstone to express that there is a
different function there,

M. Lee had no issue with it since it is such a deep corner that’s not highly visible.

J. Brown discussed having the corner brick volume recede in a little bit to break that
plane. ’

The board approved of the brick changes but with a minority opinion preferring the previous
pattern.

3. The Reve Project Review

J. Dawson recused.
J. Brown left the meeting at 6:30 p.m.

E. McLaughlin gave a brief overview of the project followed by a presentation by the
applicant.

J. Baily asked E. McLaughlin to provide clarity on what areas were included in the Boulder
Valley Regional Center Design Guidelines (BVRC) versus the Transit Village Area Plan
(TVAP). He thought the BVRC guidelines were critical to the corner of Pearl Street and 30™
Street if it was identified as a gateway in BVRC,

E. McLaughlin responded that the TVAP was adopted after the BVRC so it supersedes it
but, at the same time, these are guidelines and the board should draw from both of them
in their review. She agreed with J. Baily’s point that addressing gateway areas is critical
and that there is a lot of overlap in the two guidelines.

BOARD COMMENTS:
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J. Brown thought the 2™ option/view was much more in line with what BDAB has been asking
for in terms of the simplicity. He liked how the metal panel and the grey came down and
separated the corner piece. It allowed the brick to stand out and have some prominence,

S.. Assefa noted that it is much better to have balconies integrated into the building as it is in the
applicant’s plans,

J. Brown, in reference to the courtyard, stated that in the Form-Based Code workshops there
were discussions about corner treatments and special courtyard intetjections along streetscapes.
He noted that the courtyard needs to be thought of holistically within the whole neighborhood.
Not every building has to have some sort of intervention and building to the street is not a bad
thing. He doesn’t think the courtyard is needed on the building at the corner of Pearl and 30
Street.

J. Brown inquired as to why there could not be one street instead of two half streets at the south
end of the building, '

A discussion followed and the applicant stated that they would prefer it be one shared
street. They have tried to solve this but, since that has not been possible, their direction
was to build their own road per the TVAP,

C. Ferro stated that a meeting between Solana & Reve will be convened to discuss what
some options are and how it would impact both of their buildings.

J. Brown suggested strongly expressing the public component of the live/work units and making
sure that they do not look too residential.

M. Lee thought the changes on the north corner of Pearl Street and 30™ Street was huge
improvement, She encouraged the applicant to keep pushing for this corner to be a signature
corner of the development and to think about tying in more of the culture of that area (such as
sports, tech, etc.).

J. Baily agreed with M. Lee’s comment and also noted that this is a designated gateway
corner in the BVRC so it is important to create something special on the corner. He
thought the building was going in the right direction and showed a huge improvement
from previous plans. He noted that the north facing courtyard was in permanent shadow
and did not think it was as nice as the other spaces in the development,

On the east elevation he suggested having the balconies partially inset as they are on the
west elevation. It would improve the whole space to have that third dimension here.

M. Lee had an issue with the amount of glass used on the lower level office space of building 2,
It is okay on the corner, but overall it does not provide the best pedestrian experience.

J. Brown felt that permeability was important on this building. He liked the natural feel
of the chamfered corner and how it related to the current ditch opening. From an urban
design standpoint he pointed out that there is a believable pedestrian pronenade that
happens along 30" to Walnut Street. He encouraged the applicant to not ignore this
building as a pedestrian way and think about what the ground floor activity should be.
Maybe it should be more about the programming on the interior (i.e. not just lines of
cubicles).
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M. Lee thought that the north corner in the first drawing was more dynamic and interesting than
in the second drawing. :

J. Baily agreed with M. Lee’s comment. In the first drawing, he did not like the

awkwardness between the punched windows portion to the south and the giant curtain

wall, The punched windows on north portion were not inviting to the open space area to
- the south and he preferred the first drawing which better engaged with the open space.

S. Assefa liked the hybrid between the first and second drawings.

J. Brown liked the terra coita material. It has the warmth of brick without being brick and it has
variation in its tone which speaks to the things that Boulder has asked for without doing brick

again,

The applicant inquired of the board if it would be better to have the lobby shifted more towards
the center and have a setback entry courtyard into that permeability back to the mixed use
courtyard.

M. Lee liked that idea for the second drawing. It does not need to be regular, rhjzthmic
blocks but it needs to happen more organically where functionally appropriate.

J. Brown felt that if the applicant was going to create a recess or offset when the materials
change that having the halo continue around may not be the right way. He also felt that the space
between the two buildings could be an issue. He suggested having a tree canopy running down
the center could help soften the interchange between the two uses.

D. McInerney noted to the applicant that in describing both the west and east facades they
mentioned their distaste for floating panels of fake masonry. He asked if they had looked at
bringing the terra cotta down to the ground and putting in smaller windows.

J. Brown thought that the residential buildings could use similar calming that the applicant
treated the corner building with. There was more movement than needed. D, MclInerney agreed.

J. Baily agreed that they should not get too busy with the materials. He also inquired as
to why they changed the residential building from one over three to three over one. He
noted that they had established some rhythm from 30" Street with the one over three and
he did not see a compelling reason to change it.

The board members present agreed that simpler articulation would be better.

M. Lee liked the idea of getting more sun in between the buildings. There is a lot of shade going
on with the height of the buildings. She thought perhaps that softening the buildings at the
corners would help let more sun in.

J. Baily brought up that in the overall housing surveys for Boulder, many people said that these
types of developments are not providing a sizeable private open space. He told the applicant that
they have the opportunity to create spaces for those people who want a significant outdoor
terrace. It would work well here since it is looking into a shared open space. He also stressed the
importance of keeping the street trees in place when dealing with such a dense environment.
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The board concluded that the revised plans for the building notth of the ditch were a significant
improvement over the plans originally distributed to the board. The applicant presented some
wotthwhile ideas for the buildings south of the ditch, but additional work will be nceded to
resolve these ideas.

The applicant plans to check in with BDAB again after their second site review submittal this
year.

APPROVED BY:

TS5

DATE
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING SUMMARY

NAME OF BOARD/COMMISSION: Environmental Advisory Board

DATE OF MEETING: May 6, 2015

NAME/TELEPHONE OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Susan Meissner,
303-441-4464

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:

Environmental Advisory Board Members Present: Steve Morgan, Tim Hillman, Brad Queen and Karen
Crofton.

Staff Members Present: Brett KenCairn, Kara Mertz, Elyse Hottel and Susan Meissner

MEETING SUMMARY:

The board made the following recommendations regarding the Greenhouse Gas Inventory:

O

)
O

The board cautioned against setting actionable city policies based on this data set due to the shift in
basis. With different data sources, it is not possible to be completely confident in the accuracy of the
findings.

Differences in weather from year to year can play a large role in data and findings. Consider tracking
to other communities in the Denver metro area as a comparison.

Identify areas of the data set with the most impact; focus attention to firm those areas.

Use round numbers as much as possible and put numbers in terms that people understand i.e. translate
kilowatt hours into dollars and explain what that means in terms of fossil fuels and renewable
resources.

Implement an intensity target as opposed to an absolute emissions reduction. Absolute numbers are
antithetical to a growing city.

Separate commercial from industrial sectors if possible; the building stock and actions that can be
taken for each are quite different.

For the residential sector, consider calculating energy use at intensity per square foot as opposed to
per home. This would highlight the impact difference between large and small homes.

Look at some of RMI’s strategies for messaging and methods for engaging communities through
competitions, etc...

Ensure solar is properly accounted for and that it is not doubly counted.

Be cognizant of significant digits and model accuracy.

The board supported the proposed Zero Waste Ordinance and recommended that it be implemented within
a two-year timeframe. They agreed to write a letter of endorsement to City Council to that effect.

o]

o

o

Extending the timeframe to two years would be preferable because it would avoid bottlenecking
issues and would garner more community support.

Include an educational component to provide clear guidance on the waste streams to residents and the
tourism industry.

Encourage compliance as opposed to punishing landlords and business owners.
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1. CALL TO ORDER
The Environmental Advisory Board Chair S. Morgan declared a quorum and the meeting was called to order

at6:11 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
On a motion by K. Crofton, seconded by B. Queen, the Environmental Advisory Board approved (4-0, M.
Lommele absent) the May 1, 2015 meeting minutes.

4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Randy Moorman, Eco-Cycle’s Director of Community Campaigns, spoke about the Zero Waste Ordinance.
Boulder would be the third city in the country to have full access to composting and recycling after Seattle
and San Francisco. He asked that the board endorse Option A to require that the regulations go into effect
immediately. He felt that it would be easier for everyone to go online at once.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

6. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Update (Elyse Hottel, Local Environmental Action Division)

E. Hottel provided an update to the board on the city’s Greenhouse Gas Inventory and asked for input. She
explained how the data was derived and discussed some challenges with non-conforming data sets.

7. OLD BUSINESS/UPDATES

A. Proposed Zero Waste Ordinance Update and request for letter of support from the board (Kara
Mertz, Local Environmental Action Division)

K. Mertz provided the board with an update on the Zero Waste Ordinance that will go to Council for a
second reading at the end of May. She requested the board’s feedback on different timeline options and asked
the board to provide a letter of endorsement for inclusion in the City Council packet.

B. Board Protocol for Responses to Public Emails
The board felt comfortable with the proposed protocol.

8. MATTERS FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY BOARD, CITY MANAGER, AND
CITY ATTORNEY

A. Information Item: 2016 — 2021 Greenways Capital Improvement Program

M. Lommele will represent the EAB on the Greenways Committee.

9. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

10. ADJOURNMENT
Environmental Advisory Board adjourned at 8:43 p.m.
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING SUMMARY

NAME OF BOARD/COMMISSION: Environmental Advisory Board

DATE OF MEETING: June 3, 2015

NAME/TELEPHONE OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Sandy Briggs, 303-441-1931.

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:

Environmental Advisory Board Members Present: Tim Hillman (Acting Chair), Brad Queen, Karen
Crofton and Morgan Lommele.

Environmental Advisory Board Members Absent: Steve Morgan

Staff Members Present: Brett KenCaim, Greg Guibert, Sarah Huntley, Colette Crouse and Sandy

Briggs.

MEETING SUMMARY:

% Resilient Boulder - Phase I summary and Phase I1 preliminary focus areas

The board discussed the early stages of the resilience program in terms of available resources,
learning from history, building strategy, identifying focus areas and engaging the community.

B. Queen suggested that staff conduct an up-front cost-benefit analysis of spending on resilient
infrastructure in the effort to reduce impacts of natural disasters and to allow the city to rebound
more quickly. A quantitative approach to investing in the program would be useful for justifying
the front-end expense. The example of the Creek Path underpasses was illustrative of his point
that the money spent to build them likely reduced the amount needed to rebuild after the flooding
in 2013.

The board discussed the benefits of “piggybacking” or otherwise leveraging work that staff is
doing and has already done.

The board requested guidance as to how they could help and what would be the most effective
and useful way to share information. Updates will be provided as necessary per the progress of
the program to shed light on how the board can assist moving forward.

«* Climate Commitment

T. Hillman commented that since each household can expect to spend $60,000-80,000 to
transition its energy assets, the capital expenditure would be greater than net property value
increases.

B. Queen stressed the importance of delineating between capital costs and energy costs.

% Engagement Strategies regarding Municipalization and Climate

Some members articulated concerns that the level of detail offered in the informational
municipalization flyer could lose the attention of the average Boulderite. Other members felt that
the level of detail was appropriate.

There was general consensus that the flyer succeeded in its intent to inform, if not sway, the
average person.

K. Crofton suggested a more targeted approach that would allow people to get the information
they want in whatever quantity they want it. This could be accomplished as tailored messages
from touch screen kiosks. She also suggested bus ads as a great way to get community attention.
M. Lommele expressed concerns that the objectives, goals and tactics of the communications
plan make assumptions about what people already know and suggested more public education on
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a personal level and FAQs. The board discussed costs and how people would engage on
individual and personal levels.

¢ T. Hillman asked about the rebranding of Climate Commitment, which is planned for after the
framework is rolled out. It might become part of the “Boulder Up” branding, but this is open for
ideas and suggestions.

1. CALL TO ORDER
Environmental Advisory Board Acting Chair T. Hillman declared a quorum and the meeting was called

to order at 6:08 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
On a motion by T. Hillman, seconded by K. Crofton, the Environmental Advisory Board voted 3-0 (M.
Lommele abstained and S. Morgan absent) to revise the May 6, 2015 meeting minutes as amended.

4, PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
None.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
None.

6. DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Resilient Boulder - Phase I summary and Phase II preliminary focus areas (Guibert)
G. Guibert provided an update and requested feedback regarding Phase I and Phase II of the 100
Resilient Cities program. He stressed the preliminary nature of the assessment thus far and spoke
in terms of common themes, community perceptions, focus areas and actionable items within the
next 6 months. He identified three areas that are seen as most manageable early in the process:
creating a Safe Haven network, ensuring businesses have economic resilience and managing
ecological concerns. He also reminded the board that the purpose of the Chief Resilience Officer
is to champion the cause, act as a catalyst and marshal resources, and that existing frameworks
would be utilized wherever & whenever logical to accomplish this. Further, time and the
realignment of staff resources to include more focus on 100 Resilient Cities and Climate
Commitment goals will become necessary going forward.

B. Climate Commitment (KenCairn)
B. KenCairn updated the board on an emerging approach for communicating climate
commitment goals to City Council, to city staff internally and the community at large. He
proposed a plan to write separate documents that are individually relevant to their respective
audiences. He also stressed the need to engage the community to such a degree that people will
transform their household energy systems voluntarily. He also pointed out that transitioning to a
clean energy economy is now more of a financial than technological issue and that every home
and business needs an energy assets transition plan. He further recognized that the city cannot
lead or direct the movement by itself and engagement strategies and assistance from
neighborhood liaisons will be crucial.

C. Engagement Strategies regarding Municipalization and Climate (Huntley)
S. Huntley detailed three main focus areas for both climate commitment and engagement
strategy: assuring our clean energy future by changing our energy sources, using resources wisely
and creating restorative ecosystems. Accomplishing broader engagement will include a two phase
approach of vetting the engagement framework itself with the community then translating it into
a “call for action” that will allow people to take ownership of the larger plan. She also stressed
the importance of increasing community understanding about how the various climate
commitment, zero waste, municipalization and other plans fit together towards one, larger goal.
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Our community understands that climate change is a reality and we intend to leverage this
motivation towards the vision of a fossil fuel-free future. The initial effort planned to accomplish
this includes creating a video in which kids aged 6-16 tell the story of why climate matters to
them and publishing a simplified version of B. KenCairn’s climate commitment document.
Regarding municipalization, the board was informed that many people don’t know where we are
in the process and many even think the effort is over. To inform and remind people of what the
city is doing and why, an extensive and targeted digital marketing campaign and a bilingual
mailer will be sent to all City of Boulder residents explaining municipalization at a high level.

7. OLD BUSINESS/UPDATES
None.

8. MATTERS FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY BOARD, CITY MANAGER AND
CITY ATTORNEY

K. Crofton requested guidance regarding board procedures pertaining to emailed communications
requiring full board input.

B. Queen suggested she review her new board member packet and possibly attend training to clarify
these procedures.

B. KenCairn suggested a more structured approach to discussion and comments during board meetings
to better adhere to time constraints.

9. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

10. ADJOURNMENT
Environmental Advisory Board adjourned at 8:19 p.m.

L W j/t !1\/
bte I ’

Approved:

Chait__D
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City of Boulder
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING SUMMARY FORM

NAME OF BOARD/COMMISSION: Human Relations Commission

DATE OF MEETING: June 15, 2015

NAME/TELEPHONE OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY : Robin Pennington 303-441-
1912

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:

Commissioners — Amy Zuckerman, Shirly White, Nikhil Mankekar, Emilia Pollauf, José Beteta
Staff — Carmen Atilano, Robin Pennington, Karen Rahn, Wendy Schwartz

Commissioners absent — None

WHAT TYPE OF MEETING (CIRCLE ONE) [REGULAR] [SPECIAL] [QUASI-JUDICIAL]

AGENDA ITEM 1 - CALL TO ORDER - The June 15, 2015 HRC meeting was called to order at
6:06 p.m. by A. Zuckerman.

AGENDA ITEM 2 - AGENDA ADJUSTMENTS - Add 2016 Martin Luther King, Jr. Day RFP
subcommittee selection as Discussion/Informational Item 6. C.

AGENDA ITEM 3 - APPROVAL OF MINUTES - E. Pollauf moved to approve the May 18,
2015 minutes with corrections. S. White seconded. Motion carries 4-0. J. Beteta abstained.

AGENDA ITEM 4 - COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION (non-agenda action items) —
Community member Darren O’Connor addressed the commission regarding alternative avenues
available for filing complaints against the police.

AGENDA ITEM 5-ACTION ITEMS

A. Election of Chair and Deputy Chair
1. Chair Nomination: Amy Zuckerman — Nominee A. Zuckerman was elected Chair by a vote
of 4-0. A. Zuckerman abstained.
2. Deputy Chair Nominations: Shirly White and Nikhil Mankekar — J. Beteta moved to
hear from each nominee. E. Pollauf seconded. Motion carries 5-0. Following nominee
comments, S. White was elected Deputy Chair by a vote of 4-1. Nominee N. Mankekar
received one vote in a vote of 1-4.

B. Community Impact Fund — Out Boulder — S. White moved to approve the Out Boulder CIF
application in the amount of $1,575. J. Beteta seconded. Motion carries 5-0.

C. Community Impact Fund — BMoCA - E. Pollauf moved to table the decision on the BMoCA
CIF application to July, and have BMoCA provide additional information at that time. J. Beteta
seconded. Motion carries 5-0.

AGENDA ITEM 6 - DISCUSSION/INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

A. Update on Homelessness — K. Rahn and W. Schwartz provided the commissioners with an
update on homelessness, including background, the 10-Year Plan, the City Homelessness
Strategy and Homeless Action Plan (HAP), homelessness in Boulder and city support, successes
in addressing homelessness and next steps.

B. 2015 Celebration of Immigrant Heritage RFP — C. Atilano informed the commissioners that the
2015 ColH RFP had been released.

C. 2016 Martin Luther King, Jr. Day RFP — Commissioners E. Pollauf and J. Beteta agreed to be
part of a subcommittee of HRC and YOAB members to review MLK RFPs before they are
taken forward to YOAB and the HRC.

D. Inclusive and Welcoming Community Work Plan — Staff and commissioners discussed the
timing of the community survey and the HRC Work Plan item on this topic and agreed to
discuss in more detail at the July HRC meeting.

E. Remaining 2015 Community Event Fund Grantee Event Dates — C. Atilano reviewed upcoming
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event dates and the commissioners agreed on representation at the events.

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

G. Code Enforcement Report
1. Human Rights Ordinance — C. Atilano reviewed the 2014 data for commissioners.

2. Failure to Pay Wages — C. Atilano reviewed the 2014 data for commissioners.

H. Event Reports — N. Mankekar and A. Zuckerman spoke at the Boulder Jewish Festival on
June 7. J. Beteta gave an update on activities of the Boulder Latino Chamber.

I.  Follow Up Items — Revise the May minutes, open the CIF contract with Out Boulder, add
BMoCA CIF application to the July agenda, advise YOP that E. Pollauf and J. Beteta will
serve on the MLK subcommittee, include Inclusive and Welcoming Community Work Plan on
the July agenda and update the City Manager’s office that the subcommittee for consultant
selection for the Community Survey will consist of S. White and E. Pollauf.

AGENDA ITEM 7 - IMMEDIATE ACTION ITEMS — None.

AGENDA ITEM 8 — Adjournment — J. Beteta moved to adjourn the June 15, 2015 meeting. E.
Pollauf seconded. Motion carries 5-0. The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 p.m.

TIME AND LOCATION OF ANY FUTURE MEETINGS, COMMITTEES OR SPECIAL
HEARINGS: The next regular meeting of the HRC will be July 20, 2015 in City Council Chambers,
Municipal Building, 1777 Broadway.
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CITY OF BOULDER
Boards and Commissions Minutes

NAME OF COMMISSION: Open Space Board of Trustees

DATE OF MEETING: June 15, 2015

NAME/EXTENSION OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Alycia Knutson x2047

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:
MEMBERS: Shelley Dunbar, Frances Hartogh, Molly Davis, Kevin Bracy Knight, Tom Isaacson
STAFF: Tracy Winfree, Steve Armstead, Mark Gershman, Kelly Wasserbach, Steve Armstead, Annie

McFarland, Julie Johnson, Juanita Echeverri, Lisa Dierauf, Katy Waechter, Alyssa Frideres, Leah Case,
Alycia Knutson, Megan Bowes, Deonne VanderWoude, Lynn Riedel, Cecil Fenio, Phil Yates

TYPE OF MEETING: REGULAR CONTINUATION SPECIAL

SUMMATION:

AGENDA ITEM 1- Approval of the Minutes
Tom Isaacson moved the Open Space Board of Trustees to approve the minutes from May 13, 2015 as
amended. Kevin Bracy Knight seconded. This motion passed unanimously.

AGENDA ITEM 2- Public Participation

Several people spoke in regard to the staff update on the National Institute of Science and Technology
(NIST) trail area changes. They expressed their concern that they have not been included enough in this
process, and they wish to regain access to the trail as well as the foot bridge.

One member of the public suggested that staff be consistent with their management of muddy trail closures.

AGENDA ITEM 3- Matters from Staff
Annie McFarland, Visitor Access Coordinator, gave an update on the NIST trail area changes.

Juanita Echeverri, Education and Community Outreach Coordinator, gave an update on the Open Space and
Mountain Parks (OSMP) Art Program.

Julie Johnson, Cultural Resources Coordinator, and Katy Waechter, Cultural Resources Technician,
presented on the various cultural resource projects.

Megan Bowes, Restoration Plant Ecologist, gave an update on the undesignated trail closure effectiveness
study.
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Kelly Wasserbach, Engineering Manager, presented on the safety concerns of the White Rocks bridge due to
the weather.

AGENDA ITEM 4- Matters from the Board
Kevin requested that the Hogback Trail be closed due to poor/muddy conditions.

AGENDA ITEM 5- Consideration of a motion regarding North Trail Study Area Plan Sideboards
Steve Armstead, Environmental Planner, presented on North TSA Sideboards.

Frances Hartogh expressed her concern that she cannot vote confidently on this agenda item until she has
read the North TSA Inventory Report.

This item spurred one motion:

Tom Isaacson moved the Open Space Board of Trustees approve the sideboards for the North Trail
Study Area Plan as attached to the staff memorandum presented to the OSBT at its June 15, 2015
meeting. Kevin Bracy Knight seconded. This motion passed four to one; Frances Hartogh dissented.

AGENDA ITEM 6 — Review of and recommendation regarding the 2016 Open Space and Mountain
Parks Department Capital Improvement Program Budget and a portion of the Lottery Fund Capital
Improvement Program Budget.

Tracy Winfree, Director, presented the 2016 Open Space and Mountain Parks Department Capital
Improvement Program Budget and a portion of the Lottery Fund Capital Improvement Program Budget.

This item spurred one motion:

Molly Davis moved the Open Space Board of Trustees approve, and recommend that Planning Board
approve, an appropriation of $11,490,300 in 2016 from the Open Space Fund CIP as outlined in this
memorandum and related attachments; and recommend that $355,300 be appropriated from the city's
Lottery Fund CIP in 2016 as outlined in this memorandum and related attachments. Shelley Dunbar
seconded. This motion passed unanimously.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 8:27 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 Wed. July 8" at 6 p.m. at 1777 Broadway in the Council Chambers
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CITY OF BOULDER
Boards and Commissions Minutes

NAME OF COMMISSION: Open Space Board of Trustees

DATE OF MEETING: July 8, 2015

NAME/EXTENSION OF PERSON PREPARING SUMMARY: Alycia Knutson x2047

NAMES OF MEMBERS, STAFF AND INVITED GUESTS PRESENT:
MEMBERS: Shelley Dunbar, Frances Hartogh, Molly Davis, Tom Isaacson
STAFF: Tracy Winfree, Jim Reeder, Steve Armstead, Mark Gershman, Kelly Wasserbach, Don D’ Amico,

Laurie Deiter, Eric Fairlee, Deryn Wagner, Juliet Bonnell, John D’ Amico, Jim Schmidt, Bethany Collins,
Brian Anacker, Alyssa Frideres, Alycia Knutson, Phil Yates, Cecil Fenio, Deonne VanderWoude

TYPE OF MEETING: REGULAR CONTINUATION SPECIAL

SUMMATION:

AGENDA ITEM 1- Approval of the Minutes

Tom Isaacson moved the Open Space Board of Trustees to approve the minutes from June 15, 2015 as
amended. Frances Hartogh seconded. This motion passed four to zero; Kevin Bracy Knight was absent for
this meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 2- Public Participation

Several people spoke in regard to the North Trail Study Area (TSA) inventory report that was released in
June. They expressed their concern that due to the report being large, they need more time to get through it
and would like the public input deadline extended.

One member of the public expressed the issues that he had come across with the NTSA inventory report and
how he would like staff to address those issues.

AGENDA ITEM 3- Matters from Staff
Kelly Wasserbach, Engineering Manager, gave an update on Open Space and Mountain Parks’ Dog Waste
Composting Pilot Program.

Jim Reeder, Land and Visitor Services Division Manager, highlighted the ongoing staff projects.
Laurie Deiter and Eric Fairlee, Natural Resource Specialists, gave a presentation on the IPM Annual Report.

Deryn Wagner and Steve Armstead, Environmental Planners, gave a presentation reviewing the progress and
next steps on the youth engagement strategy for the North TSA.
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Deonne VanderWoude, Human Dimensions Program Coordinator, gave an update on the baseline condition
results from the dog regulation study conducted in 2014.

AGENDA ITEM 4- Matters from the Board
Frances said she would like to know about the status of Ranger staffing. Shelley asked about the press
release on the bull that died and if the bull was there from the grazing project that had been occurring.

AGENDA ITEM 5- Consideration of a motion to approve the purchase of approximately 12.5 acres of
land, mineral estate, two houses and associated outbuildings along with the disposal of approximately
2.28 acres or less of land including two houses and associated outbuildings located at 5678 Baseline
Road from the Ernest J. Coleman Trust for Open Space and Mountain Parks purposes in the amount
of $950,000. An additional $50,000 is being requested for site improvements. The disposal portion of
this Agenda Item is pursuant to Section 177 of the Boulder City Charter.

John D’ Amico, Property Agent, gave a presentation on a possible acquisition and disposal along Baseline
Road.

This item spurred one motion:

Tom Isaacson moved the Open Space Board of Trustees approve a motion recommending that the
Boulder City Council approve the purchase of approximately 12.5 acres of land, mineral estate, two
houses and associated outbuildings from the Ernest J. Coleman Trust for $950,000, along with $50,000
for immediate property improvements, both for Open Space and Mountain Parks purposes and the
disposal of approximately 2.28 acres or less of that land including the two houses and associated
outbuildings located at 5678 and 5688 Baseline Road. The disposal will include negotiation of an
acceptable purchase price and appropriate encumbrances on the disposed property to protect the
open space values of the remaining parcel. The disposal portion of this Agenda Item is pursuant to
Section 177 of the Boulder City Charter. Molly Davis seconded. This motion passed four to zero;
Kevin Bracy Knight was absent for this meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 6 — Discussion of proposed revisions and update to the Open Space Board of Trustees
Easement Request Policy.

Jim Schmidt, Property Agent, presented the current easement request policy and suggestions for possible
changes.

This Agenda Item is a discussion item only. After obtaining the Board’s input on the proposed update to the
Easement Request Policy, this matter will be brought back to the Board as an action item at a future OSBT
meeting.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 9:28 p.m.

ATTACH BRIEF DETAILS OF ANY PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Karen Hollweg, Boulder, said it appears from the map of the Coleman property along Baseline Road that it
is a hayfield and wants to know how staff will consider that with the acquisition and disposal of this area.
She also commented on the proposed easement request application fee and said if her homeowners
association ever needed an easement they could never afford the proposed fee.

TIME AND LOCATION OF ANY FUTURE MEETINGS, COMMITTEES OR SPECIAL HEARINGS:
The next OSBT meeting will be Wed. August 12 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

Name of Board/ Commission: Transportation Advisory Board
Date of Meeting: 11 May 2015
Contact Information Preparing Summary: Kaaren Davis 303.441.3233

Board Members Present: Zane Selvans, Daniel Stellar, Dom Nozzi, Bill Rigler
Board Members Absent: Andria Rigler departed at 7:53)
Staff Present: Michae]l Gardner-Sweeney, Acting Director of Public Works for Transportation
Marni Ratzel, Sr. Transportation Planner
David “DK” Kemp, Sr. Transportation Planner
Chris Hagelin, Sr. Transportation Planner
Kaaren Davis, Board Secretary
Type of Meeting: Advisory/ Regular

Agenda Item 1: Call to Order [6:01 p.m.]
The meeting was called to order at 6:01 p.m.
Agenda Item 2: Approval of minutes from 13 April 2015 [6:02 p.m.]

Motion to approve the meeting minutes from 13 April 2015 TAB meeting as presented:
Motion by: Selvans, Seconded by: Nozzi
Vote: 4:0
Agenda Item 3: Public Participation [6:03 p.m.]
cipation closed.
Agenda Item 4: Staff briefing and TAB input regarding the Complete Streets Phase II Living Labs Project
[6:03 p.m.]
Marni Ratzel and DK Kemp presented the item to the board.

Executive Summary from Packet Materials:

This item provides a status report, check in and opportunity for the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) to provide
input on the Complete Streets Living Laboratory Phase II program. Candidate corridors for the Phase II pilot projects
include Iris, Folsom, 55", and 63" streets.  The public engagement process launches in May to gather community
feedback on the design options for street repurposing (rightsizing) pilot projects under consideration for each corridor.
At the May 11 TAB meeting staff will brief the Board on design options and provide an update on the community
engagement process and public feedback received to date. Public input along with the technical analysis and financial
considerations will guide a staff recommendation regarding the installation of potential pilot projects along these
corridors in summer 2015.

TAB ACTION REQUESTED
Review and provide feedback on the Complete Streets Living Laboratory or “Living Lab” Phase II design options, the
technical analysis, and community engagement opportunities for pilot projects along candidate corridors.

Board discussion and comments included: [6:15 p.m.]
Suggestions to find better ways to articulate the benefits of right-sizing to all users, not just bicyclists.
Suggestions to include more data regarding benefits such as: decreased accidents, increased bicycle safety,
improved access to transit, fewer lanes for pedestrians to cross, reduced need for mid-block crossings
(pedestrian actuated crossings).

e Questions about how social media has been and will be used in the campaign to engage stakeholders on a
larger scale. Suggestions to utilize reciprocal social media (post on the websites of partner entities such as
those hosting the pop-up events). Observations that the City is not always astute or effective in its use of social
media and should spend more effort on this method of communication and information dissemination.

¢ Questions regarding whether analysis has been done to predict right-sizing’s effects on the City’s carbon
footprint.

* Request to see in the materials information regarding how little loss of car carrying capacity lane loss/right
sizing produces. Interest in seeing data that reflects that slower speeds equals greater carrying volume because
vehicles can travel closer together
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e  Opinion that Peak volumes should not be a huge problem as it should be expected that trips will be more
spread out throughout the day.
Desire expressed that the modeling show that excessive capacity in the current system induces more car trips.
Right-sizing should discourage more car trips.

e  Suggestion that since there appears to be a plateau of VMT’s on a national level for the first time, there should
be less concern about negative reactions to right-sizing.

e Questions as to whether Folsom can be incrementally right-sized.

e Suggestion that peak volumes be addressed by persuading employers to allow employees to use flex time
options to allow for off-peak travel times.
Suggestion to include right-sizing success stories from around the country.
Cannot make it better for everyone and also have tradeoffs. There will be tradeoffs. Important to clearly
acknowledge exactly what the relative effects on the various mode types will be.
Questions regarding how transit will interact with the new bike facilities.

e  Questions about the reasoning behind each of the options presented for Folsom.
Request for the before and after data of other communities set next to Boulder’s “before” to help promote the
program.

e Suggestion to use attractive pictures of treatments in other communities

e  Concermns about the difficulties of addressing the many issues on Folsom in the experimental phase. But the
other corridors may provide good data on many options that might be useful. Intersections must work for
everyone. A long term view of what the proposed treatments may do in this regard would be very helpful.
Questions regarding what can be done to smooth out the afternoon peaks.
Suggestions to frontload the benefits in the materials to showcase the good things before people get to the
potential tradeofTs.

Agenda Item S: Staff briefing and TAB input regarding the May 26, 2015 City Council AMPS Study Session
[7:04 p.m.]

Executive Summary from Packet Materials:
The purpose of this item is to provide the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) with an update on the city’s Access
Management and Parking Strategy in advance of the May 26 City Council Study Session, with a particular focus on:
1. Seek input on:
a. refined options and draft recommendations for Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies
for new development;
potential modifications to the existing 72-hour on-street parking restriction;
options for satellite parking;
a potential shared parking policy between districts and private development; and
e. considerations for parking related code changes.
2. Share ongoing community engagement and work plan items related to AMPS and next steps.

oo

The purpose of AMPS is to review and update the current access and parking management policies and programs and
develop a new, overarching citywide strategy in alignment with city goals. The project goal is to evolve and
continuously improve Boulder’s citywide access and parking management policies, strategies and programs tailored to
address the unique character and needs of the different parts of the city.

Staff has gathered input from the community, boards and commissions to help identify priorities for further research and
community discussion. Outreach to the city advisory boards and the public is essential, with the dual purpose of
educating the community about the multimodal access system and seeking input and ideas about future opportunities for
enhancements. The community and Board members attended a joint Civic Area and AMPS open house in January.
Community and board input is summarized in the attached draft memo.

TAB ACTION REQUESTED

Review and provide feedback on the following questions:

1. What is TAB's input on the AMPS 2015 priority work program items, including the options and draft
recommendations for Transportation Demand Management (TDM) policies for new development; modifications to
the existing 72-hour on-street parking regulations; options for satellite parking; a potential shared parking policy
between districts and private development; and considerations for parking related code changes?
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Board discussion and comments included: [7:25 p.m.]
e  General agreement with the staff recommendation of leaving the ordinance as it is currently

2. Does TAB have any feedback regarding the ongoing AMPS community engagement and related work plan items
and next steps?

Board discussion and comments included: [7:25 p.m.]
Clarifications on the shared parking proposals for “Mandatory meeting (development review process),
voluntary compliance”. Questions as to whether this approach is adequate and what the incentives are versus
potential legal property taking issues.

Clarifications regarding satellite parking and its proposed deployment.
Suggestions that enforcement and disincentives be stronger and implemented sooner.
Interest in knowing the current quantity of parking downtown, what it has been over time and what the
occupancy rates have been over time.
e  Questions about the feasibility and timing of a parking cash-out initiative.
e  Suggestion to encourage employers discourage car trips by taxing parking spaces. Great revenue, effective
disincentive for employee car commutes.
Questions regarding whether occupancy rates drive pricing of parking.
e  Questions regarding the feasibility of real-time parking pricing.
Questions regarding the “elevator” (10 second) pitch for AMPS,
Questions regarding anticipated public reaction to AMPS.
¢ Clarifications on how binding TDM plans and partnerships might tie into the strategy for mandatory trip
reductions.
Suggestion for a few simple standard contracts for TDM plans to make things easier for smaller developments.
e Questions as to whether there are ways to completely unbundle the parking transaction from the employment
development or housing transaction.
Suggestion that adding parking resources downtown will not help the traffic capacity issues downtown.
Removal of those resources should be explored.

Agenda Item 6: Staff briefing and TAB input regarding the 2016-2021 Transportation Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) — Part II of III [7:52 p.m.}
Mike Sweeney presented item to the board.

Board member Rigler departs at 7:53 p.m.

Executive Summary from Packet Materials:

Every year the city goes through a budget process that creates a six-year planning budget, this year for the time period
of 2016 through 2021. Within this process, funds are appropriated for

the first year, 2016. The Transportation Advisory Board’s (TAB) role in this process is defined

in the Boulder Revised Code (BRC) TITLE 2 GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION, Chapter 3

Boards and Commissions, Section 14 - Transportation Advisory Board; “. . . to review all city

transportation environmental assessments and capital improvements.” It is within this context

that the board is asked to hold a public hearing and provide a recommendation on the Capital

Improvements Program (CIP) to Planning Board and City Council.

Fiscal Impacts: Fiscal impact to be determined through the budget development process
Other Impacts: N/A

Board feedback: Staff asks that the TAB review the recommended draft 2016-2021
Transportation and Transportation Development Funds CIPs and provide feedback.

Board discussion and comments included: [7:59 p.m.]
General Board agreement that this process is difficult to interface with in a meaningful way. By the time it gets
to TAB, the Board cannot discuss the merits of the various projects. Some assistance in understanding how the
board should usefully interface with the CIP process would be helpful.

Questions and clarifications on specific projects.
Agenda Item 7: Matters [8:00 p.m.]

A.) Matters from the Board Included:
Board member Selvans brought up the below matter(s)
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e Input to GAC on the Greenways CIP
Zane would like to pass on his position as the Greenways Advisory Committee (GAC) representative to
another member of the TAB. Daniel will take this on for the time being. Board Secretary will let the staff
coordinator for the GAC know there is a new rep.
Board member Stellar brought up the below matter(s)
e A bit frustrated with how the CIP tour was re-scheduled. Would like to be able to take the tour.
Board member Nozzi brought up the below matter(s)
The new bike corral outside the trident is not good. Unattractive and very difficult to use. Staff is following up.
Inverted U is the clear best design out there.

B.) Matters from staff/Non Agenda: [8:15 p.m.]
e  Neighborhood Permit Parking (NPP) Annual Report (packet materials only)
CU/City East side transit TIGER application update.
o Working to create an East Boulder circulator. Have decided not to submit this year (proposal not
really ready). But will continue to work on it for submission next year.
Other Matters:
o AMPS open house 29 April 5:30-7:30 at the main library.
Agenda Item 7: Future Schedule Discussion: [8:19 p.m.]
Board members are attending a number of functions. GAC — form based code. Joint Board workshop on Form Based
Codes. Two public meetings on same.
Agenda Item 8: Adjournment [8:21 p.m.]
There being no further business to come before the board at this time, by motion regularly adopted, the meeting was
adjourned at 8:21 p.m.
moved to adjourn; Stellar, seconded by: Nozzi
Motion passes 3:0
Date, Time, and Location of Next Meeting:
The next meeting will be a regular meeting on Monday, 8 June, 2015 in the Council Chambers, 2™ floor of the
Municipal Building, at 6 p.m.; unless otherwise decided by staff and the Board.

B ATTESTED
N - (O(I L A
Board Secretary
6/%/20\5 .
Date Date
An audio recording of the full meeting for which these minutes are a summary is available on the Transportation Advisory Board
web page.
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CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING MINUTES

Name of Board / Commission: Water Resources Advisory Board

Date of Meeting: 18 May 2015

Contact Information of Person Preparing Minutes: Andrea Flanagan 303.413.7372

Board Members Present: Vicki Scharnhorst, Dan Johnson, Lesley Smith
Board Members Absent: Ed Clancy, Mark Squillace

Staff Present: Jeff Arthur, Director of Public Works for Utilities
Joe Taddeucci, Water Resources Manager
Bob Harberg, Principal Engineer
Douglas Sullivan, Acting Principal Engineer for Water, Wastewater and Stormwater
Russ Sands, Watershed Sustainability & Outreach Supervisor
Kurt Bauer, Engineering Project Manager
Annie Noble, Flood and Greenways Engineering Proagram Coordinator
Katie Knapp, Engineering Project Manager
Kristin Dean, Utilities Planner
Ken Baird, Utilities Financial Manager
Andrea Flanagan, Board Secretary

Cooperating Agencies Present:
Craig Jacobson, Consultant with ICON Engineering, Inc.
Alan Turner, Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
Shea Thomas, Urban Drainage-and Flood Control District

Meeting Type: Regular

Agenda Item 1 — Call to Order [7:00 p.m.]

Agenda Item 2 — Approval of the 27 April 2015 Meeting Minutes [7:01 p.m.]
Motion to approve minutes from-April 27 as presented.

Vote: Tabled until a quorum’is met (Ed Clancy & Mark Squillace absent; Leslie Smith absent at April 27
meeting.)

Agenda Item 3 - Public Participation and Comment [7:02 p.m.]
Public Comment: None
Agenda Item 4 - [7:04 p.m.]

Public Hearing and Consideration of a Recommendation to City Council Regarding the Skunk
Creek,Bluebell Canyon Creek and King’s Gulch Floodplain Mapping Update
Katie Knapp and Utilities staff presented the item to the board.

Executive Summary from the Packet Materials:
Agenda Item 4 - [7:04 p.m.]

Public Hearing and Consideration of a Recommendation to City Council Regarding the Skunk
Creek, Bluebell Canyon Creek and King’s Gulch Floodplain Mapping Update
Katie Knapp and Utilities staff presented the item to the board.

Executive Summary from the Packet Materials:

Floodplain mapping provides the basis for flood management by identifying the areas at the highest risk of
flooding. This information is essential for determining areas where life safety is threatened and property
damage is likely and is the basis for floodplain regulations and the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). The city’s floodplain maps need to be periodically updated to reflect changes in the floodplain
resulting from land development, flood mitigation improvements, new topographic mapping information
and new mapping study technologies.

The Skunk Creek Floodplain Mapping Update includes the King’s Gulch, Skunk and Bluebell Canyon
Creek floodplains between the city limits to east of Foothills Parkway where Skunk Creek confluences into
Bear Canyon Creek.
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Engineering consultants provided hydraulic modeling to update the existing Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and City of Boulder floodplains, water
surface elevations, conveyance and high hazard zones.

Engineering consultants provided hydraulic modeling to update the existing Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and City of Boulder floodplains, water
surface elevations, conveyance and high hazard zones.

The proposed mapping of the Skunk Creek Floodplain would result in a net:
e Increase of 38 structures identified in the 100-year floodplain;
e Decrease of 22 structures identified in the conveyance zone and;
e Decrease of 19 structures identified in the high hazard zone.

WRAB Discussion Included:

e  Question about ICON report. Stated there seems that there were a lot of comments about
inconsistencies in the report.

e Request for further clarification regarding Anderson report, not quite understood what
“approximate studies” means in the peer review summary of this report.

e  Question regarding additional hydraulic modeling regarding software for culvert analysis program.

e  Question regarding the difference in the numberof structures that were in the floodplain.

e  Question regarding adjustments done by ICON and if there were differences in the information
after the peer review.

e  Question about grade changes on Mariposa and how they.didn’t quite fit with comments about
how much the flood event actually moved.

e Question about whether the peer<reviewed comments made by ICON have been reviewed by
Anderson in order to help answer questions proposed by community?

Public Comment:

Christina Jurgens

Concerned that too much of the water from Bluebell Canyon Creek is mapped that it flowed down
Columbine, rather than where it was actually observed during flood. Concern that there are errors in
proposed flood map that misrepresent the risk to her property and possibly other properties. Regarding
item 53, which points out'in the peer review that flood maps need to follow topography, question of
syntheses of two kinds of mapping and worried about errors in representation of potential risk. Worried that
proposed map represents.inaccuracies that present risk. Residents have not heard of any structures that
were flooded in this particular section. Asks why the proposed floods from Bluebell Canyon Creek to
Mariposa, from 16™ to 17" smaller than the northward flows at 18" and 19™? Seems by looking at it, they
should be more similar to each other. Feelsthis is a mistake. What method was used to determine the split
at 20" and Columbine?

Beth Robinson

Noticed big difference this time in the conveyance zone on her block. Several people are constructing
drainage pipes from the back conveyance zones to the front of the street from the easement at the back of
the property. This will impact at least one property owner on the block, who is not able to rebuild without
extensive regrading.

Kris Miller

Home has been in 100-year flood zone since moved in 2006 and has contacted the city multiple times to
state that they should not be. Was told by city that all studies were approximate at that time and no official
mapping was done. Was told in 2012 that a “real study” would be conducted and in April 2013, was
informed by city that they were going to be taken out of the flood zone with this study, but it is a long
process. She and neighbor were not flooded during the 2013 event. Lives on the corner and the flood
jumped the banks and flooded south on Mariposa instead and flood didn’t even go near her property. When
she called again, she was told that she was still in the floodplain. Concerned about the study. The flood
actually occurred south of her property. Would like to know what happened and why she is still in the
flood zone when the flood didn’t affect her property?
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R. Chris Roark

Asked whether it was taken into account that there is a bridge at lower McClintock that significantly
diverted water during the flood event, which washed out and ended up on his property. Bridge is no longer
there and is not going to be replaced. Will this be considered in the flood mapping?

Ali Yager

Lives at the corner of 20" and Mariposa. All the water at 15" came down Mariposa and wants to know
what the city can or should do to deal with the water that jumps onto Mariposa? Maintenance of Bluebell
Creek between Mariposa and Columbine, which theoretically is where the water should go. Question is
about maintenance of the systems that should be carrying water, which are not working properly.

Motion by: Scharnhorst; Seconded by: Johnson
Vote: 3:0 (Ed Clancy, Mark Squillace absent)
Motion Passes as amended

Staff requests Water Resources Advisory Board consideration of this.matter and action in the form of the
following motion:

Based upon concurrence from Anderson regarding ICON’s responses to the peer review, we move to
recommend that City Council adopt the Skunk Creek,Bluebell Canyon Creek and King’s Gulch
floodplain mapping update.

Agenda Item 5 - [7:42 p.m.]

Public Hearing and Consideration of a Recommendation to City Council Regarding the South
Boulder Creek Floodplain Mitigation Plan

Kristin Dean, Kurt Bauer and Utilities staff presented the.item to the board.

Executive Summary from the Packet Materials:

A Recommended Plan for flood mitigation along South‘Boulder Creek was presented to the public, Water
Resources Advisory Board (WRAB), Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) and City Council at a Study
Session in 2014. The Recommended Plan was comprised of three phases:

Phase I: Regional detention facility at US 36;
Phase Il:  West Valley improvements; and;
Phase I1I: Arapahoe Avenue detention.

In 2014, the WRAB and City. Council were generally supportive of the mitigation proposed under Phases |1
and I1l. The OSBT also indicated their support for Phases 11 and 111 as it was not seen to have effects on
city open space properties. However, significant concern was voiced by both boards and by City Council
regarding potential environmental impacts, including those to Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP)
lands from the proposed US 36 regional stormwater detention facility (Phase I). As a result, staff was
directed to evaluate other options, including potential use of a larger portion of the University of
Colorado’s CU South property to shift impacts away from environmentally sensitive areas.

Since then, six additional options were developed for US 36 detention, all designed to prevent the
overtopping of US 36 during a 100-year design storm and reduce flooding impacts downstream and each
with fewer impacts to OSMP than the original proposal. This memorandum presents the US 36 regional
detention options, a comparison of potential impacts to OSMP and CU lands and a summary of potential
next steps. Staff is recommending that the Phases 11 and 111 concepts remain unchanged in the mitigation
master plan and that Phase | be accomplished using Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Right
of Way (ROW) and CU Campus South (Option D) for construction of a regional stormwater detention
facility at US 36. In this alternative, the berm would be located within the existing CDOT right of way,
and, with the exception of potential temporary impacts from construction of the berm, OSMP lands would
only be affected when stormwaters are retained. Each of the additional options have a greater impact on
CU’s land than the plan that was presented in 2014. However, while CU prefers the 2014 plan, they have
also indicated they are willing to discuss use of their land to facilitate the implementation of Option D for
regional detention.
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WRAB Discussion Included:

e Question about cost estimates of property acquisition and property access rights and if they are

included in the study?

e  Statement that this seems to be a lot of embankment, which probably makes for significant cost

relative to storage.

e Questioned how many acre feet is the storage for the proposed alternative and what are differences

between the options?

e  Stated that most of the concerns were about open space and possibly may hit a brick wall. Stated
that pleased with the many options that came forward and that the resources were protected.
Questioned if counts were taken of population of prebble mice in open space?

Questioned how option D compares to the flood event in 2013?

Commented that pleased with the engagement between CU and the city to discuss this topic.

Stated that option D will require working with CU and CDOT. Asks what next steps are after

voting on this item.

Asked about timeline for CEAP projects?

e Asked for more information about liability concerns presented by public comment.

e Questioned level of confidence by staff that option D can be successful in the environmental
planning process.

Public Comment:

Pete Palmer

Retired professor of geology and has lived in Boulder for almost 35 years. As an earth scientist, he
recognizes global warming and the associated increase in the frequency of extreme weather events. As
global temperatures rise, so does probability.of these extreme weather events. Entering El Nino period,
where warming is a known consequence. Likelihood of repeat of 2013 flood event is significantly higher
than the 100-year to 500-year events anticipated in earlier planning. Supports South Boulder Creek Action
Group and urges that we speed up Highway 36 flood mitigation efforts.

Karl Anuta

Map is disarming, appears that Cherryvale area is really bad, but what is really bad is Foothills Parkway.
Represents Frasier Meadows residents and again asks that Board support some kind of flood retention
system south of US 36. Option D appears to be really good. Lives must be considered. Very concerned
about the process taking 5 years, which will worry residents for another 5 years. Urges that we move ahead
as fast as possible and please ask City Council to-do the same.

Dick Leupold

President of Resident Council for Frasier Meadows Retirement Community. Supports efforts to add berm
to south side of US 36 to keep flood waters out of neighborhood. Wife was pushed through 2 feet of mud
in her wheelchair during flood event. Ifit weren’t for a series of miraculous events that night, there might
not have been such positive outcome. People would have drowned in parking garage. Fortunate that no
fatalities occurred. Encourages Board to approve the South Boulder Creek Action Group’s motion to build
a structure to prevent this from/occurring in the future. Asks residents of Frasier Meadows to stand in
support of his message (which they did).

Bob Ritzen

Director of Care at Frasier Meadows. Series of miraculous events happened that day. Flooding happened
in the afternoon and staff stayed to assist. Evacuated skilled nursing area, which housed memory care
residents, many of whom have low beds. Water rose quickly in this area and residents were evacuated very
quickly. Staff and others pulled together to move residents to safety, without injuries. Residents move
there thinking they are secure. Recent visitor from disaster relief visited and asked how many residents
died after the event. Encourages as much haste as possible from the Board to make a decision for flood
mitigation. Does not want to worry about the safety of residents every time it rains.

Peter Baston

Company runs programs for large insurance companies that insure projects like this. Spoke with CDOT
and asked what mitigation upgrades are being proposed for US 36, without which Boulder cannot be a
resilient city? Was told that it was going to be left up to the City of Boulder on the South Boulder Creek
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Project, which means that CDOT has dumped liability on the city. If anything happens with any flood
mitigation, the city will be held liable. Encourages as part of due diligence to understand the liabilities
involved in what is being accepted and how this effects the city’s resiliency.

Jeff McWhirter

President of Southeast Boulder Neighborhood Association. Ironic that his community did not get hit as
badly as Frasier Meadows. Lucky in that respect. South Boulder Creek did not overtop, just many sewage
back-up issues. Should be noted that this is not even the big 100-year flood. This was unique because there
were 36 hours of notice. Also concerned with long-term impacts. Supports overall mitigation efforts.
Continues to bring up questions about west valley improvements. What is going to happen with the piping
of dry creek ditch and detention pond? Under impression that specific details of the plan will be considered
during this EAP. Wants to make sure that everyone is on the same plan as we move into the future.

Tim Johnson

CEO at Frasier meadows. Can’t speak to how many Prebble (mice) lives were lost. Can speak to lives
that were not lost at Frasier. Speaks to importance of human life, which he would love for the Board to talk
about, along with the mice and plant life. Appreciates the Board listening to this community. Makes an
emotional plea that any consideration be made be done so on an-.expedited time frame. Residents are living
in fear of a repeat flood. Residents are concerned with recent rain events. Staff have been checking around
the clock and have begun planning for evacuation, should.the need arise. The thought of doing this for the
next five years is beyond comprehension. For the sake'and safety of Frasier and nearby residents, please
act with dispatch.

Rick Mahon

Represents South Boulder Creek Action Group. Thanks staff for responding to 99% of these issues. States
that the berm height is a non-issue. Life-safety factor is beyond measurable. CU is interested in alternatives.
Please speed this along.

Kathie Joyner

With South Boulder Creek Action Group. Weather makes everyone very, very nervous. Everyone is on
edge and worried that a future rain events are going to overtop US 36. Needs to know that the city is
responsible for providing relief. Encourages Board to recommend to Council that we move forward as
quickly as possible to ensure safety of all residents in the South Boulder Creek floodplain. Asks for a show
of hands from all people in audience who concur with this type of reccomendation.

Steve Karakitsios

The plan-as been studied. for so long and asks that a recommendation be made. “Analysis paralysis” is
over and need to just move forward with a reccomendation. Option D looks like the best resolution with
CU and CDOT. Encourages Board to expedite as much as possible.

David McGuire

Impact potential for construction, encourages staff to compare scope and duration of impacts with some of
the other impacts on. Open Space. Not a very big difference. No one bought into the area knowing they
were going to be flooded when homes were bought 30 years ago. Home wasn’t mapped in until 2012.
Water goes over US 36 and we need to figure out how to stop it as quickly as possible.

Peter Ornstein

Everyone on street experienced sanitary sewer backups. System was overcharged, mostly from water that
was building up because of so much rain. The new proposal does deal with stormwater overflow
predictions and does address the floodplain issues, but does not know if it addresses sanitary sewer system
back-up issues that residents actually experienced. All systems were overcharged. Recommends that we
move forward and take a hard look at sanitary system.

Bob Matthias

Echoes all comments from tonight. Based on meeting attended four years ago, he understood that the
reason for flooding is due to the overtopping of US 36, which is caused by the fact that the cross section of
the bridge is too small to retain flood waters. In the process of rebuilding US 36, why was the cross section
of that bridge not increased? If they had done this, a lot of the damages could have been avoided during
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this event.

Kathleen Motylenski

Speaks on behalf of South Boulder Creek Action Group. Videos and photos are available to show the level
of damages. On September 13", it went from a lot of rain to about 4 feet of water in 20 minutes. Flood
sirens couldn’t even be heard. Absolutely miraculous that no lives were lost. We can’t let this happen
twice. Appreciates all the studies and alternatives, but timing is critical. This can happen again in the
coming months. Residents are scared. Encourages Board to forge ahead as soon as possible.

Terri Walters

Thanks Board and staff for working really hard with all the competing issues. This situation is terrifying.
Lives with family in a home that is dead in the way of the flood path. Lost everything in 2013. River of
rock went through home and ruined antique furniture. This was a 50-year event. Could only afford to
rebuild a structure about half the size. Please hurry.

Motion by: Smith; Seconded by: Scharnhorst
Vote: 3:0 (Ed Clancy, Mark Squillace absent)
Motion Passes as presented

Staff requests Water Resources Advisory Board consideration of this matter and recommends action in the
form of the following motion:

Motion to recommend that City Council accept the South Boulder Creek Major Drainageway Flood
Mitigation Plan including Option D (single berm using Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) Right of Way) for ‘Regional Detention at US 36’ along with the Downstream Improvements
as the recommended comprehensive alternative to mitigate flood risks associated with South Boulder
Creek.

Agenda Item 6 — [9:00 p.m.]

Information Item — Preliminary Capital Improvements Program
Ken Baird, Joe Taddeucci, Douglas Sullivan and other Utilities staff presented the information item
to the board.

As part of the city’s annual budget process; Utilities develops a six-year planning budget, this year for the
time period of 2016 through 2021. The Water Resources Advisory Board (WRAB) role in this process is
defined in the Boulder Revised Code: “. . . to review all environmental assessments and capital
improvements conducted or proposed by the utilities division.” Utilities staff has formulated initial revenue
and expenditure projections for each of the three utility funds through the year 2021. Within the budget
process, City Council approves.and appropriates funds only for the first year, 2016.

WRAB will be asked to make a recommendation to City Council regarding the 2016-2021 CIP at its June
meeting. The Planning Board will review the complete city CIP, including utilities, in

July. City Council will discuss'the CIP in August at a study session, and the overall budget is scheduled to
be adopted by City Councilin October.

WRAB Discussion Included:

e Requested that presentation slides be sent to Board for further review.

e Asked about areas that are underserved and if there is a way to add a storm drainage system there,
which would require ripping up streets?

o Asked if feedback was provided from open houses regarding rate study increases?

e Asked about potential to save revenue based on the fact that we pay $300 an acre foot whether it is
used or not?

e Asked for clarification on outcome goal of the rate study and whether or not it would be revenue
neutral, positive, or negative?

o Asked if there would be some benefit to having a revenue generating rate structure change?

e Requested additional information about financial reserves and how it is programmed.

e Asked if staff have received an increased volume of calls by residents since the rate increase
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proposal?
Agenda Item 8 — Matters from the Board: [9:54 p.m.]
Board Member Smith brought up the below matter(s):
e Acknowledges that residents are traumatized by the 2013 flood event.
e Asks if there is anything further the city can do to reduce the level of anxiety that residents feel
with future weather events?
Board Member Scharnhorst brought up the below matter(s):
e Asked if there are any plans for the next few days’ impending storms.
Board Member Johnson brought up the below matter(s):
e Asked what we are doing as of result of the 2013 flood event? Concerned with rising creeks
during recent rain events.
e Requested confirmation about length of interceptor pipe.
Agenda Item 8 — Matters from Staff: [10:00 p.m.]
e Boulder Civic Area Update
e Boulder Creek Mitigation Plan
e GAC (Greenways) CIP
e Bob Harberg presented a history book to the Board about Boulder’s Wastewater, written by Silvia
Pettem.
Agenda Item 9 — Future Schedule [10:15 p.m.]

e Recommendation on 2016 Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
e Recommendation on Rate Study Guiding Principles

Adjournment [10:16 p.m.]
There being no further business to come before the Board at this time, by motion regularly adopted, the
meeting was adjourned at 10:16 p.m.

Motion to adjourn by: Smith; Seconded by: Johnson

Motion Passes 3:0 (Ed Clancy & Mark Squillace absent)

Date, Time, and Location of Next Meeting:

The next WRAB meeting will be.Monday, 22 June 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

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

Boards and Commissions IP ltem3K PaBed)%
WRAB


https://bouldercolorado.gov/boards-commissions/water-resources-advisory-board-next-meeting-agenda-and-packet

IP Item Page 105



IP Item Page 106



IP ltem Page 107



	00 Cover Sheet
	2A 2014 Neighborhood Permit Parking Program Annual Update
	2B Boulder Convention and Visitors’ Bureau Updates
	2C Boulder County Age Well Plan Update
	Attachment A - Jan 13 Briefing Follow Up


	2D 2015 Council Action Guide Mid-year Update
	Attachment A - Outcomes and Tasks


	3A BDAB 04082015
	3B BDAB 04152015
	3C BDAB 05062015
	3D BDAB 06102015
	3E EAB 05062015
	3F EAB 06032015
	3G HRC 06152015
	3H OSBT 061515
	3I OSBT 07082015
	3J TAB 05112015
	3K WRAB 05182015
	4A  ADA 2015
	4B  Boulder Cares for Nepal Day 07252015
	4C  Modern Slavery and Climate Commitment Declaration



