
 

 

           TO:  Members of City Council 

     FROM:  Danielle Sears, City Clerk’s Office 

      DATE:  October 20th, 2015 

SUBJECT:  Information Packet 
 

 
1. CALL UPS 

 A.   
B. 
C. 

 
 
 
 
 

D. 
 

 
 
  E. 

Concept Plan Review 2801 Jay Rd. (LUR2015-00074) 
Concept Plan Review 3303 Broadway (LUR2015-00058) 
Landmark Alteration Certificate proposal for the construction of a 405 sq. ft. 
addition to the main house, to modify the fenestration on the south (rear) elevation, 
and to construct a new 280 sq. ft. free-standing, one-car garage at the landmarked 
Hannah Barker House at 800 Arapahoe Avenue, per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder 
Revised Code 1981 (HIS2015-00232). This Landmark Alteration Certificate is 
subject to City Council call-up no later than October 20, 2015. 
Landmark Alteration Certificate proposing the removal of outdoor seating at the 
landmark Glen Huntington Band Shell in Central Park per Section 9-11-18 of the 
Boulder Revised Code, 1981 (HIS2015-00237). This Landmark Alteration 
Certificate is subject to City Council call-up no later than October 20, 2015. 
Naming of Washington School Park 
 

2. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 A. Boulder’s Energy Future: Transition Plan and Budget Update 
 B. Housing and Community Development Program Funding Allocations, including 

Affordable Housing Fund, Community Housing Assistance Program, and 
Community Development Block Grant 

   
3. BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 

 A. Boulder Design Advisory Board—July 15th, 2015 
 B. Boulder Design Advisory Board—July 29th, 2015 
 C. 

D. 
E. 
F. 

Environmental Advisory Board—September 2nd, 2015 
Library Commission—August 5th, 2015 
Planning Board—July 16th, 2015 
Planning Board—August 27th, 2015 



G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 

Planning Board—September 2nd, 2015 
Planning Board—September 3rd, 2015 
Planning Board—September 17th, 2015 
Transportation Advisory Board—August 10th, 2015 
 

   
4. DECLARATIONS 

  
 

None. 

   
 
 
 
 



INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

To:  Members of City Council 

From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Housing, Planning & Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Housing, Planning & Sustainability 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
Sloane Walbert, Planner I 

Date:   October 20, 2015 

Subject:  Call-Up Item: Concept Plan Review 2801 Jay Rd. (LUR2015-00074) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On October 1, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed and commented on a Concept Plan application to 
redevelop the property located at 2801 Jay Rd. with a multi-family residential development consisting 
of 94 units in eight buildings. The development is proposed as a receiving site to accommodate 
required affordable housing from a companion development at 3303 Broadway. The applicant seeks to 
annex the property to the city with Residential - Mixed 2 (RMX-2) zoning and amend the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation from Public to High Density Residential 

City Council may vote to call-up the Concept Plan to review and discuss within 30 days of the 
Planning Board hearing. The call up period concludes on November 2, 2015 (the end of the 30-day 
call up period falls on a weekend and so is extended to the following Monday).  There are two City 
Council meetings within this period for call-up consideration, on October 6 and 20, 2015.  The staff 
memorandum to Planning Board, minutes, meeting audio, and other related background materials are 
on the city website for Planning Board, available here (Follow the links: 2015 10 OCT 
10.01.2015  10.01.2015 PB Packet). The draft minutes from the Planning Board hearing are 
provided in Attachment A and the Concept Plan submittal package is provided in Attachment B. 

At the Planning Board hearing, there was significant public comment on the application. In addition, a 
large number of written comments had been received previously and are included with the staff 
memorandum to the Planning Board.  At the meeting, 14 residents spoke in opposition to the project 
and one spoke in support of the proposal. The general themes of public comment made at the meeting 
have been summarized on the following page. 
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In Opposition: 
• Housing – Affordable units should not be segregated on the outskirts of the city without access to 

services.  
• Connectivity – There is no safe walking access to/from the site, especially along Jay Rd., and no 

reliable transit choice.  
• Compatibility –Proposal is inconsistent with character of the neighborhood. Does not preserve the 

natural setting and block view sheds. 
• Infrastructure – Extensive transportation improvements and sewer extension are necessary.  
• Density – Proposal includes too many units and square footage and is too intense to be compatible 

with the surrounding neighborhood. Density is out of proportion.  
• Traffic and Access – Jay Rd. is heavily trafficked and congested. The intersection of Jay Rd. and 

28th St./U.S. 36 is dangerous and very accident-prone (both automobile and bicycle). A large 
number of special events along Jay Road contribute to these issues. 

• Land Use – Proposed zoning and land use designation are not appropriate. 
• Gateway – The property is a gateway site to the city. Proposal does not represent a gateway design 

and the development blocks views of foothills from Jay Rd. 
• Parking – There is no consideration of overflow parking from residents in proposed development.  
• Public Process and Participation – The neighborhood was not given appropriate notice and there 

has been no outreach. Need a thoughtful planning process. The development is premature because 
service expansion has not been approved. A vision for the property needs to be part of the larger 
BVCP update. Approval of this development sets a negative precedent. 

• Proposal represents unnecessary sprawl.  
 
In Support: 
A representative of the property owner, the Colorado District of the Church of the Nazarene, spoke in 
support of the proposal. The development would provide family affordable housing and represents an 
attractive design. 
 
The majority of the Board recommended that development should be at a lower intensity to be 
compatible with the surrounding area. Some members expressed concern that the proposal is 
inconsistent with BVCP goals and objectives. A vision for the property should be developed through 
the upcoming BVCP update. There was some interest in converting the location from Area II to an 
Area III in the BVCP. 
 
Consistent with section 9-2-13(a)(2), B.R.C. 1981 City Council has the opportunity to call up the 
application to review and comment on the concept plan within a 30-day call up period, which expires 
on November 2, 2015. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A.  Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes 
B.  Concept Plan Submittal 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

October 1, 2015 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett, Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

John Putnam 

Leonard May 

Liz Payton 

Crystal Gray 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
John Gerstle 

STAFF PRESENT: 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Cindy Spence, Administrative Assistant III 

Sloane Walbert, Planner I 

David Thompson, Transportation Engineer 

Beth Roberts, Housing Planner 

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II 

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:04 p.m. and the following business was

conducted. 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion by L. Payton and seconded by J. Putnam the Planning Board voted 6-0 (J.

Gerstle absent) to approve the July 16, August 6, August 20, August 27, September 2, 

September 3, and September 17, 2015 minutes as amended, 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

No one spoke.

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-

UPS/CONTINUATIONS

A. Informational Item:  TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW:  Final Plat for the

elimination of the lot line between Lot 6A and Lot 7A of West Rose Hill Replat A to

create one lot addressed 927 7
th

 Street. The project site is split-zoned Residential - Low 1

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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(RL-1) and Residential - Estate (RE). Case no. TEC2015-00028. 

B. Call Up Items: Eben Fine Park rehabilitation and enhancement

Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2015-00077)

Wetland Permit (LUR2015-00078)

None of the items were called up. 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT: Request for citizen, staff and Planning 
Board comment on a proposal to redevelop the property located at 3303 Broadway with 
an approximately 83,000 square foot 3-story building multi-use building with below-

grade parking. The building is proposed to include 94 residential units, coffee shop, 
community room, fitness center and office space for micro and co-working offices. 
Proposed residential units will consist of 55 efficiency units (less than 475 square feet), 
23 one-bedroom units and 16 two-bedroom units. The applicant seeks to amend the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation and rezone the 
property to Residential – High 3 (RH-3).

Applicant:  Margaret Freund, Fulton Hill Properties

Property Owner:  Mental Health Center of Boulder County 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item.

S. Walbert presented the item to the Board.

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert answered questions from the Board.

Applicant Presentation: 

Margaret Freund, with Fulton Hill Properties, 3139 7
th

 St., the applicant, and J. V. DeSousa,

with J.V. DeSousa, LLC, 2510 47
th

 St., the architect, presented the item to the Board.   

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert, C. Ferro, H. Pannewig, M. Freund and J. DeSousa, answered questions from the

Board.

Public Hearing: 

1. David Rose, 4134 Stone Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

2. Maureen Taylor, 4382 Apple Way, spoke in opposition to the project.

3. Robyn Kube, 4160 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

4. Will LeBoeuf, 2994 23
rd

 St. spoke in support to the project.

5. Greg Smith, 1501 Upland Ave. spoke in support to the project.

6. Joe Gibbs, 2010 18
th

 St., spoke in support to the project.

7. Bob Crifasi, 3257 Hawthorn Hallow, spoke in opposition to the project.

8. Mark Bloomfield, 1720 15
th

 St., spoke in support to the project.

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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9. Bill Williams, 3320 N. Broadway spoke in opposition to the project.

10. Tommy Stover, 3310 Broadway St., spoke in opposition to the project.

11. Tim Ryan, 497 Kalmia Ave., spoke in support to the project.

12. Amy Webb, 1032 Hawthorn, spoke in opposition to the project.

13. Robert Webb, 1032 Hawthorn Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

14. Judy Nogg, 1182 Juniper Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

15. Bill Myeus, with Mental Health Partners, 1333 Iris, Ave., spoke in support to the

project.

16. Janine Malcolm, 3346 Hickok Pl., spoke in support to the project.

17. Rich Schmelzer, 1080 Juniper Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

18. Lisa Jo Landsberg, 2320 Balsam Dr., spoke in support to the project.

19. Peter Mayer, 1339 Hawthorne, spoke in opposition to the project.

20. Kevin Gross, 2320 Balsam Dr., spoke in support / opposition to the project.

21. Evan Manee, 3393 O’Neal Pkwy., spoke in support to the project.

22. Eric Budd, 3025 Broadway, St., #38, spoke in support to the project.

Board Comments: 

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed concept plan compatible with the goals, objectives and 

recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?  Would the project be 

compatible with the character of the surrounding area? 

 All Board members agreed with the staff’s analysis.

 J. Putnam stated that there is a lot to like in the Concept Plan but it presents some real

challenges.  This is a good site for residential use.  It would be a challenge to find a

public use for this location.  He likes the mixed use components with commercial

amenities in the plan.  The micro units are also helpful and useful.  It is important to note

that there would be no surface parking with this project.  He also appreciates the 3
rd

 floor

setback.  The city needs more affordable housing.  However, his concern is that it may

not be the right location for the proposed development.  Proposed density is too high.

The plan’s lack of affordable housing on-site and the provision of required affordable

units off-site are not in tune with the current Comp Plan update.  He felt that this building

would stand out awkwardly due to the density in this location.  This area is not an area of

change, but a place of greater stability.  The neighboring context must be taken into

consideration.

 L. Payton supports staff’s conclusions and agrees with the Comp Plan criteria that staff

highlighted.  In regards to traffic congestion, she visited the site and recognized the traffic

issues.  The lines for the hug-n-go for the school will not go away and there will be a lot

of cars along Hawthorn Ave. into the future.  This is a good site for residential, such as

family housing.  In addition, she added that she was not sure what would fit in that area

with an RH-3 zoning.  In her opinion, she did not think it was a good spot for

commercial; it should be strictly residential.  She is sympathetic to those that are in need

of affordable housing.  Finally, in her opinion, this location may no longer be good for

public use since the city purchased the hospital site.

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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 A. Brockett stated that there is a real need for housing of different kinds for families and

younger people and this project could provide some of that.  This is an appropriate site

for some kind of attached housing.  He stated that he supports the mixed use aspect of the

proposed plan.  Transit access is good for the proposed location.  The primary issue is the

proposed density of the site.  The applicant is proposing the most intense residential zone

in the city.  He does not believe the highest density zone can be proposed in a place

where walking is not an option.  Walkability is a key piece of density.  Compatibility

with the neighborhood is lacking.  Something more of a mixed or medium density project

would be better.  Would like to see mixed incomes and families as well.  He stated that he

would like to see a project with less density and to have more quality open space which is

lacking.  If more density is proposed at this location, he urged the applicant to look at

aggressive transportation management strategies.

 B. Bowen agreed with the previous comments.  When he looks at the volume, scale and

mass of the project, he does not have any concerns.  He likes how the project is proposing

to carve up the volume to make smaller units.  Affordability is important and this can be

achieved with smaller units.  He stated that he likes how Broadway is evolving and

creating a nice street frontage.  He would like to see this happen all along the Broadway

corridor.  Perhaps this could be done by changing land use designations all along

Broadway.  He stated that there is an issue in the city with providing enough affordable

housing.  He agrees with the idea of placing micro units along the corridor and there

needs to be a more diverse spread of unit mix.  He stated that is appropriate to have a mix

of apartments and family oriented units.  His concern focused on the number of cars, not

the number of people in that location.  He stated he would be more in favor of the

Concept Plan if the parking were reduced to offering half a parking stall, rather than 2 per

unit, for example.  Architecturally, the site plan is well resolved.  The arrangement of

uses makes sense and he likes mix of uses.  The coffee shop is great idea and good to

include.  He proposed the next step would be to find the right zoning to accommodate the

project.

 L. May stated that he generally agrees with the previous comments and staff.  He stated

that the mixed use is good idea in this location and high density housing is appropriate.

He doesn’t agree with the review process in general, not specific to this project.  He

stated that these types of decisions need to be resolved at the comprehensive level

through the BVCP.  A vision for Broadway needs to be developed with heavy

engagement with the neighborhoods.  That, in turn, will give a predictable path to the

neighborhoods and developers for what may happen in the future.  L. May stated that he

would like to see this addressed at the Comp Plan update generally for the Broadway

corridor, and then have the applicants come back with a proposal that fits the new vision.

Currently this Concept Plan does not comply with the Comp Plan, however if the Comp

Plan is revised, it may comply.

 C. Gray agrees with L. May’s comments regarding the Comp Plan and looking at it from

a comprehensive standpoint.  The zoning proposal is incompatible with the surrounding

residential area.  The type of zoning C. Gray sees as more compatible for this area would

be more of a product for families to serve in-commuters (i.e. a single-family residence,

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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townhome or duplex).  This plan needs to be attractive to families since the proximity is 

close to school.  In regards to affordable units in the community, inclusionary zone 

requirements should be met on-site by all projects However, the Planning Board does not 

know what the developers’ final requirements will be for that project until the permit is 

picked up.  In regards to the open space issue, she stated that the city’s open space and 

growth management policies have put pressure on housing; however, it has created a 

compact community that has allowed the city to develop a good transportation system, 

etc.  Another thing that has put pressure on development is the growing university.  We 

must work with them to house students, faculty and staff.  In terms of this Concept Plan, 

the Public zoning is not compatible with the proposed project, but it is compatible with 

residential, public and non-profit use.   

Key Issue #2: Flood 

 L. Payton asked whether historical flooding events should be considered in our analysis

of this project, since we know that this site floods from existing data and photos.  The

proposed parking garage would be affected by a flood despite the proposal to build under

the regulations of the 100 year floodplain.  She stated that it could wait for site review to

discuss what is realistic.

o S. Walbert stated that under the current regulations, the developers would have to

flood proof the garage.  It would need to be demonstrated that water would not enter

the garage.

 J. Putnam stated that the Planning Board will be looking at site review and Comp Plan

criteria.  The Board would need to look at spillover affects in neighboring properties.

Flooding is something that the Board will need to evaluate in future reviews.

 L. May stated that when the Board looks at the criteria modifications, whether they are in

the Boulder Revised Code or the Comp Plan, the Board will need to review the flood

criteria.  Look at history of what has flooded and if it can still be affected.  This has not

been adequately reviewed.

Summary of Concept Plan: 

The Board agreed that there is a general interest in seeing residential at the proposed location.  

Nearly all Board members were in favor of multi-family residential.  A lower intensity is 

recommended by the Board for compatibility with the existing neighborhood.  From a flood 

perspective, the Board felt it was critical to look at those issues carefully.   There was a general 

feeling that RH-3 was not an appropriate zoning for this site.  The Board agreed that undertaking 

a study or perhaps policy revisions in the Comp Plan would be necessary; however, this would 

put this project on hold until the changes could be made.  The Board offered that they are in 

support of a sub-community plan that included a vision for the Broadway corridor going 

forward.  In regards to zoning, the Board suggested a zone in which calculations are based on 

open space or parking, rather than dwelling units per acre.    Overall, the Board was very 

supportive of staff’s position and, while the Board agreed that this is a suitable place for 

residential development, it is probably more suited to medium density, not high density 

development.   

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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B. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT: Request for citizen, staff and Planning

Board comment on a proposal to redevelop the property located at 2801 Jay Road with a 
multi-family residential development consisting of 94 units in eight buildings. The 
development is proposed as a receiving site to accommodate required affordable housing 
from a companion development at 3303 Broadway. The applicant seeks to annex the 
property to the city with Residential - Mixed 2 (RMX-2) zoning and amend the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation.

Applicant:  Margaret Freund, Fulton Hill Properties

Property Owner:  Colorado District of the Church of the Nazarene

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item.

S. Walbert presented the item to the Board.

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert answered questions from the Board.

Applicant Presentation: 

Margaret Freund, with Fulton Hill Properties, 3139 7
th

 St., the applicant, and J.V. DeSousa,

of J.V. DeSousa, LLC, 2510 47
th

 St., the architect, presented the item to the Board. 

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert, C. Ferro, H. Pannewig, M. Freund and J. DeSousa, answered questions from the

Board.

Public Hearing: 

1. Carlos Espinosa, 2892 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

2. Maureen Taylor, 4382 Apple Way, spoke in opposition to the project.

3. Robyn Kube, 4160 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

4. Heather Hosterman, 2823 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

5. Wyley Hodgson, 2823 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

6. Mick Shopnizz, 2503 Sumac Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

7. David Ralph 13246 Humboldt Way, spoke in support to the project.

8. Andrea Grant, 4384 Apple Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

9. Paul Strupp, 4192 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

10. Margaret Bruehl, 4192 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

11. Paulina Hewett, 2865 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

12. Jann Scott, 4145 Autumn Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

13. Peter Galvin, 4259 Sumac Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

14. Matthew Karowe, 2825 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

Board Comments: 
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Key Issue #1: Is the proposed annexation, initial zoning and concept plan compatible with 

the goals, objectives and recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

(BVCP).  Would the project be compatible with the character of the surrounding area? 

 C. Gray agreed with staff’s comment that the proposed use would be inconsistent with

the Comp Plan’s goals and objectives (specifically policies 2.10, 2.05 and 6.12).  It would

be better to address development of this property as part of the Comp Plan update, similar

to the comments under Agenda Item 5A for 3303 Broadway.  The proposed concept plan

is incompatible with the surrounding land uses.  The higher density proposed is too much

and would be incompatible.

 L. May agreed with C. Gray.  He questioned staff as to the history of this parcel being

located in Area II.  In looking at this area and how it is defined by the roadway, he

suggested that this should be moved to Area III based on the typography.

o S. Walbert answered L. May’s question and said that it has been located in Area

II for a number of years, because the existing church was considered to be “urban

development.”  The exact amount of years is not known at this time.

 B. Bowen stated it is difficult to define what the best development would be in the

proposed area.  If development were done at this corner, a mixed income affordable

housing would be a good fit for that site. However, maybe not at the density proposed.  In

term of design, there are some good comparisons to the newer modern developments.

Specifically, the Holiday housing area was a lot more fine-grained in nuance than this

proposal.  The big parking lot design is not the right solution for this project.  He

suggested moving the parking to the east side of the property, running all buildings on an

east/west axis and possibly incorporating a passive solar access project.  In addition, the

developer should allow for more ground level apartments.  The density proposed now is

more that can be accommodated at this location. The applicant should consider an

“agriburbia” type development.

 A. Brockett agreed with B. Bowen.  Housing is the right use for the proposed parcel and

mixed income would be a good way to go.  He also liked B. Bowen’s village concept

which he mentioned.  At this location, it is not devoid of services but services are not

next to them either.  He stated that only lower density can be supported.  In addition, it

would be beneficial to provide a better gateway to the city.

 L. Payton agreed with the staff analysis.  She stated that she is not sure housing is the

right use for the property.  She would like to look at this property in the context of the

Comp Plan update and use more of a community process to help determine what should

be developed at the location.  With regard to density, the proposal violates the urban to

rural transect.  This location is not near employment or transit; therefore, it is not a

suitable site for affordable housing.  People would be required to have a car to get around

from this location.  In regards to the materials proposed, she stated that they are not of

good quality but appreciates the mixed housing types proposed.  She stated that she did

conduct a site visit and accessing the site in a car was “terrifying” with the traffic.

Attachment A - Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes
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 B. Bowen commended the designer for the simple and elegant architecture.

 J. Putnam agreed with B. Bowen.  He stressed that connectivity is a major issue and that

the site is isolated by the current infrastructure, from a pedestrian and bicycle perspective.

The 205 transit route is only a “thin lifeline” to the site. Even with an enhanced design

concept, as described by B. Bowen, the applicant would need to put a lot of thought into

the infrastructure and connectivity to the site.  Fixing the Jay Rd. and 28
th

 St. intersection

would take a lot of thought and a lot of money. Given that annexation is a discretionary

act on the part of the city, development of the property would be done as part of a larger

plan. It would be better to determine through a plan whether this property is going to the

edge of urban development  or located in the middle of a larger development in the

future.  At this point, it is hard to plan for both possibilities.

Summary of Concept Plan: 

In general, the Board agreed with staff’s analysis in the memorandum.  The Board agreed they 

would support a lower density development, including the property as part of larger Comp Plan 

strategies and possibly converting the location from Area II to an Area III. 

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

ATTORNEY

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:17 p.m. 

APPROVED BY 

___________________ 

Board Chair 

___________________ 

DATE  
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2801 Jay Road studio303, Inc

September 16, 2015

Sloane Walbert
Planner I, Department of Community Planning and Sustainability
City of Boulder
1739 Broadway, 3rd Floor
Boulder, CO  80306-0791

Dear Sloane,

Below is the information you requested regarding site metrics - a confirmation of unit types and 
counts as well as percentage of site dedicated to open space.

Unit types and counts

Original scheme as presented in the Concept Review package:

unit count area per unit total area

2 bedroom row houses 30 1260 37800

3 bedroom row houses 13 1500 19500

3 bedroom 
townhouses

8 1536 12288

2 bedroom apartments 38 770 29260

1 bedroom apartments 5 680 3400

apartment circulation 
(15%)

7789

totals 94 110037

1910 7th street, Boulder, CO 80302 303 669 3370

Attachment B - Concept Plan Submittal
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2801 Jay Road studio303, Inc

Scheme modified after meeting with City of Boulder Inclusionary Housing to meet their needs:

Open space for either scenario

The above totals exclude sidewalks, the Woonerf area, as well as all other vehicular surfaces.

Let me know if you need additional information.

Regards,

Ali Gidfar

unit count area per unit total area

3 bedroom row houses 26 1400 36400

4 bedroom row houses 17 1650 28050

4 bedroom 
townhouses

8 1700 13600

2 bedroom apartments 38 770 29260

1 bedroom apartments 5 680 3400

apartment circulation 
(15%)

7789

total unit count 94 118499

overall site area 207,274 sf (4.76 acres)

planted areas 56,427 sf

public plazas 4,550 sf

total open space 60,978 sf

open space as percentage 
of overall site

29.4%

1910 7th street, Boulder, CO 80302 303 669 3370

Attachment B - Concept Plan Submittal
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2801 Jay Road 2015.08.14 On site housing mix

Dear Sloane

Below you will find conceptual counts and unit sizes for 2801 Jay Road’s proposed 
redevelopment.

We have met with both Jeff Yegian and Michelle Allen to help us better understand the needs 
surrounding inclusionary housing.

They have voiced strong preference for larger units that will meet housing needs for families. 
Current units coming on line in the affordable category are heavily weighted toward efficiency, 
one and two bedroom units. Jeff and Michelle believe that the needs of the community will be 
better served by three and four bedroom units, and have asked that we increase the number of 
three bedrooms, and include four bedroom units on site. Our meetings with Jeff and Michelle 
have occurred after our conceptual plans were developed and submitted for review by you and 
others in the City. As a result, the data provided below deviate form the documents presented 
for review. The fine tuning of the mix of units (sizes, count of bedrooms and bathrooms), as well 
as what proportion may be affordable versus market rate, will be determined through input from 
inclusionary housing, neighbors, as well as other city departments. The developer has stated 
that any mix from 100% to a lesser amount of affordable housing is acceptable on the Jay Road 
site.

Please note that it is imperative that, 3303 Broadway and 2801 Jay Road be considered as 
“sister” properties. The former fulfills the needs for workforce housing, while the latter meets the 
needs of affordable housing for larger families.

Respectfully,

Ali Gidfar, Architect.

Unit counts and sizes:

Apartment block (along Jay Road):
• two bedrooms = thirty eight at 850 sf each = 32,300 sf
• one bedrooms = five at 650 sf each = 3,250 sf
• efficiencies = 0
• total area, including circulation  = 37,300 sf

Town Homes (along west property line)
• four bedroom units = eight units at 1600 sf each = 12,800 sf (does not include one car

garage per unit)
• total area of town homes, less garages = 12,800 sf

Row homes (along north and west property lines, no garages):
• three bedroom row homes = nineteen at 1450 sf = 27,500 sf
• four bedroom row homes = eleven at 1600 sf  = 17,600 sf
• total area of row homes = 45,100 sf

Attachment B - Concept Plan Submittal
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2801 Jay Road 2015.08.14 On site housing mix

Alley homes (center of site, one car garage each):
• three bedroom units = seven at 1450 sf = 10,150 sf
• four bedroom units = six at 1600 sf = 9,600 sf
• total alley home area less garages = 19,750 sf

Total for all finished area = 114,950 sf

Open space for entire site:
• Park                               = 9,200 sf
• dog park                        = 3,700 sf
• yoga park                      = 3,100 sf
• woonerf                         = 44,600 sf
• back yards                    = 13,700n sf
• apartment balconies + plaza   = 5,000 sf

Total proposed usable outdoor space = 79,300 sf (does not include drives and parking 
surfaces)
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2801 Jay Road Concept

2801 Jay Road: family focused 
affordable housing

2801 Jay Road will be a family 

oriented residential neighborhood 

with a mixture of row houses and 

apartments. Approximately one 

half of the row houses on site 

will be large three-bedroom units 

providing affordable living space 

for families. The remainder will be 

primarily two-bedroom row house 

and apartment units with only 

a small number of one-bedroom 

apartments. This focus on larger 

units is dramatically different from 

what is happening in affordable 

housing across the City of Boulder 

today.

A portion of the row houses will 

have attached garages, some with 

alley access.

Neighborhood amenities will 
include a community room dedi-

cated to serving both the residents 

of the development and residents 

of surrounding neighborhoods. 

The neighborhood will have a 

streetscape that encourages 

resident interaction and a small 

pocket park with playground and 

open space.

2801 Jay Road is currently outside 

the city boundaries but the site is 

designated as Area II which indi-

cates that the site is planned to be 

annexed into the city.

2801 Jay Road Program:

21 three-bedroom row houses

30 two-bedroom row houses

38 two-bedroom apartments

5 one-bedroom apartments

142 parking spaces
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“Woonerf”
neighbor
-hood

Yoga 
Dog 

Park

Fire truck

Community

Gathering

park
park

access

room

pocket

3 story apartment building

3 
be

dr
oo

m
 

3 
be

dr
oo

m
 to

w
n 

ho
m

es

al
le

y 
ho

m
es

 

two bedroom

tw
o 

be
dr

oo
m

row homes

ro
w

 h
om

es

Attachment B - Concept Plan Submittal

Call Up 1A     Page 17



40

2801 Jay Road Concept: site plan
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205 Bus Route

208 Bus Route

BOLT Bus Route

BOUND Bus Route

school

rec center

market

cafe or resturaunt

bank

beauty salon

small specialty retail

medical center

outdoor swimming

gas station

open space

shopping center

Multi Use Path

Paved Shoulder

Designated Bike Route

Onstreet Bike Lane

Highest and Best Use:  
Affordable Multi-family Housing

Analysis of the site conditions and 
opportunities, discussions with City 
staff and consultation with the Church 
of the Nazarene, the current owner of 
the site, indicates that the highest and 
best use of the site is as an affordable 
residential neighborhood tailored to 
families. Development of the site with 
the proposed mix of residential units 
is supported by the following factors:

 Continues an existing pattern of 
development on US 36 north of Iris

 Zoning and land use appropriate 
to surrounding properties

 Multi-modal transit opportunities 
to minimize vehicular traffic: bus 
route and bike lanes connect the site 
to commercial centers

 Close proximity to commercial 
and retail services at 28th and Iris.

 Quick and easy access to major 
employment centers: Center Green, 
29th Street, Downtown

 Close to recreational assets: 
Open Space, Boulder Reservoir, Palo 
Park, Pleasant View soccer fields.

Shopping Center,
home of Safeway and Walmart

Elmer’s Two Mile Park,
multi use access to Goose Creek Path

Elks Park

North Palo Park
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This site offers excellent multi-

modal access. It is served every 

30 minutes by the 205 bus route 

along Jay Road. The 205 bus 

connects the site to the downtown 

transit center with linkages to 

nearly the entire RTD service area. 

The 205 provides access to job 

centers in the Gunbarrel area, the 

29th Street area and Downtown.

The site is adjacent to or nearby 

several bike routes, on-street bike 

lanes and multi-use paths. 

Multi-modal Access

205 Bus Route

Multi Use Path

Paved Shoulder

Underpass

Designated Bike Route

Onstreet Bike Lane
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Proximity to Shopping

A wide range of commercial 

services are available on 28th 

Street. Within one mile south of 

the site are two grocery stores, 

a pharmacy, a laundromat, a dry 

cleaner, an urgent care facility, a 

fitness center, a bank, a hair salon, 

and cafes and restaurants.

Shopping Center,
home of Safeway and Walmart
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Within a single bus ride or short 

bike ride of the site are the 

following employment centers: 

Downtown, the University of 

Colorado, 29th Street, Center 

Green.  A single bus ride also 

takes riders to the Downtown 

transit center with easy connec-

tions to buses accessing all parts 

of Boulder and regional service 

to Denver, Longmont, Golden and 

Denver International Airport.

Proximity to Employment Centers

SITE

Downtown, Regional Bus Station
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Proximity to Recreation

Nearby is the Four Mile Creek 

path which links to hiking trails on 

OSMP land both west of Broadway 

and east of the Diagonal Highway. 

Along this path are also Pleasant 

View soccer fields and the Elks 

Club pool. A little farther away is 

the Boulder Reservoir with links to 

open space. 

Palo Park is within five blocks to 

the south of the site.
Elks Park

North Palo Park

Palo Central
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The site is easily accessed by 

two major arterial roads, US 

36/28th Street and Jay Road. US 

36 provides easy access to much 

of central Boulder’s commercial 

core. Jay Road provides a conve-

nient connection to Foothills 

Parkway and the Diagonal 

Highway providing linkages to the 

greater Front Range metro area.

Site Access

JAY RD

28TH ST
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Annexation/Planning Reserve

The project site currently sits 

outside of the city limits. Land 

to the west and south is within 

the City of Boulder. The site is 

currently served by an out of city 

utility agreement and has suffi-

cient contiguous boundary with 

existing city property to meet the 

state mandated 1/6th contiguous 

border with the municipality to 

allow annexation. No additional 

right-of-way along Jay Road will 

need to be annexed into the city.

The City of Boulder and the 

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

have designated the land as Area 

II, within the service area of the 

city, and eligible for future annexa-

tion into the city. 

Annexation of the site fits within 

both the city’s long term goals and 

objectives of careful, limited and 

carefully planned growth while 

addressing its short term goals  

as well.

Development of this site today in 

no way limits or diminishes the 

future development possibilities 

of the Area III Planning reserve to 

the north. Given the city’s current 

need for housing and the likeli-

hood of a continuing need for 

housing in the future, it seems 

that development of the Planning 

Reserve will contain some form 

of housing within its program. It 

seems equally unlikely that the 

Planning Reserve would ever be 

developed with low density single 

family residential. Viewed through 

this lens, the medium density 

multi-family housing proposed 

for the site at 2801 Jay Road 

acts as an appropriate transition 

between the single family neigh-

borhoods to the west and south 

and a future development of the 

Planning Reserve whether that 

be as a commercial, mixed use or 

medium to high density residen-

tial use. The program proposed at 

2801 Jay Road addresses the City 

of Boulder’s current needs while 

leaving many options open for the 

Planning Reserve in the future.

Very Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential

Public

Park, Urban and Other

High Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

Very Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential

Public

Park, Urban and Other

High Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

Site

City of Boulder Comp Plan Boundary
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Existing and Proposed Zoning

The current zoning designation of 

the site is P / Public. 

In order to provide affordable 

housing, a stated high-priority 

goal of the Boulder Valley 

Comprehensive Plan, the develop-

ment team proposes the site be 

annexed into the City of Boulder 

and assigned a zoning designa-

tion that allows a mix of densities 

that will provide a framework for 

a flexible and successful residen-

tial development. The RMX-2 zone 

classification meets these require-

ments as stated in 9-5-2 of the 

Boulder Land Use Code:

RMX-2 (Residential - Mixed 2): 

Medium density residential areas 

which have a mix of densities from 

low density to high density and 

where complementary uses may 

be permitted.

This is a common zone designation 

in the north Boulder area where 

new medium density multi-family 

housing is to be constructed 

adjacent to or nearby low density 

single family neighborhoods. Three 

sites near 2801 Jay: Northfield 

Commons between Palo Parkway 

and Kalmia, Northfield Village 

at 47th and Jay Road and the 

Holiday Neighborhood along US 

36 between Yarmouth and Lee Hill 

have been recently developed with 

an RMX-2 zone designation.

mobile home

city of boulder

boulder county

public

residential-mixed 2

residential-medium 2

residential rural 1

residential estate

enclave

residential low 2

residential low 1

residential-medium 1

flex

multiple family

suburban residential

rural residential

mobile home

city of boulder

boulder county

public

residential-mixed 2

residential-medium 2

residential rural 1

residential estate

enclave

residential low 2

residential low 1

residential-medium 1

flex

multiple family

suburban residential

rural residential

Existing Zoning

Proposed Zoning
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Existing Pattern of Multi-family  
Development Along 28th Street and Jay Road

Twenty-eighth Street between 

Iris and Jay is characterized by a 

substantial amount of multi-family 

housing along both sides of the 

street. Farther to the north on the 

west side of US 36 is the multi-

family development at Holiday.

Although development of the 

Planning Reserve remains out in 

the future it will in all likelihood 

contain some housing, probably 

at densities greater than what is 

proposed at 2801 Jay Road.

multi family

recent rmx-2 multi family
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The site is at the northeast corner 

of the intersection of Jay Road and 

US 36. The site has a single point 

of vehicular access, at the south-

east corner of the site onto Jay 

Road. 

An existing church building is 

sited in the center of the prop-

erty. Parking paved with asphaltic 

concrete occurs along the eastern 

edge of the site. 

The western half of the site is mini-

mally landscaped with native short 

grasses.

Existing Site and Surrounding Context

SITE

JAY RD

28TH ST
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Surrounding Neighborhood Context

These images illustrate the context in 
and around the project site. 
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Surrounding Neighborhood Context

These images show structures near 
the project site. 
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Architectural Character: 2801 Jay Road

Site organization and building 
form/massing/organization

The new neighborhood at 2801 

Jay Road is planned to be family 

friendly and create a strong sense 

of place and neighborhood iden-

tity. The development is focused 

around a small pocket park at the 

heart of the site and a “woonerf” 

approach to streets and vehicular 

circulation in order to make the 

site as kid safe as possible.

A three story apartment block sets 

the south edge of the site along 

Jay Road providing an appropriate 

urban scale to the arterial street. 

Parking along the south side of 

the building under the building’s 

second floor minimizes ground 

surface area dedicated to parking. 

This still allows residential units on 

the north side of the ground floor 

that face the small neighborhood 

street and enhance the pedestrian 

experience.

On the north end of the ground 

floor of the apartment structure 

a community room faces north 

across a small plaza and the street 

to the pocket park. In the south-

east corner of the park is a small 

playground with play equipment 

but also a varied environment of 

natural elements that support 

play and engage the imaginative 

minds of children: mounds to roll 

down, rocks to hide behind and 

trees to climb. Parents will be able 

to gather and sit at a table in the 

community room or on chairs on 

the plaza and watch their children 

play.

The Woonerf concept uses wind-

ing streets and blurred boundaries 

between areas for cars and areas 

for pedestrians. People and cars 

share the same space, effectively 

giving the street back to people. 

This causes cars to slow down 

making the neighborhood safer for 

children.

1 2 3

654

7

Woonerf concept: pedestrians first Park 
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Architectural Character: 2801 Jay Road

To the north of the apartment 

structure blocks of row houses 

wrap the edges of the site, define 

internal streets and enclose the 

pocket park. Each row house is 

articulated as a distinct volume to 

give individual identity and variety 

and to break down the scale of the 

overall mass. The row houses are 

two stories in height, some with a 

small stair tower giving access to a 

roof deck. 

Every row house has a small 

covered front porch, just big 

enough to hold two chairs and 

flower pot. Many of the row houses 

have a private fenced backyard for 

kids, pets and gardens.

The row houses are divided 

among two-bedroom units with 

on-street parking, three-bedroom 

units with attached garages and 

three-bedroom units with attached 

garages and alley access.

Architectural expression

Building volumes, both on the row 

houses and the apartment build-

ing, are clad in varied materials to 

reduce the scale of the structure 

and give visual interest to the 

streetscape. A material palette of 

stucco, cement fiber and metal 

panels and a small amount of 

wood will be intermixed with the 

varied plans and forms of the 

structures to create a significant 

amount of variety so that the prop-

erty does not feel like a repetitive 

set of elements.

Large windows admit lots of natu-

ral light and on the ground floor 

connect the interior of the units 

to the streetscape. Covered front 

porches and small gardens in front 

of every unit give scale, character 

and an opportunity for individual 

expression to the neighborhood.
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Broader Community Benefit

We propose a unique solution, 

two sites in different parts of the 

community with vastly different 

programs, to provide more high 

quality affordable housing in 

the configuration the city needs 

than could be achieved by either 

site developed separately. In this 

instance it’s true, the whole is 

greater than the sum of its parts.

This is a project that does so much 

more than just provide housing 

on two sites. The effects of this 

project will be felt by the people 

who live on the sites, by the 

residents of the neighborhoods 

surrounding the sites who work 

in the micro offices and use the 

community rooms, by the people 

who stop at the coffee shop to chat 

with friends. It doesn’t stop there, 

however. The effects of this  

project will extend far and wide to 

people who live across the entire 

community:

  Mental Health Partners

  Church of the Nazarene

Attachment B - Concept Plan Submittal

Call Up 1A     Page 33



57

Community Benefit: Church of the Nazarene

The Colorado District Church of 

the Nazarene owns the site at 

2801 Jay Road. Although they no 

longer operate a church at this 

location, they do have an active 

congregation in Boulder, the South 

Broadway Church of the Nazarene. 

In its own words, the South 

Broadway Church of the Nazarene 

is “a varied group that includes 

children and teenagers, students, 

singles, married couples, parents, 

and grandparents and range in 

age from newborn to 98! We live 

in and around Boulder includ-

ing Golden, Longmont, Superior, 

Broomfield, Louisville and, of 

course, the Martin Acres neighbor-

hood in Boulder.”

The Church of the Nazarene has 

a strong commitment to commu-

nity development. As part of 

their mission, they offer space 

and facility free or at low cost to 

outside groups for uses such as, 

but not limited to:  Community 

groups, other non-profit organiza-

tions, government organizations, 

schools, day-cares, disaster shel-

ters, distribution centers for food 

and clothing to the needy, scout-

ing and other youth organizations, 

sports leagues, substance abuse 

and rehabilitation organizations 

and its subsidiaries, and others, 

in keeping with the furtherance of 

their religious mission.

The Church has programs to spon-

sor children, eliminate poverty, 

provide education, health care, 

economic development and 

disaster relief and many other 

programs to help women and 

children locally and worldwide. 

The Nazarene Compassionate 

Ministries (NCM) partners with 

local Nazarene congregations 

around the world to clothe, 

shelter, feed, heal, educate, and 

live in solidarity with those who 

suffer under oppression, injustice, 

violence, poverty, hunger, and 

disease.

The Church is a partner on this 

project, as they believe the devel-

opment of affordable housing in 

Boulder is in keeping with their 

mission. 
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Summary:

The conversation about housing in 

Boulder is inextricably linked with 

conversations about the number 

of workers commuting into the 

City and the need for affordable 

and workforce housing. Boulder 

has set goals for the direction of 

housing that will allow the char-

acter and spirit of the community 

to continue while accommodat-

ing growth. These goals include: 

making 10 percent of housing be 

permanently affordable units; the 

creation of a variety of housing 

options in every part of the city, 

including existing single-family 

neighborhoods, while preserving 

neighborhood character; establish-

ing minimum density standards 

or alternative approaches to 

managing density to avoid creat-

ing new areas that offer only 

large, high-priced, single-family 
homes; provide developers with 

an incentive to go above and 

beyond the current Inclusionary 

Housing requirements by provid-

ing a density bonus for additional 

affordable units. Our vision is to 

help the City meet these goals. 

We believe we have demonstrated 

a level of community benefit that 

warrants a Special Ordinance, so 

that we may work with staff to 

realize our project on these two 

sites. We hope that staff, Planning 

Board members and members of 

Council will walk with us towards 

this vision, and provide support.
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street
Denver, CO 80206

(303) 333-1105
FAX (303) 333-1107

E-mail: lsc@lscdenver.com

June 12, 2015

Ms. Margaret Freund
Fulton Hill Properties, LLC
1000 Carlisle Avenue 
Richmond, VA 23231

Re: 2801 Jay Road
Boulder, CO
(LSC #150540)

Dear Ms. Freund:

In response to your request, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this Trip
Generation and Assignment Report for the proposed 2801 Jay Road redevelopment. As shown
on Figure 1, the site currently includes a church and is located north of Jay Road, west of
Voilet Avenue, and east of 28th Street (US 36) in Boulder, Colorado.

IMPACT AREA 

Figure 1 shows the vicinity map.

Area Roadways

The major roadways in the site’s vicinity are shown on Figure 1 and are described below.

• Jay Road is an east-west, two-lane roadway south of the site. The intersection with
US 36 is signalized with auxiliary turn lanes. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the
site is 35 mph.

• 28th Street (US 36) is a north-south, two-lane street west of the site. It is classified as
NR-A (Non-Rural Principal Highway) by CDOT. The intersection with Jay Road is signali-
zed with auxiliary turn lanes. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the site is 45 mph. 

• Voilet Avenue is a north-south, two-lane local gravel street east of the site that provides
access to a few individual residential properties. The intersection with Jay Road is unsig-
nalized. 

PROPOSED LAND USE AND ACCESS

The development is proposed to include 51 residential townhome dwelling units and 43 apart-
ment dwelling units. The conceptual site plan is shown in Figure 2. The existing church on
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Table 1
ESTIMATED TRAFFIC GENERATION

2801 Jay Road
Boulder, CO

(LSC #150540; June, 2015)

Vehicle - Trips GeneratedTrip Generation Rates(1)  
PM Peak - Hour AM Peak HourAveragePM Peak HourAM Peak HourAverage

OutInOutInWeekdayOutInOutInWeekdayQuantityTrip Generating Category

Townhomes
5111121740.1720.3480.3650.0755.81DU (3)302-Bedroom Row Homes (2)

1331470.1720.3480.3650.0755.81DU 83-Bedroom Townhomes (2)

2551760.1720.3480.3650.0755.81DU 133-Bedroom Row Homes (2)

Apartments
8151642530.2170.4030.4080.1026.65DU 382-Bedroom Flats (4)

1221330.2170.4030.4080.1026.65DU 51-Bedroom Flats (4)

1736379583TotalDU 94Total

377211720% Alternative Travel Mode Reduction

1429307466Net Total Trips

Notes:
Source: Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 9th Edition, 2012.(1)
ITE Land Use No. 230 - Residential Condominium/ Townhouse(2)
DU = Dwelling Units(3)
ITE Land Use No. 220 - Apartment(4)
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM  

To:  Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
  David Driskell, Executive Director of Housing, Planning & Sustainability 
  Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Housing, Planning & Sustainability 
  Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 
  Sloane Walbert, Planner I 
 
Date:   October 20, 2015 
 
Subject:  Call-Up Item: Concept Plan Review 3303 Broadway (LUR2015-00058)  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On October 1, 2015 the Planning Board reviewed and commented on an a Concept Plan application to 
redevelop the property located at 3303 Broadway with an approximately 83,000 square foot 3-story 
building multi-use building with below-grade parking. The building is proposed to include 94 
residential units, coffee shop, community room, fitness center and office space for micro and co-
working offices. Proposed residential units will consist of 55 efficiency units (less than 475 square 
feet), 23 one-bedroom units and 16 two-bedroom units. The applicant seeks to amend the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation and rezone the property to Residential – 
High 3 (RH-3). 
 
City Council may vote to call-up the Concept Plan to review and discuss within 30 days of the 
Planning Board hearing. The call up period concludes on November 2, 2015 (the end of the 30-day 
call up period falls on a weekend and so is extended to the following Monday).  There are two City 
Council meetings within this period for call-up consideration, on October 6 and 20, 2015.  The staff 
memorandum to Planning Board, minutes, meeting audio, and other related background materials are 
on the city website for Planning Board, available here (Follow the links: 2015 10 OCT 
10.01.2015  10.01.2015 PB Packet). The draft minutes from the Planning Board hearing are 
provided in Attachment A and the Concept Plan submittal package is provided in Attachment B. 
 
At the Planning Board hearing, there was significant public comment on the application. In addition, a 
large number of written comments had been received previously and are included with the staff 
memorandum to the Planning Board.  At the meeting, 11 residents spoke in opposition to the project 
and 10 spoke in support of the proposal. One person neither opposed nor supported the project but 
commented that increased density is very difficult for neighborhoods but the proposal is a better option 
than the development of mansions.  
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The general themes of public comment made at the meeting have been summarized below. 
 
In Opposition: 
• Parking – Sufficient parking is not being provided by the development. Permit parking would not 

work for the neighborhood. 
• Flood – The site has flooded multiple times. Serious concerns about garage flooding. 
• Density –Proposal includes too many units and square footage and is too intense to be compatible 

with the surrounding neighborhood.  
• Traffic – Traffic and congestion are major issues during drop-off and pick-up times for the school. 

There are already bicycle and pedestrian accidents. Increased traffic and congestion is not safe for 
children walking to school. 

• Access –Intersections of Broadway with Iris Ave. and Hawthorn Ave. are congested and can be 
dangerous. The entrance to the underground parking is located where parents line up for hug-n-go 
for the school. 

• Housing – Provided housing should be catered to families who are invested in the neighborhood, 
next to school. Affordable housing should be provided on site and not segregated on the outskirts 
of the city. 

• Zoning and Use – RH-3 is not an appropriate zoning, the zoning should remain public. Need a 
public use for the property. 

• Community Benefit – The project does not contain any community benefits. Amenities like a 
coffee shop and gym are already provided in the area. 

• Compatibility - the building is not compatible with the character of the surrounding neighborhood 
or the general area. There is a lack of community integration because the neighborhood is low 
density and family-oriented. Building is much too large to be compatible with surrounding uses. 

• Light and noise pollution. General degradation of quality of life for neighbors. 
 
In Support: 
• Housing – Project provides small residential units, which offers housing options and helps keep the 

city an affordable place to live. Neighborhood needs more housing options to be inclusive, 
especially for younger people, entrepreneurs and employees of expanding businesses in the city. 
The project is next to a school, which could serve teachers or families. Could be an opportunity for 
people to own rather than rent. Alternatively, the city needs a rental product for people in the 
middle who do not qualify for affordable housing. The project has good access to jobs. The small 
unit size means it will stay affordable. Tying the project to the 2801 Jay Rd. site is a good solution. 

• Density – Higher density makes sense in this location. The project is on Broadway, near transit and 
jobs. People will not need a car. 

• Community Benefit – The provision of housing is a big benefit. The proposed use is better than 
what could be developed by right under Public zoning. Mixed use with co-working space is a 
benefit. Provision of coffee shop, gym and community room would be a neighborhood asset. 

• The proposal is a transit oriented, mixed-use development, which contributes to the city’s 
sustainability goals. 

• Developer has done a lot of outreach to neighborhood so far. 
 

The majority of the Board recommended that development should be at a lower intensity to be 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and is probably more suited to medium density 
development. Flood impacts will need to be examined carefully in subsequent review processes. The 
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Board stated that RH-3 does not appear to be an appropriate zone district for the property. The 
majority of the Board agreed that there is not a comprehensive vision for the Broadway corridor and it 
would be beneficial to look at appropriate development on Broadway through the upcoming Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update or a sub-community plan. 
 
Consistent with land use code section 9-2-13(a)(2), B.R.C. 1981, City Council has the opportunity to 
call up the application to review and comment on the concept plan within a 30-day call up period, 
which expires on November 2, 2015. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
A.  Draft October 1, 2015 Planning Board Minutes 
B.  Concept Plan Submittal 
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CITY OF BOULDER 

PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES 

October 1, 2015 

1777 Broadway, Council Chambers 

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years) 

are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also 

available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/ 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Aaron Brockett, Chair 

Bryan Bowen 

John Putnam 

Leonard May 

Liz Payton 

Crystal Gray 

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: 
John Gerstle 

STAFF PRESENT: 
Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager 

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney 

Cindy Spence, Administrative Assistant III 

Sloane Walbert, Planner I 

David Thompson, Transportation Engineer 

Beth Roberts, Housing Planner 

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer II 

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair, A. Brockett, declared a quorum at 6:04 p.m. and the following business was

conducted. 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

On a motion by L. Payton and seconded by J. Putnam the Planning Board voted 6-0 (J.

Gerstle absent) to approve the July 16, August 6, August 20, August 27, September 2, 

September 3, and September 17, 2015 minutes as amended, 

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

No one spoke.

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-

UPS/CONTINUATIONS

A. Informational Item:  TECHNICAL DOCUMENT REVIEW:  Final Plat for the

elimination of the lot line between Lot 6A and Lot 7A of West Rose Hill Replat A to

create one lot addressed 927 7
th

 Street. The project site is split-zoned Residential - Low 1
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(RL-1) and Residential - Estate (RE). Case no. TEC2015-00028. 

B. Call Up Items: Eben Fine Park rehabilitation and enhancement

Floodplain Development Permit (LUR2015-00077)

Wetland Permit (LUR2015-00078)

None of the items were called up. 

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT: Request for citizen, staff and Planning 
Board comment on a proposal to redevelop the property located at 3303 Broadway with 
an approximately 83,000 square foot 3-story building multi-use building with below-

grade parking. The building is proposed to include 94 residential units, coffee shop, 
community room, fitness center and office space for micro and co-working offices. 
Proposed residential units will consist of 55 efficiency units (less than 475 square feet), 
23 one-bedroom units and 16 two-bedroom units. The applicant seeks to amend the 
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation and rezone the 
property to Residential – High 3 (RH-3).

Applicant:  Margaret Freund, Fulton Hill Properties

Property Owner:  Mental Health Center of Boulder County 

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item.

S. Walbert presented the item to the Board.

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert answered questions from the Board.

Applicant Presentation: 

Margaret Freund, with Fulton Hill Properties, 3139 7
th

 St., the applicant, and J. V. DeSousa,

with J.V. DeSousa, LLC, 2510 47
th

 St., the architect, presented the item to the Board.   

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert, C. Ferro, H. Pannewig, M. Freund and J. DeSousa, answered questions from the

Board.

Public Hearing: 

1. David Rose, 4134 Stone Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

2. Maureen Taylor, 4382 Apple Way, spoke in opposition to the project.

3. Robyn Kube, 4160 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

4. Will LeBoeuf, 2994 23
rd

 St. spoke in support to the project.

5. Greg Smith, 1501 Upland Ave. spoke in support to the project.

6. Joe Gibbs, 2010 18
th

 St., spoke in support to the project.

7. Bob Crifasi, 3257 Hawthorn Hallow, spoke in opposition to the project.

8. Mark Bloomfield, 1720 15
th

 St., spoke in support to the project.
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9. Bill Williams, 3320 N. Broadway spoke in opposition to the project.

10. Tommy Stover, 3310 Broadway St., spoke in opposition to the project.

11. Tim Ryan, 497 Kalmia Ave., spoke in support to the project.

12. Amy Webb, 1032 Hawthorn, spoke in opposition to the project.

13. Robert Webb, 1032 Hawthorn Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

14. Judy Nogg, 1182 Juniper Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

15. Bill Myeus, with Mental Health Partners, 1333 Iris, Ave., spoke in support to the

project.

16. Janine Malcolm, 3346 Hickok Pl., spoke in support to the project.

17. Rich Schmelzer, 1080 Juniper Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

18. Lisa Jo Landsberg, 2320 Balsam Dr., spoke in support to the project.

19. Peter Mayer, 1339 Hawthorne, spoke in opposition to the project.

20. Kevin Gross, 2320 Balsam Dr., spoke in support / opposition to the project.

21. Evan Manee, 3393 O’Neal Pkwy., spoke in support to the project.

22. Eric Budd, 3025 Broadway, St., #38, spoke in support to the project.

Board Comments: 

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed concept plan compatible with the goals, objectives and 

recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?  Would the project be 

compatible with the character of the surrounding area? 

 All Board members agreed with the staff’s analysis.

 J. Putnam stated that there is a lot to like in the Concept Plan but it presents some real

challenges.  This is a good site for residential use.  It would be a challenge to find a

public use for this location.  He likes the mixed use components with commercial

amenities in the plan.  The micro units are also helpful and useful.  It is important to note

that there would be no surface parking with this project.  He also appreciates the 3
rd

 floor

setback.  The city needs more affordable housing.  However, his concern is that it may

not be the right location for the proposed development.  Proposed density is too high.

The plan’s lack of affordable housing on-site and the provision of required affordable

units off-site are not in tune with the current Comp Plan update.  He felt that this building

would stand out awkwardly due to the density in this location.  This area is not an area of

change, but a place of greater stability.  The neighboring context must be taken into

consideration.

 L. Payton supports staff’s conclusions and agrees with the Comp Plan criteria that staff

highlighted.  In regards to traffic congestion, she visited the site and recognized the traffic

issues.  The lines for the hug-n-go for the school will not go away and there will be a lot

of cars along Hawthorn Ave. into the future.  This is a good site for residential, such as

family housing.  In addition, she added that she was not sure what would fit in that area

with an RH-3 zoning.  In her opinion, she did not think it was a good spot for

commercial; it should be strictly residential.  She is sympathetic to those that are in need

of affordable housing.  Finally, in her opinion, this location may no longer be good for

public use since the city purchased the hospital site.
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 A. Brockett stated that there is a real need for housing of different kinds for families and

younger people and this project could provide some of that.  This is an appropriate site

for some kind of attached housing.  He stated that he supports the mixed use aspect of the

proposed plan.  Transit access is good for the proposed location.  The primary issue is the

proposed density of the site.  The applicant is proposing the most intense residential zone

in the city.  He does not believe the highest density zone can be proposed in a place

where walking is not an option.  Walkability is a key piece of density.  Compatibility

with the neighborhood is lacking.  Something more of a mixed or medium density project

would be better.  Would like to see mixed incomes and families as well.  He stated that he

would like to see a project with less density and to have more quality open space which is

lacking.  If more density is proposed at this location, he urged the applicant to look at

aggressive transportation management strategies.

 B. Bowen agreed with the previous comments.  When he looks at the volume, scale and

mass of the project, he does not have any concerns.  He likes how the project is proposing

to carve up the volume to make smaller units.  Affordability is important and this can be

achieved with smaller units.  He stated that he likes how Broadway is evolving and

creating a nice street frontage.  He would like to see this happen all along the Broadway

corridor.  Perhaps this could be done by changing land use designations all along

Broadway.  He stated that there is an issue in the city with providing enough affordable

housing.  He agrees with the idea of placing micro units along the corridor and there

needs to be a more diverse spread of unit mix.  He stated that is appropriate to have a mix

of apartments and family oriented units.  His concern focused on the number of cars, not

the number of people in that location.  He stated he would be more in favor of the

Concept Plan if the parking were reduced to offering half a parking stall, rather than 2 per

unit, for example.  Architecturally, the site plan is well resolved.  The arrangement of

uses makes sense and he likes mix of uses.  The coffee shop is great idea and good to

include.  He proposed the next step would be to find the right zoning to accommodate the

project.

 L. May stated that he generally agrees with the previous comments and staff.  He stated

that the mixed use is good idea in this location and high density housing is appropriate.

He doesn’t agree with the review process in general, not specific to this project.  He

stated that these types of decisions need to be resolved at the comprehensive level

through the BVCP.  A vision for Broadway needs to be developed with heavy

engagement with the neighborhoods.  That, in turn, will give a predictable path to the

neighborhoods and developers for what may happen in the future.  L. May stated that he

would like to see this addressed at the Comp Plan update generally for the Broadway

corridor, and then have the applicants come back with a proposal that fits the new vision.

Currently this Concept Plan does not comply with the Comp Plan, however if the Comp

Plan is revised, it may comply.

 C. Gray agrees with L. May’s comments regarding the Comp Plan and looking at it from

a comprehensive standpoint.  The zoning proposal is incompatible with the surrounding

residential area.  The type of zoning C. Gray sees as more compatible for this area would

be more of a product for families to serve in-commuters (i.e. a single-family residence,
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townhome or duplex).  This plan needs to be attractive to families since the proximity is 

close to school.  In regards to affordable units in the community, inclusionary zone 

requirements should be met on-site by all projects However, the Planning Board does not 

know what the developers’ final requirements will be for that project until the permit is 

picked up.  In regards to the open space issue, she stated that the city’s open space and 

growth management policies have put pressure on housing; however, it has created a 

compact community that has allowed the city to develop a good transportation system, 

etc.  Another thing that has put pressure on development is the growing university.  We 

must work with them to house students, faculty and staff.  In terms of this Concept Plan, 

the Public zoning is not compatible with the proposed project, but it is compatible with 

residential, public and non-profit use.   

Key Issue #2: Flood 

 L. Payton asked whether historical flooding events should be considered in our analysis

of this project, since we know that this site floods from existing data and photos.  The

proposed parking garage would be affected by a flood despite the proposal to build under

the regulations of the 100 year floodplain.  She stated that it could wait for site review to

discuss what is realistic.

o S. Walbert stated that under the current regulations, the developers would have to

flood proof the garage.  It would need to be demonstrated that water would not enter

the garage.

 J. Putnam stated that the Planning Board will be looking at site review and Comp Plan

criteria.  The Board would need to look at spillover affects in neighboring properties.

Flooding is something that the Board will need to evaluate in future reviews.

 L. May stated that when the Board looks at the criteria modifications, whether they are in

the Boulder Revised Code or the Comp Plan, the Board will need to review the flood

criteria.  Look at history of what has flooded and if it can still be affected.  This has not

been adequately reviewed.

Summary of Concept Plan: 

The Board agreed that there is a general interest in seeing residential at the proposed location.  

Nearly all Board members were in favor of multi-family residential.  A lower intensity is 

recommended by the Board for compatibility with the existing neighborhood.  From a flood 

perspective, the Board felt it was critical to look at those issues carefully.   There was a general 

feeling that RH-3 was not an appropriate zoning for this site.  The Board agreed that undertaking 

a study or perhaps policy revisions in the Comp Plan would be necessary; however, this would 

put this project on hold until the changes could be made.  The Board offered that they are in 

support of a sub-community plan that included a vision for the Broadway corridor going 

forward.  In regards to zoning, the Board suggested a zone in which calculations are based on 

open space or parking, rather than dwelling units per acre.    Overall, the Board was very 

supportive of staff’s position and, while the Board agreed that this is a suitable place for 

residential development, it is probably more suited to medium density, not high density 

development.   
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B. CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT: Request for citizen, staff and Planning

Board comment on a proposal to redevelop the property located at 2801 Jay Road with a 
multi-family residential development consisting of 94 units in eight buildings. The 
development is proposed as a receiving site to accommodate required affordable housing 
from a companion development at 3303 Broadway. The applicant seeks to annex the 
property to the city with Residential - Mixed 2 (RMX-2) zoning and amend the Boulder 
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use designation.

Applicant:  Margaret Freund, Fulton Hill Properties

Property Owner:  Colorado District of the Church of the Nazarene

Staff Presentation: 

C. Ferro introduced the item.

S. Walbert presented the item to the Board.

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert answered questions from the Board.

Applicant Presentation: 

Margaret Freund, with Fulton Hill Properties, 3139 7
th

 St., the applicant, and J.V. DeSousa,

of J.V. DeSousa, LLC, 2510 47
th

 St., the architect, presented the item to the Board. 

Board Questions: 

S. Walbert, C. Ferro, H. Pannewig, M. Freund and J. DeSousa, answered questions from the

Board.

Public Hearing: 

1. Carlos Espinosa, 2892 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

2. Maureen Taylor, 4382 Apple Way, spoke in opposition to the project.

3. Robyn Kube, 4160 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

4. Heather Hosterman, 2823 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

5. Wyley Hodgson, 2823 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

6. Mick Shopnizz, 2503 Sumac Ave., spoke in opposition to the project.

7. David Ralph 13246 Humboldt Way, spoke in support to the project.

8. Andrea Grant, 4384 Apple Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

9. Paul Strupp, 4192 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

10. Margaret Bruehl, 4192 Amber Pl., spoke in opposition to the project.

11. Paulina Hewett, 2865 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

12. Jann Scott, 4145 Autumn Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

13. Peter Galvin, 4259 Sumac Ct., spoke in opposition to the project.

14. Matthew Karowe, 2825 Jay Rd., spoke in opposition to the project.

Board Comments: 
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Key Issue #1: Is the proposed annexation, initial zoning and concept plan compatible with 

the goals, objectives and recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan 

(BVCP).  Would the project be compatible with the character of the surrounding area? 

 C. Gray agreed with staff’s comment that the proposed use would be inconsistent with

the Comp Plan’s goals and objectives (specifically policies 2.10, 2.05 and 6.12).  It would

be better to address development of this property as part of the Comp Plan update, similar

to the comments under Agenda Item 5A for 3303 Broadway.  The proposed concept plan

is incompatible with the surrounding land uses.  The higher density proposed is too much

and would be incompatible.

 L. May agreed with C. Gray.  He questioned staff as to the history of this parcel being

located in Area II.  In looking at this area and how it is defined by the roadway, he

suggested that this should be moved to Area III based on the typography.

o S. Walbert answered L. May’s question and said that it has been located in Area

II for a number of years, because the existing church was considered to be “urban

development.”  The exact amount of years is not known at this time.

 B. Bowen stated it is difficult to define what the best development would be in the

proposed area.  If development were done at this corner, a mixed income affordable

housing would be a good fit for that site. However, maybe not at the density proposed.  In

term of design, there are some good comparisons to the newer modern developments.

Specifically, the Holiday housing area was a lot more fine-grained in nuance than this

proposal.  The big parking lot design is not the right solution for this project.  He

suggested moving the parking to the east side of the property, running all buildings on an

east/west axis and possibly incorporating a passive solar access project.  In addition, the

developer should allow for more ground level apartments.  The density proposed now is

more that can be accommodated at this location. The applicant should consider an

“agriburbia” type development.

 A. Brockett agreed with B. Bowen.  Housing is the right use for the proposed parcel and

mixed income would be a good way to go.  He also liked B. Bowen’s village concept

which he mentioned.  At this location, it is not devoid of services but services are not

next to them either.  He stated that only lower density can be supported.  In addition, it

would be beneficial to provide a better gateway to the city.

 L. Payton agreed with the staff analysis.  She stated that she is not sure housing is the

right use for the property.  She would like to look at this property in the context of the

Comp Plan update and use more of a community process to help determine what should

be developed at the location.  With regard to density, the proposal violates the urban to

rural transect.  This location is not near employment or transit; therefore, it is not a

suitable site for affordable housing.  People would be required to have a car to get around

from this location.  In regards to the materials proposed, she stated that they are not of

good quality but appreciates the mixed housing types proposed.  She stated that she did

conduct a site visit and accessing the site in a car was “terrifying” with the traffic.
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 B. Bowen commended the designer for the simple and elegant architecture.

 J. Putnam agreed with B. Bowen.  He stressed that connectivity is a major issue and that

the site is isolated by the current infrastructure, from a pedestrian and bicycle perspective.

The 205 transit route is only a “thin lifeline” to the site. Even with an enhanced design

concept, as described by B. Bowen, the applicant would need to put a lot of thought into

the infrastructure and connectivity to the site.  Fixing the Jay Rd. and 28
th

 St. intersection

would take a lot of thought and a lot of money. Given that annexation is a discretionary

act on the part of the city, development of the property would be done as part of a larger

plan. It would be better to determine through a plan whether this property is going to the

edge of urban development  or located in the middle of a larger development in the

future.  At this point, it is hard to plan for both possibilities.

Summary of Concept Plan: 

In general, the Board agreed with staff’s analysis in the memorandum.  The Board agreed they 

would support a lower density development, including the property as part of larger Comp Plan 

strategies and possibly converting the location from Area II to an Area III. 

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

ATTORNEY

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:17 p.m. 

APPROVED BY 

___________________ 

Board Chair 

___________________ 

DATE  
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Due to file size, Attachment B can be viewed in the City Council’s office in the City Manager’s 
office.   
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To: 

From: 

Date:  

INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

Members of City Council 

Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Planning, Housing & Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Planning, Housing & Sustainability 
Deb Kalish, Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 
Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 

October 20, 2015 

Call-up Item: Landmark Alteration Certificate proposal for the construction of a 405 sq. ft. 
addition to the main house, to modify the fenestration on the south (rear) elevation, and to 
construct a new 280 sq. ft. free-standing, one-car garage at the landmarked Hannah Barker 
House at 800 Arapahoe Avenue, per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code 1981 
(HIS2015-00232). This Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City Council call-up no 
later than October 20, 2015.   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The application was approved with conditions by the Landmarks Board (5-0). The decision was 
based upon the board’s consideration that the proposed construction meets the requirements in 
Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981.  

The board’s approval is subject to a 14-day call-up period by City Council. The approval of this 
Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City Council call-up no later than October 20, 
2015. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
B. Applicant Materials 
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Notice of Disposition 

You are hereby advised that on October 7, 2015 the following action was taken: 

ACTION:  Approved by a vote of 5-0 

APPLICATION: Public hearing and consideration of a Landmark Alteration 
Certificate to construct a 405 sq. ft. addition to the main house, 
modify the fenestration on the south elevation, and construct a new 
280 sq. ft. free-standing, one-car garage, per section 9-11-18 of the 
Boulder Revised Code (HIS2015-00080). 

LOCATION: 800 Arapahoe Avenue 

ZONING: RMX-1 (Residential – Mixed 1) 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Steven Dodd / Boulder Historical Society 

This decision was arrived at based on the purposes and intent of the Historic Preservation Code as set 
forth in 9-11-18, B.R.C., 1981, as applied to the Landmark Alteration Certificate application.  

Public Hearing   
Abby Daniels, 1123 Spruce Street, Historic Boulder, Inc., spoke in support of Landmark 
Alteration certificate. 

Kathryn Barth, 2940 20th Street, architect and citizen, expressed concern over some aspects of 
the proposal.  

Motion  
On a motion by F. Sheets seconded by K. Remley, the Landmarks Board approved (5-0) the 
Landmark Alteration Certificate for the proposed construction of an addition at the rear of the 
main house and construction of a free-standing garage as shown on plans dated September 15, 
2015, finding that the proposed new construction generally meets the standards for issuance of a 
Landmark Alteration Certificate in Chapter 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981, subject to the following 
conditions: 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 

1. The applicant shall be responsible for constructing the addition and garage in compliance
with the approved plans dated September 15, 2015, except as modified by these
conditions of approval.

2. Prior to submitting a building permit application and final issuance of the Landmark
Alteration Certificate, the applicant shall submit final architectural plans that shall be
subject to the final review and approval of the Landmarks design review committee
(Ldrc) and that include:

(A) Retention of the three windows at the south elevation of the main house.

Attachment A - Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
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(B) Elimination of the two new window openings at the south elevation of the main
house.

(C) Modification of the plans to include a single door at the deck rather than two new
openings.

(D) Further integration of the deck into the roof structure of the addition.
(E) Simplification of the window profiles on the addition and garage.

3. The Ldrc shall review details regarding the new construction, including materials, door
and window details including moldings, and proposed insets, railing details, paint colors,
and hardscaping on the property to ensure that the approval is consistent with the General
Design Guidelines and the historic preservation ordinance.

SUPPORT FOR BOZA VARIANCE UNDER CRITERION 4 
The applicant also requested, and was granted, support for a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment for a variance to the required front and rear yard setbacks.  

Motion  
On a motion by F. Sheets seconded by K. Remley, the Landmarks Board approved (5-0) a 
variance to the required front and rear yard setback under Section 9-2-3(h)(4), finding that the 
proposed construction generally meets the General Design Guidelines and the historic 
preservation ordinance. The board considers that the construction of an addition and a garage in a 
“by-right” location would have an adverse impact on the historic character of the landmarked 
house and site. 

Attachment A - Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
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Site Plan - Proposed 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Existing East Elevation 

Existing North Elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Existing South Elevation 

Existing West Elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Proposed east elevation 

Proposed north elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Proposed South elevation 

Proposed West elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Main Level Existing 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Main Level proposed 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Upper Level existing 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Upper Level proposed 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Proposed garage east elevation 

Proposed garage north elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials

Call Up 1C     Page 13



Proposed garage west elevation 

Proposed garage south elevation 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Rendering of proposed north elevation 

Rendering of proposed south and east elevations 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Rendering of proposed south and west elevations 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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To: 

From: 

Date:  

INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

Members of City Council 

Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
David Driskell, Executive Director of Planning, Housing & Sustainability 
Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Planning, Housing & Sustainability 
Deb Kalish, Senior Assistant City Attorney 
Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 
Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 

October 20, 2015 

Call-up Item: Landmark Alteration Certificate proposing the removal of outdoor seating at the 
landmark Glen Huntington Band Shell in Central Park per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder 
Revised Code, 1981 (HIS2015-00237). This Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to City 
Council call-up no later than October 20, 2015.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The application was approved with conditions by the Landmarks Board (4-1, F. Sheets opposed). 
The decision was based upon the board’s consideration that the proposed construction generally 
meets the requirements in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981.  

The board’s approval is subject to a 14-day call-up period by the City Council. The approval of 
this Landmark Alteration Certificate is subject to the City Council call-up no later than October 
20, 2015. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
B. Applicant Materials 
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Notice of Disposition 

You are hereby advised that on October 7, 2015 the following action was taken: 

ACTION:  Approved by a vote of 4-1 

APPLICATION: Public hearing and consideration of an Landmark Alteration 
Certificate application for the removal of outdoor seating at 1236 
Canyon Boulevard, the Glen Huntington Band Shell in Central 
Park, per Section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 
(HIS2015-00237). 

LOCATION: 1236 Canyon Boulevard 

ZONING: Public 

APPLICANT/OWNER: City of Boulder, Parks and Recreation Department 

This decision was arrived at based on the purposes and intent of the Historic Preservation Code as set 
forth in 9-11-18, B.R.C., 1981, as applied to the Landmark Alteration Certificate application.  

Public Hearing   
Michael Dardis, 1360 Walnut Street, #406, spoke against removal of seating. 
Mark Gerwing, 1530 Lee Hill Drive, former chair of the Landmarks Board and architect, spoke 
in support of removal of the seating.  
Abby Daniels, 1123 Spruce Street, Historic Boulder, Inc. Executive Director, expressed Historic 
Boulder’s Preservation Committee’s reservations about removal of the seating. 
Kathryn Barth, 2940 20th Street, citizen, architect and Historic Boulder, Inc. Preservation 
Committee Chair, spoke against removal of seating. 

Motion  
On a motion by D. Yin, seconded by K. Remley, the Landmarks Board approved (4-1, F. Sheets 
opposed) the Landmark Alteration Certificate for the proposed removal of outdoor seating and 
construction of a path through the landmark area as shown on plans dated September 2, 2015, 
finding that they generally meet the standards for issuance of a Landmark Alteration Certificate 
in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981, subject to the following conditions: 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. The applicant shall be responsible for the removal of outdoor seating, relocation of the

bermed area and construction of a new path, all in compliance with the approved plans
dated September 2, 2015, except as modified by these conditions of approval.

2. Prior to submitting a building permit application and final issuance of the Landmark
Alteration Certificate, the applicant shall submit the following:

• Revised plans showing the proposed new path to move further southeast and the berm
back from the stage than proposed to allow for more seating.

Attachment A - Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
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• Revised plans showing a significant reduction of the amount of paving for the 

proposed path. 
 

• Submission of detailed photographs and dimensions of the seating prior to removal in 
the event that it is to be reinstalled in the future.  
 

These design details shall be reviewed and approved by the Landmarks design review 
committee, prior to the issuance of a building permit. The applicant shall demonstrate that 
the design details are in compliance with the intent of this approval and the General Design 
Guidelines.  

 
F. Sheets considered the extent of proposed change in the Landmark boundary could have an 
adverse effect its historic character and voted against the proposal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A - Notice of Disposition dated October 15, 2015
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Updated Site Plan Scope, 2015. Bandshell area is circled in red. 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Proposed Plan for Farmers’ Market Loop, 2015. 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Alternate proposed plan for Farmers’ Market Loop if seating were to remain, 2015. 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Enlargement Plan: Central Park, 2015. 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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“Alley” – Existing Plan, 2015.  

Site Analysis, 2015. 

Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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Attachment B - Applicant Materials
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Yvette Bowden, Director, Parks and Recreation 

Therron Dieckmann, Deputy Director, Parks and Recreation 
Jeff Haley, Planning Manager 
Sarah DeSouza, Senior Manager for Community Outreach 
Tina Briggs, Landscape Designer II 

 
Date:   October 20, 2015 
 
Subject: Call Up: Naming of Washington School Park 
  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Earlier this year, Parks and Recreation Department (department) staff initiated the 
naming process for the park at the former Washington School Site (Outlot B, Washington 
Village II Subdivision, 2901 13th St.) (Attachment A).  Pursuant to the city’s Policy on 
Commemorative Naming of City Facilities (Attachment B) and the department’s Park 
and Plaza Naming Policy (Attachment C), staff solicited community feedback 
(Attachment D) and brought this matter to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
(PRAB) in July 2015, which subsequently recommended approval of the proposal upon a 
unanimous vote.  Pursuant to the department’s Naming Policy, if the PRAB approves the 
recommendation, the decision is to be forwarded to City Council in an information packet 
as a call-up item, allowing council the opportunity to reconsider the board’s 
determination.  If approved, the name would be announced to the community and signage 
would be installed in the park. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The cost associated with naming the park is approximately $5000. The Parks and 
Recreation Department (the “Department”) has identified funding in its 2015 budget to 
cover these costs.  
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COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 
 

• Economic:  None apply 
 

• Environmental:  None apply 
 

• Social:  Using social media, listservs and on-site park signs, the neighboring 
community has been contacted to solicit their input on the naming proposal.   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
City Council approved the Washington Village II project on February 25, 2009.  This 
approval permitted 33 dwelling units and 2,950 square feet of office/commercial space on 
the ground floor of a new building along Broadway and community facilities on the 3-
acre site. On February 7, 2013 the Planning Board unanimously approved the request to 
extend the existing Washington Village II project approval, which was set to expire on 
February 25, 2013.  The approval permitted three additional years to complete the project 
consistent with the original conditions of approval. 
 
The 1215 Cedar Avenue property is bounded by Broadway to the west, Cedar Avenue to 
the south, 13th Street to the east, and a mix of multi-family and single-family 
development to the north. It consists of three acres and is currently occupied by the 
vacant Washington Elementary School that was closed in 2003 by the Boulder Valley 
School District (BVSD) due to school consolidation.  Its closure prompted a 
comprehensive process to consider how the site should be developed. While there was 
initial interest from several groups to develop the site, Wonderland Hill Development 
Company was the only group that proceeded with a site design for city consideration.  
The Washington School property was the subject of two Concept Plan and two Site and 
Use Review applications during the years 2007 and 2009.  All were ultimately approved.  
 
On March 2015, a Special Warranty Deed (Attachment E) was filed by Washington 
School Developments, LLC formally granting the park property to the City of Boulder’s 
Parks and Recreation Department.   
 
ANALYSIS 
 
In June and July 2015, Department staff worked with the neighboring community to 
determine a name for the park.  After conducting an extensive public input process 
(Attachment C) to solicit proposed park names (Attachment F), 22 out of the 69 
responses (32 percent) requested the park be named Washington Park, a derivative of 
Washington School Park. The name Washington Village Park received nine votes 
representing 13 percent of the total.   
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The following quote from one of the park neighbors captures the essence of the majority 
of feedback about this recommendation: 
 

“Many families in Boulder have decades-old connections to Washington 
Elementary School, a.k.a. Escuela Bilingue Washington.  Our children grew up in 
the is neighborhood and attended school in this now landmarked building (one of 
three identically-constructed schools in Boulder). It is fitting that the park bear the 
original name of the historic school, since that plot of land was a children’s 
playground and also functioned as a neighborhood park for nearly 100 years.” 

 
In December 2010, the City of Boulder adopted a Policy on Commemorative Naming of 
City Facilities (Attachment A).  The purpose of the policy was to allow, in appropriate 
circumstances, the naming or renaming of facilities, owned and operated by the City, in 
commemoration of persons that have made unusually significant contributions to the 
City.  Since the community overwhelmingly supported naming the site a non-
commemorative name, Washington School Park, it is not necessary to proceed with the 
requirements of the Commemorative Naming Policy and instead, the department’s Park 
and Plaza Naming Policy (Attachment B) was followed. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The PRAB requests that Council support the recommendation to name the park site 
located at Outlot B, Washington Village II Subdivision, 2901 13th St., Washington 
School Park per the majority opinion of the neighboring community. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment A:  Site Map 
Attachment B:  City of Boulder’s Commemorative Naming Policy  
Attachment C:  Parks and Recreation Department’s Park and Plaza Naming Policy 
Attachment D:  Public Input Process and Timeline 
Attachment E:  Special Warranty Deed 
Attachment F:  Proposed Park Names 
Attachment G:  Park Name Data 
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Park and Plaza Naming and Dedication 
Policy                                   PAGE 1  

CITY OF BOULDER 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

*** 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

                                    
 
 
Park and Plaza Naming and EFFECTIVE DATE: September 2012 
Dedication Policy  
 
 
 
 
 
Kirk W. Kincannon, CPRP, Director of Parks and Recreation 
 
 
I. POLICY 
 
It is the policy of the Parks and Recreation Department to provide community members with the 
opportunity to name and dedicate city parks and plazas owned and operated by the Parks and 
Recreation Department. 

 
 
II. PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the park and plaza naming and dedication policy is to provide a clear process for 
naming and dedicating parks and plazas owned and managed by the Parks and Recreation 
Department. 
 
III. PROCEDURES 
 
Park and Plaza Naming 

 
• Considerations for naming a park or plaza include one or more of the following: 

 
1. Historic names relevant to the park or plaza; 
2. Geographic names descriptive of the location or significant natural features 

(including flora, fauna and geography in or near the park or plaza); 
3. Cultural names relevant to the park or plaza; 
4. Person(s) or organizations who made significant contributions to the park or plaza 

being named;  
5. Persons (or organizations) who made a significant contribution to the community 

over an extended period of time; and/or 
6. Person(s) or organizations donating land to be used for park or plaza purpose(s). 
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Park and Plaza Naming and Dedication 
Policy                                   PAGE 2  

• Considerations for park or plaza name changes must be made through the completion of a 
Park and Plaza Naming/Renaming Application (to be developed) to the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board (through the Parks and Planning Superintendent). 

 
• Prior to the Board’s consideration, the department will notify the impacted neighborhood 

of the proposed park name or name change to allow time for comments prior to the Board 
meeting.  Staff will review the naming application and supporting documentation, along 
with the public input and make a recommendation to the PRAB. 

 
• All proposed names for Parks and Recreation Department owned and managed parks and 

plazas must be considered and approved by a majority of the members of the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) at a regular business meeting.  

 
• Upon approval by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, a Weekly Information 

Packet (WIP) item will be provided to City Council for their review and consideration 
(through a City Council call-up), of the recommended name. 

 
Park and Plaza Dedications 
 
Areas within a named or unnamed park or plaza owned and managed by the Parks and 
Recreation Department may be dedicated according to the following criteria: 
 

• Considerations for dedicating a park or plaza include one or more of the following: 
 

1. Persons (or organizations) who made significant contributions to the park or plaza 
being named 

2. Persons (or organizations) who donated the land for the park or plaza; and/or 
3. Persons (or organizations) who made a significant contribution to the community 

over an extended period of time. 
 

• Considerations for park or plaza name changes must be made through the completion of a 
Park and Plaza Dedication Application (to be developed) to the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board (through the Parks and Planning Superintendent). 

 
• Prior to the Board’s consideration, the department will notify the impacted neighborhood 

of the proposed park name or name change to allow time for comments prior to the Board 
meeting.  Staff will review the naming application and supporting documentation, along 
with the public input and make a recommendation to the PRAB. 

 
• All proposed names for Parks and Recreation Department owned and managed parks and 

plazas must be considered and approved by a majority of the members of the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) at a regular business meeting.  

 
• Upon approval by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, a Weekly Information 

Packet (WIP) item will be provided to City Council for their review and consideration 
(through a City Council call-up), of the recommended name. 
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Park and Plaza Naming and Dedication 
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Commemorative Naming/Renaming Application 
 
Please provide the following: 
 

1. Current park name and location 
 
 
 
 

2. Name of the person, organization or constituency submitting the application in support of 
the commemorative name/name change 

 
 
 
 

3. Proposed commemorative name/rename 
 
 
 
 

4. Describe the person, organization or constituency that is requesting the commemorative 
name/name change.  Please address who the person, organization or constituency 
represents, the size and demographics of the group represented and the connection of this 
person, organization or constituency to the commemorative honoree. 

 
 
 
 
 
5. Provide research and documentation in support of the commemorative name/rename of 

the park.  This information should clearly support the City’s definition of 
commemorative naming and must demonstrate that the name supports the City’s practice 
of naming a facility to honor persons who have over an extended period of time: 

 
 
 
 

• Demonstrated excellence, courage or exceptional service to the citizens of the City, the 
State of Colorado or the nation; or  

• Provided extensive community service; or  
• Worked to foster equality and reduce discrimination; or 
• Made a significant financial donation or in-kind contribution to a City facility with such a 

contribution significantly benefiting the community that the facility serves (i.e. the 
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facility may not have otherwise been possible without the financial assistance); or who 
have; or 

• Been of historical significance to the community; the City of Boulder, the State of 
Colorado or the nation. 
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Washington Park Recommended Naming Process 

 

• June 22 to June 29 
o Open period for park naming suggestions ( ¼ mile radius postcard, park signage, 

neighborhood association messaging)  
 Reduced from 2 weeks to 1 week 

 
• June 1 – July 12  

o Suggested names will be posted on web page and open for neighborhood input.  
 Reduced from 2 weeks to 12 days (can’t reduce to 7 due to holiday) 

 
• July 13 – July 20 

o Recommended name posted on web page for input, also post draft memo to 
PRAB which helps outline how the name was chosen  
 Reduced from 2 weeks to 1 week 

 
• July 22- July 27 

o Recommendation on park name made to PRAB and open for public 
comment/public hearing 
 PRAB Memo available for public review on July 22 
 PRAB Agenda 27 

 

If not a commemorative name: 

• Aug 6 - Aug 18 
o If recommended name is not commemorative, park name will be shared with City 

Council through an information packet – August 18 (at the earliest, prelim memo 
due Aug 6) 

 

If commemorative name: 

• Aug 6 - TBD 
o Community members will be encouraged to begin the commemorative naming 

process (with city staff) – August through October 

Park and Plaza Naming and Dedication Policy 

Policy on Commemorative naming of City Facilities 
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INFORMATION PACKET 
MEMORANDUM 

  
To: Members of City Council 
 
From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 
 Heather Bailey, Executive Director of Energy Strategy and Electric Utility 

Development  
 
Date:   October 20, 2015 
 
Subject: Information Item: Boulder’s Energy Future - Transition Plan and Budget Update 

 
A. Transition Plan Update 
 
The Transition Work Plan serves as a working tool for the city that will be updated on a regular 
basis as regulatory and legal issues are addressed, tasks are refined, and work is completed. It 
is designed to manage the risks of acquisition while prioritizing the fundamentals of an electric 
utility: safety and reliability. The updated schedule overview dated October 8, 2015, is 
presented as Attachment A.  Significant work and accomplishments completed since the last 
update to council include: 
 

 Ongoing evaluation of and response to various motions, and engagement with 
intervening parties as part of the Colorado Public Utilities Commission Petition for 
Transfer of Assets 

 Ongoing evaluation and engagement with Xcel Energy on their response to the power 
supply request for proposal 

 Ongoing evaluation and engagement with various vendors who provided qualification 
statements for ongoing operation and maintenance services 

 Continued work on the Information Technology roadmap project 
 Evaluated energy services options and recommended programs to pursue in 2015- 2016 

including solar capacity analysis (beginning with the Mapdwell solar map), Department 
of Energy grant for nanogrid pilots, community solar options for low-income, and a 
workplace solar and electric vehicle challenge.  

 Communication and outreach work – digital communication and awareness initiative   
 Initiated work on developing a model for cash flows and budget associated with 

operation of the local electric utility 
 Initiated work on developing a key accounts program 
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 Participation in a number of regional, national and international collaborations in 
support of the Boulder community’s climate and energy goals (Attachment B) 

 
Anticipated work during the fourth quarter of 2015 includes: 
 

 Pursue application to the Colorado Public Utilities Commission for transfer of assets 
responding to answer testimony and discovery requests 

 Ongoing evaluation and engagement with Xcel Energy on their response to the power 
supply request for proposal 

 Ongoing evaluation and engagement with various vendors who provided qualification 
statements for ongoing operation and maintenance services 

 Complete work on the Information Technology roadmap project and integrate 
information in the transition work plan 

 Continue implementation and evaluation of energy services related to solar, electric 
vehicles, and nanogrids. 

 Continue work on the key accounts program. 
 Initiate the development of customer service policies and procedures. 
 Continue to meet with the Energy Services, Rates, Reliability and Safety and Resource 

Acquisition working groups as necessary 
 Continue work on the cash flow and budget model with the goal of having an 

operational model by the end of the year in order to evaluate changes that arise through 
the legal process 

 Development of operations, maintenance, construction, and safety policies and 
procedures 

 Development of customer service policies and guidelines 
 Communication and outreach work 

 
B. Budget Update  
 
The municipalization Transition Work Plan represents a significant undertaking. In particular, 
the legal and technical work necessary to prepare for the potential acquisition of the local 
distribution system and launch of a municipal utility will be a considerable investment. 
Recognizing this, in 2011, city voters approved an increase to the Utility Occupation Tax in the 
amount of $1.9 million a year. The use of this tax revenue has been allocated to the following 
categories: 

 Legal services (PUC, condemnation and FERC Counsel) 
 Consulting services related to municipalization and separation of Xcel Energy’s (Xcel) 

system (engineering and appraisal services) 
 Salary and benefits (executive director of Energy Strategy and Electric Utility 

Development) 
 Purchased services and supplies (office space and supplies) 

 
Budget 
The 2015-2017 total budget of $7,880,327 is funded from the 2015 Utility Occupation Tax, 
$2,015,710; general fund reserves of $4,214,648 which will be repaid from future Utility 
Occupation Tax collections for 2016 and 2017; a one-time general fund request of $712,877; 
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2015 encumbrance carryover of $495,731; and 2015 Operating Carryover of $441,361.  These 
funds will be allocated to support high priority tasks, salaries and benefits related to acquiring 
necessary assets and preparing to launch and operate an electric utility. Expenditures for 2015 
total $1,369,861 and are below year to date budget targets.   
 
The 2015-2017 sources and uses for this effort are provided in the charts below.  
 

2015‐2017 Sources 
2015 Utility Occupation Tax  2,015,710
General Fund Reserves (to be 
replenished by 2016 and 2017 UOT 
revenue)  4,214,648
One‐time General Fund Request  712,877
2015 Encumbrance Carryover  495,731
2015 ATB Carryover Request  441,361
TOTAL (2015‐2017)  7,880,327

2015 Uses 
(Energy Future) 

2015 Revised 
Budget  Expenditures   Committed  Balance 

Staffing  891,900  542,518  0  349,382 
Consulting and Contract Services ‐ 
Transition Plan   867,500  52,573  47,143  767,784 
Consulting and Contract Services ‐ 
Legal and Regulatory  1,261,282  619,703  567,390  74,189 
Consulting and Contract Services  2,128,782  672,276  614,533  841,973 
Systems  290,000  78,541  71,459  140,000 
Capital  0  0  0  0 
Purchased Services and Supplies  216,252  76,527  17,920  121,805 
Contingency  343,998  0  0  343,998 
2015 Total  3,870,932  1,369,861  703,912  1,797,159 

Future Planned Expenditures   4,009,395 
TOTAL (2015‐2017)  7,880,327 

 
In addition to the 2015 approved project budget, council approved a $1 million contingency, 
out of the City Manager fund, to help supplement the Energy Future budget for additional 
unplanned expenses. The contingency fund has been used to help supplement staff salaries in 
2015. The projected budget for the 2015 contingency fund is $277,276. Expenditures for 2015 
total $73,329 and are below year to date budget targets.   
 

2015 Uses  
($1 Million Contingency) 

2015 Revised 
Budget  Expenditures   Committed  Balance 

Staffing  277,276  73,329   0   203,947  
2015 Total  277,276  73,329   0   203,947   
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Below is a chart of the expenditures spent to date on this project, since the approval of the 
Utility Occupation Tax.  
 
  2012  2013 2014 2015 
Actual Expenditures   $1,033,762 $2,512,615 $1,942,452 $1,369,861 
$1 Million Contingency  ‐  ‐ ‐ $73,329 
TOTAL (2012‐2015)  $1,033,762   $2,512,615 $1,942,452 $ 1,443,190   $6,932,019

 
Other staff resources assigned to this effort have been allocated within existing budgets and are 
separate from the $7,880,327 budget. This is in alignment with the overall priority of this effort 
and existing roles, responsibilities and funding, as well as the approach historically taken with 
other significant and cross-departmental city projects.  As a reminder, an organizational chart 
showing those assigned to this project and their areas of focus is included as Attachment C. A 
list that includes staff working on this effort, the percentage of time spent in 2015 on the 
project and associated budget allocation is provided in Attachment D. 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: Transition Work Plan Schedule (Updated October 8, 2015)  
Attachment B: Regional, National and International Collaboration  
Attachment C: Organizational Chart 
Attachment D: Staffing Resources 
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

DEFINITIONS
DAY 1 ‐ Boulder pays for system and has right to collect revenue

DAY 2 ‐ Full Separation/integration complete

LEGAL/REGULATORY
PUC Process

Submit Application for Transfer of Assets
Condemnation Process

FERC/NERC/WECC Compliance
      Perform NERC system compliance assessment; confirm proper registration, register with WECC

      Identify and document filing requirements
      Develop Boulder compliance plan

PLANNING & ENGINEERING
   Systems

GIS
      SCADA

         Review Xcel SCADA information
         Evaluate SCADA communication protocol

         Implement SCADA system
      Modeling

   Policies/Procedures/Standards
     Research Electric Utility Industry Policies, Procedures and Standards

      Developer Standards
      Review Xcel Developer Standards

         Develop Boulder Developer Standards
      Interconnection Standards

       Review Xcel Interconnection Standards
         Develop Boulder Interconnection Standards

      Additional Facilities & Services
       Review Xcel Standards for Additional Facilities & Services

         Develop Boulder Standards for Additional Facilities & Services
      Impact Fees and Charges

        Review Xcel Impact Fees and Charges
         Develop Boulder Impact Fees and Charges

      Service Contracts for Large Customers
        Review Xcel Service Contracts for Large Customers

         Develop Boulder Service Contracts for Large Customers
      Substation, Transmission, Distribution Design Manuals

        Review Xcel Substation, Transmission, Distribution Design Manuals
         Develop Boulder Substation, Transmission, Distribution Design Manuals

      Substation, Transmission, Distribution Materials and Construction Standards
     Review Xcel Substation, Transmission, Distribution Materials and Construction Standards

         Develop Boulder Substation, Transmission, Distribution Materials and Construction Standards
      Substation, Transmission, Distribution System Planning Guidelines

        Review Xcel Substation, Transmission, Distribution System Planning Guidelines
         Develop Boulder Substation, Transmission, Distribution System Planning Guidelines

      Meter Maintenance & Testing Standards
        Review Xcel Meter Maintenance & Testing Standards

         Develop Boulder Meter Maintenance & Testing Standards
   Council approval of Engineering Policies (as needed)

   Planning & Engineering Studies
      System Map

        Review Xcel's System Map for Boulder system
         Issue RFP, Determine Contractor, Develop System Map and Inventory

      System Model
        Review Xcel's System Model for Boulder system

         Issue RFP, Determine Contractor, Develop System Model

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019

      Protective Device Coordination
        Review Xcel's Device Protection schemes for Boulder system
         Issue RFP, Determine Contractor, Perform Coordination Study

      Arc Flash Analysis
       Review Xcel's Arc Flash study/incident energy levels for Boulder system

         Issue RFP, Determine Contractor, Perform Arc Flash Study
      Long Range Plan

Review Xcel's Long Range Plan for Boulder System
         Issue RFP, Determine Contractor, Develop Long Range Plan

CONSTRUCTION, OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
         Evaluate construction & operations services to outsource

RFQ for on‐going services
         Issue RFPs for on‐going services

         Negotiate contracts for on‐going services
         Meter Reading

            Expand water meter reading operations or sub‐contract; implement

      Locate and lease support facility space
         Office Space/Printing/Mail Room/Meeting Room (Construction)

         Indoor Warehouse
         Outdoor Warehouse/ Laydown Yard
         Transformer & Equipment Shop

         Vehicle & Equipment Shelters/Storage
         Meter Shop

         Substation Shop
         Vehicle Service & Maintenance

         Dispatch Center

         SCADA Operations Center
         Emergency Operations Center

   Systems
      Outage Management System

         Evaluate Outage Management Options
         Evaluate and Implement Outage Management or coordinate with Xcel

      Meter Data Management
        Review Xcel meter reading technical requirements and communication protocols OR contract with 

Xcel for meter reading
         Implement Meter Data Collection/Management System OR develop meter data transfer and 

system testing plan with Xcel
   Inventory

      Warehouse Stock
         Obtain list of unique or critical equipment specific to Boulder territory

         Determine warehouse inventory levels and purchasing requirements to meet scheduled and 
emergency work

         Stock Warehouse
      Meters

         Determine required metering inventory levels and purchasing requirements to replace meters as 
part of ongoing maintenance

         Stock meter shop
         Needs assessment for future meter replacement program (input into LRP); compatibility, 

functionality, etc.)
   Equipment/Tools

      Contract Crew Equipment
      Service Crew Equipment
      Meter Tech Equipment

      Vehicles
      Rolling Stock

      Personal Protective Equipment
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019

   Policies/Procedures/Standards (Construction & Operations)
      System Operations Procedures

        Review Xcel system operations standards
         Develop Boulder system operations procedures

      System Inspection, Maintenance, and Testing Procedures
        Review Xcel system inspection, maintenance, and testing standards and reports for 5 historical 

years
         Develop Boulder system inspection, maintenance, and testing procedures

      Vegetation Management Plan
        Review Xcel information on vegetation management requirements including clearing cycles and 

status of Boulder circuits.
         Evaluate existing City practices, determine expansion of City practices or develop separate plan, 

finalize Vegetation Management Plan 
      Outage Response & Emergency Operating Plan

         Obtain SAIDI and SAIFI for Boulder circuits for the most recent 5 historical years
         Evaluate synergies with other City operations and finalize Outage Response & Emergency 

Operating Plan
   Council Approval of Construction & Operations Policies (as needed)

Secure building and facility space of on‐going services
Vendor mobilization for on‐going services

POWER SUPPLY
   Policies/Procedures/Standards

Evaluate Rocky Mountain Reservice Group participation
      Risk Management Protocols

Utility REC & Carbon tracking protocols
         Load Forecast

            Develop estimate of future generation/displacement from existing and anticipated city owned or 
third‐party DSM/EE/DG for 10 year planning cycle
Perform Local Solar Potential Capacity Analysis

Create web based solar mapping platform utilitzing LIDAR
         Establish Short and Long Term Power Supply RFP objectives that meet technical requirements for 

delivery, cost, environmental priorities and Utility of Future vision
           Review 10 years of historical monthly retail load data, by customer class, from Xcel; adjust to 

delivery points

            Review  10 years of historical DSM & EE energy/capacity displacement from Xcel programs

        Review 10 years of historical generation from local third‐party owned generation (DG)

            Develop current and 10‐year summer/winter energy and demand load profile by delivery point
   Power Supply 

      Power Supply Preliminary Evaluation
Choose Power Supply Advisors

         Form Power Supply Working Group
Ongoing Power Supply Working Group Meetings
Secure Power Supply and Transmission Service

Issue RFP to Xcel Energy
Evaluate Xcel Energy Proposal

         Issue RFP to thrid party providers
            Receive responses and evaluate proposals 

            Negotiate contract for integrated power supply and transmission service
Implementation of power supply and transmission prior to Day 1

   Resource Planning
      Integrated Resource Planning

         Determine IRP process including: participants, required data, frequency, approval process, need for 
consultants, etc

         Potential IRP Working Groups
      Colorado Renewable Energy Resource (RES) Compliance Plan

         Develop and implement RES compliance plan based on state requirements
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019

CUSTOMER SERVICE
Determine call center implementation approach

            Issue RFP for call center representative and outsource (if required)
         Billing/Collections Staff

            Expand current City operations for electric billing/collections
            Output Services Inc. (OSI) ‐ printing and mailing bills and notices

            e‐Complish/Chase Paymentech ‐ process phone and online credit payments
            JP Morgan Chase ‐ process check payments

            Vanco Services ‐ electronic payments
   Systems

      Customer Information (CIS/Billing)
         Internal evaluation for CIS system requirements

   Review Customer Account Information
         Contract with Advanced Utility to configure software for electric billing

         CIS system ‐ Software programming implementation
Clean Data

         Import Customer Account Information and CIS "live" testing with Call Center
   Policies/Procedures/Standards
      Customer Service Policies

         Develop Customer Service Policies and Procedures
Develop Collection and Information Privacy Policies and Procedures

         Council approval of Policies (as needed)
   Key Accounts

      Develop Key Account Program
      Establish criteria for Key Accounts
      Identify and Tag Key Accounts

Align with overall Customer Experience Strategy
      Customer Account Transition

         Communications and Customer Experience Working Group
         Develop/implement communication strategy 

Develop/revise customer interface platforms and contact information

ENERGY SERVICES
Develop Interim Energy Services Program

Form Energy Services working group
Develop options for Interim Energy Services Program

Develop plan and funding options for Interim Energy Services Program
Implement Interim Energy Services Program

      Develop Energy Services  for  Day 1
Review gap analysis with Xcel offerings

Research best practices, emerging trends and customer needs
Develop  energy services alternatives and costs

            Develop Rate Structures or Riders for input into rate development 
            Establish Measurement and Verification Guidelines and Methodology

         Public process/Council approval (as needed)
         Finalize Energy Services

         Market and Launch Day 1 Energy Services
      Existing (Xcel) Customer Programs‐ Billing Transition 

         Obtain list of current and anticipated City customers participating in existing Xcel sponsored  
programs.

         Determine legacy Xcel customers that require program support and ongoing bill 
credits/compensation (if necessary).

         Incorporate billing methodology to continue credits/compensation to legacy Xcel program 
participants if necessary.

FINANCE & ACCOUNTING
Financial Modeling

Select Consultant for Cash Flow Model Development
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019

Develop Financial Cash Flow Model Development
      Resource (Capital) Planning and Financial Management System

         Modify/expand Tyler Munis Enterprise Resource Planning system for electric operation
      Accounting

         Modify/expand Tyler Munis Accounting system for electric operation
         FERC Accounting
         GASB Accounting

      Purchasing
      Asset Management

   Insurance
Evaluate Enterprise Risk Management Options

      Personnel Related Insurance ‐ evaluate current self‐insurance coverage and adjust as needed
      Equipment Related Insurance ‐ evaluate current self‐insurance coverage and adjust as needed

   Budget
      10‐20 year Budget (preliminary/pro forma)
      10‐20 year Budget (final for bond issuance)

      Refresh Budget (using final retail rates) for Charter Metrics
   Rates

      From Rates Working Group
      Issue RFP and choose contractor for Rate Analysis

         Identify Rate Components and preliminary rate structure
         Cost of Service Study

         Develop Rates (final for bond issuance)
         Public process/Council approval of rates (as needed)

         Finalize Rates

FINANCING
   BRIDGE LOAN

Election
Solicitation

      Council Process (as needed)
      Bridge Loan Prep

      Bridge Loan Duration
   BONDING
      Bond Prep

         Issue RFP for Bond Underwriter
         Development of official statement

         Rating agency presentations
         Investor presentations/Drafting of disclosure documents

      Issue Bonds

SUPPORT SERVICES
      Fleet Service Management System

   Administrative Policies
      Human Resources

         HR Staffing Assessment
         Review/revise existing Personnel Policies following HR Staffing Assessment

      Information Technology
Select Consultant for IT Roadmap Development

IT Roadmap Development
      Facilities
      Fleet

Communications
Interim Communications and Outreach

Communication and Customer Experience Working Group
      Branding, Marketing & Communications Plan

         Evaluate need for branding and logo; develop preliminary budget
         Branding design; preliminary marketing/communication plan
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Completed QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4 QTR1 QTR2 QTR3 QTR4

TRANSITION WORK PLAN SCHEDULE OVERVIEW
10/14/2015

TASK
2015 2016 2017

2018 2019

         Public Process/Council approval of branding and logo (as needed)
         Finalize branding and communication plan and budget; identify audience, format, content, and 

timing
         Launch branding and communication plan

          Accident Investigation Procedures
            Incorporate electric operations requirements into current procedures

         Establish/Adopt Safety Policies & Training Programs for electric operations 
INTER‐DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENTS

GOVERNANCE
   Governance Working Group
   Create Utility Advisory Board
   INTERCONNECTION
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Regional, National and International Collaboration 

 

Area of 
Collaboration 

Relevant Activities in 2015 

Legislative & 
Regulatory 

 Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Proceeding No. 14AL-0660E (2014 
Rate Case)—Staff participated in the proceeding including the settlement 
discussions. 

 Monitored Bills introduced in 2015 Legislative Session. 

 Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Proceeding No. 14R-0394EG 
(Rulemaking on Energy Data Access and Privacy Rules)—Created a coalition of 
eight local governments to recommend rule changes to facilitate climate action 
planning. The Commission ruled on the proceeding on July 7, approving many of 
the City’s recommendations for improving building owner access to whole 
building data such as replacing the 15/15 rule with a 4/50 data privacy rule. 
Concurrently, the Commission dismissed several of the more impactful 
recommendations made by Boulder and Denver that would have made it easier 
for communities to obtain energy usage data. In particular, they upheld the 
current 15/15 data privacy rule for community energy reports. 

 In partnership with Boulder County, developed the Colorado Climate Future 
Coalition to lead efforts to advocate for policy and regulatory changes that 
promote and support local decision making in pursuit of a low carbon energy 
future including those that would simultaneously promote community resilience, 
economic vitality and job creation.  

 Colorado Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Proceeding No. 14A-1057 (2015-
2016 DSM plan)—Staff participated in settlement negotiations.  

Regional Technical 
and Outreach 
Working Groups 

 Colorado Climate Networking Steering Committee—The Colorado Climate 
Network and the Colorado Municipal League are convening a statewide Local 
Resilience Project and the Northern Front Range Resiliency Project o help 
improve the resilience of Colorado local governments and local resources to 
possible climate change impacts. The Network released the final report available 
at: http://www.coclimatenetwork.org/resilience.htm 

 Local Government Working Group on Public Utilities Commission Issues—
Developed strawman community energy report and participated in meetings 
with Xcel Energy technical staff to refine list of energy consumption and 
programmatic metrics that will be provided to local governments for climate and 
energy planning.  

 Boulder Sustainability Alliance—Representatives from CU Boulder, BVSD, 
Boulder County and the city have continued to meet to discuss sustainability 
related issues; particularly issues associated with energy. On May 4 the Alliance 
was the primary topic at the Town/Gown event at CU Boulder.  Leadership from 
each of the four Alliance organizations spoke about efforts relate to climate, 
energy and sustainability.  

 Boulder, Boulder County & City/County of Denver Collaboration—Staff from 
the four agencies meet quarterly to discuss ongoing issues related to energy and 
climate, waste reduction and transportation alternatives. 

 Colorado Clean Energy Cluster—Colorado Clean Energy Cluster (CCEC) is a 
project-driven, nonprofit economic development organization aimed at growing 
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primary jobs in Colorado in the area of clean energy through formal partnerships 
between clean energy companies, the public sector and higher education. The 
board is made up of cities, businesses and universities – the city’s membership 
includes board seats for the city, Boulder Chamber, and the University of 
Colorado Boulder. The city is collaborating with CCEC on the following efforts: 

 Managing a Department of Energy grant funded project to increase energy 
resilience at the city’s Water Treatment plant 

 Organizing and tracking the local clean tech energy sector 

 Identifying and developing high profile/high impact pilot projects that 
engages our local clean energy companies 

 Ensuring the success of the Boulder Energy Challenge grant recipients 

National Technical 
and Outreach 
Working Groups 

 iUrban Smart City Advisory Group—Participated in two collaborative webinars 
with international advisory group members 

 USDN Utility-Data User Group—Participated in bi-monthly webinars on topics 
from EPA Portfolio Manager to an overview of ACEEE tools and resources. 

Conferences & 
Presentations 

 February 24-23, Panel and Presentation at COSEIA Conference 

 March 5, Presentation at Law Seminars International Conference 

 March 12, Presentation to Gunbarrel Energy Future 

 March 17, Alliance for Sustainable Colorado Legislative Briefing 

 March 25-27, Planning Committee and Presentation at the Second Annual Maui 
Energy Conference 

 March 31, 2015, Presentation to CU Policy Class 

 April 20, Hosted presentation by Hubert Fechner head of Renewable Energy at 
the Institute of Applied Science in Vienna 

 May 12-13 Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance, Vancouver  

 May 19, Presentation to Boulder Valley Rotary Club 

 May 20, Presentation to Leave Boulder County Out 

 May 27, Presentation at American Antitrust Institute Conference 

 June 18, Presentation to Boulder Economic Council  

 June 29, USDN Technical Microgrid Workshop, Boston 

 July 13, Vail Symposium Panel and Presentation 

 July 14, Presentation to Boulder County Commissioners 

 July 22-23, Energy System Transformation Breakthrough Convening 

 July 27, Presentation to Empower Our Future 

 September 1, Alliance for Sustainable Colorado Panel   

 September 18, Presentation to Colorado Municipal League  

 September 21, Presentation to Empower Our Future  

 September 23, Presentation to Environmental Entrepreneurs 

 October 8, Presentation to Fossil Fuel Free Denver  

 October 9, Presentation to International Delegates 

 October 16, Presentation to CAMU  
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Organizational Chart 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

City Council 

City Manager 

Jane Brautigam 

City Attorney                   

Tom Carr 

Municipalization 
Heather Bailey 

Executive Team 
Jane Brautigam, Heather Bailey, Tom Carr, 

Jeff Arthur, David Driskell, Bob Eichem, 

Don Ingle, Joyce Lira, Maureen Rait, 

Patrick von Keyserling, Mary Ann 

Weideman 
 

Condemnation 

Kathy Haddock                   

Sandra Llanes 

Don Ostrander 

 

 

 

FERC 
David Gehr 

Duncan and Allen 

Project Coordination & Support 
Kara Mertz, Lex Telischak, Heidi Joyce   

 

Transition Work Plan Functional Areas 
 

Construction, 

Operations & 

Maintenance 
Robert Harberg 

Kara Mertz 

 

  

Customer 

Experience 
Mary Ann Weideman 

Tammye Burnette 

Yael Gichon 

Elizabeth Hanson 

Sarah Huntley 

D’Anne Koblick 

Elizabeth Vasatka 

Bronwyn Weygandt 

Energy  

Services 
Yael Gichon 

Kendra Tupper 

Financing, 

Accounting & 

Rates 
Yael Gichon 

Matthew Lehrman 

Planning &  

Engineering 
Robert Harberg 

Kara Mertz 

Lex Telischak 

Resource 

Acquisition 
Jonathan Koehn 

Heather Bailey 

Support  

Services 
Brett Feddersen 

Sandi Calhoun 

Francis Duffy  

 

 
Communications & Outreach 

Sarah Huntley, Emily Sandoval  

 

 

 

PUC 
Deb Kalish 

Holland and Hart 
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Boulder’s Municipalization Exploration Project  
2015 Staffing Resources 

January - September, 2015 

      

Executive Director Source of Funding % of Time   
Heather Bailey Utility Occupation Tax (UOT) 100                                                         
  $283,633    
 

Executive Team Source of Funding % of Time        
Jeff Arthur PW Utilities  2      
Jane Brautigam CMO Budget 5    
Tom Carr CAO Budget 8 
David Driskell CP&S Budget 3  
Bob Eichem Finance Budget 4   
Don Ingle IT Budget 8   
Joyce Lira HR Budget 3    
Maureen Rait PW Budget 4  
Patrick von Keyserling Communications Budget 2 
Mary Ann Weideman CMO Budget 6                                
    $75,042  Estimated Cost 
 

Project Team Source of Funding % of Time     
Sandi Calhoun HR Budget 6    
Carl Castillo CMO Budget 1 
Kelly Crandall CAP Budget 83    Jan. through May  
Francis Duffy IT Budget 1  
Brett Feddersen IT Budget 9    
David Gehr   CAO Budget 28  
Yael Gichon CAP Budget/General Fund ($1M)   98  
Kathy Haddock CAO Budget 66  
Robert Harberg PW Budget/General Fund  100 Beginning Mar. 2015 
Sarah Huntley Communications Budget 33    
Heidi Joyce General Fund   100   
Deb Kalish CAO Budget 59   
Jonathan Koehn CP&S Budget 80    
Matt Lehrman  General Fund ($1M)    100 Beginning July 2015 
Sandra Llanes  CAO Budget 30 
Kara Mertz CP&S Budget 7 
Cheryl Pattelli Finance Budget <1 
Lisa Smith General Fund 100 Jan. through Aug. 2015   
Lex Telischak General Fund ($1M)     100 Beginning May 2015                                                           
  $738,007 Estimated Cost    

 

Support Source of Funding % of Time     
Tammye Burnette  CMO Budget <1    
Marion Down  IT Budget 2 
Aaron Estevez-Miller  General Fund 100  Jun. through Aug. 2015 
Daniel Fairchild  IT Budget 2  
Maya Fohrman  General Fund 100 May through Aug. 2015 
Elizabeth Hanson  CP&S Budget/UOT 4 
Taylor Jacobs  PW Budget <1 
Elesha Johnson  CMO Budget 3  
D’Anne Koblick  General Fund   17 
Sean Metrick  PW/CP&S Budget <1 
John Miller  General Fund   100  Jan. through Feb. 2015 
Laurie Nading  CAO Budget 39 
Denise Noe  HR Budget <1 
Joanna Paradiso  P&DS Budget 2 
Penn Richman  IT Budget 15 
Emily Sandoval  General Fund 100  Beginning May 2015  
Lindsay Sandoval  General Fund   100 Jan. through May 2015  
Jessica Sharkey  General Fund ($1M) 100 May though June 2015    
Kendra Tupper  CAP Budget 10 
Elizabeth Vasatka  CAP Budget 4    
Bronwyn Weygandt  PW Budget 2                                          
$289,652    Utility Occupation Tax $105,137 Estimated Cost  
$252,866    One-time General Fund Request 

 $73,329      $1 Million Contingency      
 $585,973  Other Funding Sources 
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INFORMATION PACKET 

MEMORANDUM 
  
To: Members of City Council 

 

From:  Jane S. Brautigam, City Manager 

  David Driskell, Executive Director, Department of Planning, Housing and Sustainability 

  Jeff Yegian, Division of Housing Manager 

  Kristin Hyser, Community Investment Program Manager 

  Kate Masingale, Funding Administrator 

 

Date:   October 15, 2015 

 

Subject: Housing and Community Development Program Funding Allocations, including 

Affordable Housing Fund, Community Housing Assistance Program, and Community 

Development Block Grant 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This memorandum details the affordable housing and community development funding allocations 

totaling approximately $3.5 million in Affordable Housing Funds, Community Housing Assistance 

Program funds, and Community Development Block Grant funds. Funding allocations were reviewed and 

recommended by the City Manager-appointed Affordable Housing Technical Review Group (TRG) and 

Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC) and approved by the City Manager. These 

awards represent significant City of Boulder investments to achieve the city’s affordable housing goal and 

support agencies serving low income residents of Boulder.  

 

FISCAL IMPACT 
The funding awards described in this Information Item are made from the approved budgets of the three 

dedicated funds - Affordable Housing Funds, Community Housing Assistance Program funds, and 

Community Development Block Grant funds.   

 

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS 

Below is a list of sustainability outcomes and assessment criteria that were considered in the 2016 fund 

round. 

 Economic: Investing capital in affordable housing development and preservation stimulates the 

economy by creating and supporting jobs in construction fields; supporting businesses that supply 

construction trades; attracting and retaining employers and a skilled workforce; and increasing 

revenues for local communities through sales, income and property taxes, and fees.  

 

 Environmental: An environmental review process is required for all projects receiving affordable 

housing and community development funds to ensure the proposed project does not negatively impact 

the surrounding environment and to ensure the property site itself will not have adverse 
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environmental or health effects on end users. Furthermore, providing opportunities for people to live 

where they work reduces traffic and air pollution.  

 

 Social: Affordable housing programs and community development activities positively impact the 

lives of many low income Boulder residents. Providing affordable housing choices to low income 

households builds stability and provides opportunities to work towards self-sufficiency. Capital 

investments in local agencies serving low income residents allows for heightened service provision.  

 

BACKGROUND 

The Division of Housing works to provide housing opportunities that promote an economically diverse and 

environmentally sustainable community. Through collaboration with, and provision of funds to, affordable 

housing providers, local nonprofit agencies serving low and moderate income persons and other city 

departments, the city is able to facilitate affordable housing opportunities and support the capital needs of 

service providers.   

 

Funds available include local Affordable Housing Funds (AHF), Community Housing Assistance Program 

(CHAP) funds, and federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. 

 AHF and CHAP funds are generated locally and were created to enable the city to further its 

commitment and support for the creation, preservation, and retention of affordable housing in 

Boulder.  

 The city’s annual federal CDBG grant allows the city to pursue a variety of housing and 

community development activities benefiting low and moderate income persons. The city’s 

limited CDBG dollars are the only city funds available to meet the capital needs, including 

facility acquisition or rehabilitation, of agencies that serve low and moderate income persons in 

Boulder. 

 

Funding allocations are guided by local priorities identified in several documents including: the 2015-

2020 Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan; the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan; 

the Boulder County 10-Year Plan to Address Homelessness approved in 2010; and the 2005-2016 

Housing and Human Services Master Plan. 

 

Funds are managed by the Division of Housing and are allocated through two annual fund rounds: the 

Affordable Housing Fund Round and the Community Development Fund Round. The fund rounds are 

competitive processes comprised of the following actions:  

 Determination of funding availability for both affordable housing and community development 

activities.  

 Release of Notice of Funding Availability sent to affordable housing providers and community 

agencies, posted on website and public notice included in the Daily Camera. All application 

materials are available on the city’s website.  

 Pre-Application meeting and one-on-one technical assistance sessions with potential applicants. 

Pre-Application session advertised to affordable housing providers and community agencies, 

posted on website and public notice included in the Daily Camera. 

 Pre-Applications reviewed by staff to determine eligibility. Includes working with applicants to 

clarify questions or concerns regarding the applications.  

 Applications submitted for review by staff and City Manager appointed advisory groups.  

 Through Information Item, provide City Council list of applications received.  

 List of applications received and under consideration posted on the city website.  

 Affordable housing applications are reviewed by the Technical Review Group (TRG) and 

community development funding requests are reviewed by the Community Development 

Advisory Committee (CDAC). These two committees interview applicants and participate in 

deliberations leading to funding recommendations. Applicant interviews and funding 
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recommendation deliberations are advertised on the city’s website, are open to the public and 

include time for public comment. Written comments on applications are shared with the TRG and 

CDAC.  

 Preliminary recommendations are shared with applicants and provided the opportunity to appeal 

the recommendations.  

 Recommendations are submitted to the City Manager for review and approval.  

 City Manager notifies City Council members of funding decisions. 

 Fund award recipients notified in mid-November.  

 Funding decisions posted online.  

 

The Technical Review Group is comprised of the following members:  

 

Dan Rotner, Architect   

Kiva Stram, Commercial Lender 

Matt Schildt, Housing Developer 

Jeremy Syz, Real Estate Attorney 

Susan Weeks, Realtor 

 

The Community Development Advisory Committee is comprised of the following members: 

 

Ben Doyle, Attorney 

Eric Johnson, Contractor 

Shari Leach, Nonprofit Executive Director 

Alexis Miles, Community Member 

Sherry Richards, Realtor 

 

The 2016 fund rounds were launched in the summer of 2015 with the affordable housing and community 

development deliberations occurring in September. On October 8, 2015, the TRG and CDAC presented 

their recommendations to the City Manager and all recommendations were approved.  

 

In addition to the annual fund rounds, the Division receives and accepts time-sensitive Opportunity 

Funding requests throughout the year. Requests are vetted using the same process as outlined above, 

however expedited, including committee review and recommendation to the City Manager for approval. 

Some of these funding requests are opportunities to support new projects. Others result from changed 

circumstances, such as existing projects experiencing increased construction costs requiring additional 

funds to achieve the desired outcomes.  

 

ANALYSIS 

As a result of the competitive affordable housing and community development fund rounds and the 

Opportunity Funding requests, the following funding awards continue the city’s progress toward its 

affordable housing goal and address the capital improvement needs of agencies serving low income 

households in Boulder.  

 

2016 City of Boulder Affordable Housing Funding Allocations 

The 2016 Affordable Housing Fund Round applications included a mix of projects proposing to produce 

new affordable housing units, preserve existing affordable units and provide assistance in the form of 

owner-occupied housing rehabilitation and housing counseling. The 2016 funding recommendations from 

the TRG and staff are:  

 

 

 

 

Information Item 2B     Page 3



Applicant 

Project 

 

Activity 

 

Award Amount 

Attention Inc. 

Chase Court Group Home 

Rehabilitation $50,173 

Boulder County Housing Authority (BCHA) 

Housing and Financial Education 

Homeownership Counseling $60,000 

Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) 

Palo Park  

New Construction $975,000 

 

Boulder Shelter for the Homeless 

Transitional Units 

Rehabilitation $70,000 

Longs Peak Energy Conservation 

Homeowner Rehabilitation  

Rehabilitation $125,000 

Thistle Community Housing 

Mapleton Mobile Home Park 

Engineering Services $40,000 

TOTAL $1,320,173 

Opportunity Fund Future Affordable Housing 

Activities 

$1,679,827 

 

2016 Community Development Funding Allocation Process 

The 2016 Community Development Fund Round awards will address the capital needs of Boulder 

nonprofit organizations and provide microenterprise assistance. In addition, public service funds will 

benefit low income students residing in Boulder and attending Boulder Valley School District schools. 

The CDAC and staff recommendations for the 2016 CDBG funds are:  

 

Applicant 

Project 

 

Activity 

 

Award Amount* 

Acorn Wilderness Early Learning Center 

Window Replacement 

Capital Improvements $85,000 

Colorado Enterprise Fund 

Boulder Microenterprise Program 

Project Delivery Costs 

 

$50,000 

Growing Gardens 

 

Capital Improvements  $215,000 

Family Resource Schools 

 

Public Services  $108,000 

TOTAL $458,000 

*The award amount is based on estimates, with the actual award amounts to be confirmed mid-2016 upon 

HUD’s release of the annual federal funding allocation. 

 

Opportunity Funding Requests Approved in 2015 

As mentioned above, in addition to providing funding to partners through the annual competitive fund 

rounds, throughout the year the Division of Housing provides financial resources to partners to address 

time-sensitive funding needs utilizing the Opportunity Fund, which is capitalized with unanticipated 

and/or unallocated funds and returned allocations. 

 

Opportunity Fund requests in 2015 have allowed the city to support both new projects as well as existing 

projects that have experienced a change in circumstances (e.g., construction cost escalations) to achieve 

the desired outcomes and community benefits. The largest of these investments included the city’s 

partnership with Element Properties and Allison Management to acquire and rehabilitate the Thunderbird 

Apartments and Osage 100 Apartments securing the permanent affordability of 203 rental units. 

Providing $8.25 million to acquire the property, this subsidy is the largest individual affordable housing 

program investment the city has made to date, as defined by the amount of funding and number of units 

preserved. 
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In addition to the annual fund rounds, the following Opportunity Funding requests were approved in 

2015: 

Applicant 

Project 

 

Activity 

 

Award Amount 

Boulder Housing Partners  

Orchard Grove Vacant Land 

Land Banking/Acquisition $3,000,000 

Boulder Housing Partners** 

Palo Park 

Predevelopment 

To be reimbursed if the 

project does not proceed. 

$220,000 

Long’s Peak Energy Conservation** 

Homeowner Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation $66,500 

Element Properties 

Thunderbird & Osage Apartments 

Acquisition $8,250,000 

Emergency Family Assistance Association** 

North Boulder Transitional Housing  

New Construction $150,000 

Boulder Housing Coalition** 
Chrysalis & Masala 

Rehabilitation $264,286 

Total $11,950,786 

**Projects with previous funding awards and needing additional funding to achieve the desired 

outcomes. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

Division of Housing staff will work with partner agencies to develop funding agreements and necessary 

legal documents. Projects receiving local funding (Affordable Housing Funds and Community Housing 

Assistance Program) may be able to begin in the first quarter of 2016. CDBG funded projects will be able 

to start in the third quarter of 2016, pending environmental review clearance, when the federal funds are 

received.   

 

Any unallocated funds plus additional funding received by the city, either through cash-in-lieu payments 

or higher than projected revenues, are available for opportunity funding throughout the year.  This allows 

the city to target specific unmet needs or respond to time-sensitive requests or special opportunities.   
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 CITY OF BOULDER 

BOULDER, COLORADO 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS MEETING 

MINUTES 

Name of Board/ Commission:  Library Commission 

Date of Meeting: August 5, 2015 in the Canyon Meeting Room, Main Library, 1001 Arapahoe Ave. 

Contact Information Preparing Summary: Carrie Mills, 303-441-3106 

Commission Members Present: Paul Sutter, Joni Teter, Donna O’Brien, and Alicia Gibb 

Commission Members Absent: Tim O’Shea 

Library Staff Present:    

                          David Farnan, Director of Library & Arts    

                          Jennifer Miles, Deputy Library Director   

                          Shelley Sullivan, Boulder Reads Manager 

                          Carrie Mills, Administrative Specialist II 

                          Dick Shahan, Library Clerk I 

 

Type of Meeting:  Regular  

Agenda Item 1:  Call to Order and Approval of Agenda                                                  [5:35 p.m., Audio 0:16 min]                                                                                  

The meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m. Sutter recommended that the commission allow time at 6:00 p.m. for 

public comment should anyone arrive around the usual start time and wish to speak. 

 

Agenda Item 2: Public Participation                                                                                   [5:36 p.m., Audio 1:00 min] 

No members from the public were present.  

 

Agenda Item 3:  Consent Agenda                                                                                         [5:36 p.m., Audio 1:07 min]  

 

Item 3A, Approval of June 3, 2015 minutes (p. 2-5) 

Teter submitted recommended changes to the minutes prior to the meeting, found here: https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/12/2015-Aug-LC-Handouts.pdf#page=1. Gibb motioned to approve the minutes with Teter’s 

recommended changes. Teter seconded. Vote 4-0, unanimous. 

 

Item 3B, Approval of July 11, 2015 minutes (p. 6-8) 
Sutter noted that since the retreat minutes were not intended to be as complete as those generated from regular 

meetings, the format for the minutes were acceptable. Gibb moved to approve the minutes as written. Teter seconded. 

Vote 4-0, unanimous. 

 

Agenda Item 4: Presentation: Overview of the Boulder Reads program – Shelley Sullivan, Boulder Reads 

Manager                                                                                                                                   [5:37 p.m., Audio 2:40 min] 

Sullivan presented a brief overview of services that Boulder Reads provides. She distributed an informational sheet, 

found here: https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/2015-Aug-LC-Handouts.pdf#page=4  

Commission discussion, questions, and comments included: 

 Sutter inquired about eligibility requirements for Reading Buddies participants. Sullivan replied that the 

program is open to everyone, but through surveying, most parents reported enrolling their children because 

they had fallen behind. Further, she explained that the genesis of the program was to support the adult learners 

in Boulder Reads with concurrent enrichment. 
 O’Brien asked about the new initiative for a Reading Buddies partnership with the University of Colorado at 

Boulder Education Department. Sullivan noted that the coursework includes a required practicum, and 

involvement in the program would go towards meeting that requirement. 
 Teter inquired who the initial target audience is for the digital literacy initiative. Sullivan envisioned the first 

class being comprised of some Boulder Reads learners and others who are introduced through Book a 

Librarian and other service functions. Further, she intended on an open lab which would allow users to access 

computers for self-guided work. 
 O’Brien asked about the breakdown of non-native English speakers in the Boulder Reads population. Sullivan 

reported that 65-70% of participants are non-native speakers in the adult literacy program, which she 

attributed to the changing demographics of the community. Sullivan discussed the screening process, which 
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includes residency in Boulder County, conversational ability in English, and reading below the 11
th

 grade 

level. Further, applicants must have literacy goals (reading, writing, literacy development) to be in the 

program. For those who do not qualify for the program, Sullivan noted that Boulder Reads is still a valuable 

resource because staff can provide a referral. 
 Sutter mentioned the upcoming master plan process and asked Sullivan if there was anything she imagined for 

developing the program. Sullivan hoped to engage in family programming and initiatives by supporting 

literacy across the lifespan. With Adult Services, she anticipated building a digital literacy program.  
 Gibb recommended that this community be included in the Master Plan process.  
 O’Brien commended the staff behind Boulder Reads and their work. Sullivan noted that it is a testament to the 

community, citing the thousands of hours donated by volunteers. 
 

Agenda Item 5: Review draft Distribution of Community Information Policy (p. 9-10) 

                                                                                                                                              [6:14 p.m., Audio 39:57 min] 

Farnan explained that the policy stems from a limitation on space and the propensity for the community information 

area to become cluttered. Miles provided background, explaining that patrons have brought materials to the library for 

quite some time, but that this policy aims at providing transparency on the decision-making process. Farnan and Miles 

noted that this is outside of the community bulletin board, which allows anyone in the community to post information. 

Instead, the distribution of community information was geared towards items that best serve the public through 

multiple copies, such as bus schedules and maps. 

Commission discussion, questions, and comments included: 

 O’Brien asked about any incidents that precipitated this policy. Miles explained that this was a 

recommendation from the City Attorney’s office, noting that this was not a transparent process.  
 Gibb recommended that this be presented as information curated by staff.  
 Teter clarified that library should not be a repository, but instead that staff should be able to point patrons to 

where information can be found. Miles noted that the library only keeps what is asked for most often.  
 Teter recommended that the policy describe what materials they want to display, instead of what materials will 

not be accepted. In reflection, she saw the free speech language at the front of the policy as a red flag. 
 The commission asked staff for a revised draft for reconsideration at a later meeting. 

 

Agenda Item 6:  Budget Update (p. 11)                                                                            [6:27 p.m., Audio 53:06 min] 

Devin Billingsley, Senior Budget Analyst, submitted a memo to update the commission on the budget, but will not 

have anything to present until after the City Manager presents the proposed 2016 budget to City Council. Farnan noted 

that Billinglsey will likely attend next month. The budget memo can be found here: https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/12/2015-August-LC-Packet.pdf#page=11  

Commission discussion, questions, and comments included: 

 Teter asked where money for collection development will be focused. Farnan noted eBooks and easy readers 

in the children’s list are a priority, in addition to adding more copies of best sellers to decrease the number of 

people on each waiting list. 
 

Agenda Item 7: Library Master Plan update (p. 12-17)                                               [6:30 p.m., Audio 55:16 min] 

 

Item 7A, Review July 11, 2015 Library Commission Retreat minutes 

Sutter asked the commissioners to review outcomes from the retreat to see if anything jumped out that should be 

included in the master planning process. O’Brien remarked that she was surprised by how similar the outcomes from all 

groups were at the retreat. 

 

Item 7B, Review draft Boulder Public Library Master Plan Process overview and timeline 

Teter explained that she is looking for the opportunity to build off of other departments with strong public input 

components. Sutter believed that better results would come from surveys that included an educational component 

around innovations done by other libraries, essentially by presenting visions to participants and seeing how well they 

responded to the idea. When asked what makes the master plan useful, Farnan explained that a well-written plan 

provides leverage when looking for funding or prioritizing projects within the city and the department. Further, he 

stated that it is also a useful budget tool. O’Brien added that citizens used the master plan as a point of inquiry at 

commission meetings following its creation. Teter recommended following and building on the recent methods of 

outreach employed by the city. 
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Agenda Item 8: Library Commission update (from memo) (p. 18-29)                       [7:00 p.m., Audio 1:25:15 hr] 

 

Item 8A, Future Agenda Items 

This item can be found in the Library Commission memo, found here: https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/12/2015-August-LC-Packet.pdf#page=18  

 

Item 8B, Discussion of Library Commission job description 

Gibb and O’Shea worked on a revised description, but found that they had more questions than answers during the 

process, especially on the intended audience. Gibb asked the commissioners for a better understanding of the history 

and scope of the position. O’Brien explained that during her application process, her only understanding of the position 

came from the charter and her own experience. O’Brien noted that they needed teeth for the chair to ask ineffective 

commissioners to resign based on their fulfillment of ascribed duties. Sutter hoped that the job description would 

provide a more comprehensive understanding of the position and what qualities make a good commissioner. Gibb 

recommended more illustrative language in the description to provide a better sense of responsibilities. 

 

Item 8C, Update on Egyptian Study Society events  

Teter explained that the Egyptian Study Society events have been a pilot for a new sponsorship opportunity where, 

should a sponsored program carry a fee but still receive free space through the library, the group must provide 

something in return, either a donation or free programming. She explained that the 2-day program in Egyptian study 

comes with a fee of $45, and in turn, the group is providing free STEAM programs run by volunteers at the Main 

Library and branches. Teter saw this as a model for community partners. 

 

Item 8D, Staff appreciation update 

Teter reported on plans for a staff appreciation ice cream social in the south courtyard at the Main Library on Thursday, 

Aug. 27, 2015. Arrangements have been made for all of the branches based on their operating hours and staff 

preferences.  

 

Item 8E, Boulder Library Foundation update 

O’Brien announced that the Foundation board approved going forward with their first fundraiser on Oct. 16, 2015. The 

commissioners will receive letters to distribute to their circles of influence, particularly reaching out to atypical library 

users and members of the tech community. The event is covering the soft opening of new maker space. There will be 

catering from the Seeds Library Café and a cash bar. More than monetary donations, the Foundation is looking to 

gather energy from the community around the maker space. 

 

Item 8F, Jaipur Literature Festival 

Farnan reported that the festival is coming together. The event has downsized from three days to two full days. Most of 

the activity will happen in the Main Library. Organizers expect 900 people per hour circulating through the library. 

Following a question from Sutter, Teter confirmed that volunteer opportunities are still available.  

 

Item 8G, Update on Email Responses to Library Commission 

O’Brien commended Sutter on his thoughtful response to all commission communication.  

 

Agenda Item 9: Library and Arts Director’s Report (p. 30-31)                                    [7:30 p.m., Audio 1:55:51 hr] 

 

Item 9A, Library Charter Revisions 

Prior to the meeting, Sutter caught an important revision regarding the merge of Library Fund and Library Support 

Fund following the first reading from the City Council. Sutter and Teter presented recommended modifications based 

on the commission’s initial recommendation. The revised version can be found here: https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/12/2015-Aug-LC-Handouts.pdf#page=14 Sutter recommended adding back in Sec. 133 h. 

regarding encouragement of grants or gifts. Sutter motioned for the commission, in reaction to the most recent 

revisions, empower David Farnan to go to the City Attorney’s office with the revisions provided by Teter. Teter added 

that the revisions provided by the commission are to restore the intent of the original recommendation. Gibb seconded. 

Vote 4-0, unanimous.  

 

Item 9B, Parking at the Main Library 
Farnan pushed for at least one hour of free parking, and in response the plan is to allow everyone in the Civic Area free 

parking for one hour. Farnan will bring back the final recommendation from the City Manager’s office for feedback 

from the Library Commission. Response will be loud. Ask for reservations now. O’Brien inquired about volunteer 

parking passes. Farnan mentioned that the current distribution of volunteer passes was unmonitored and that the 

Boards and Commissions 3D     Page 3

https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/2015-August-LC-Packet.pdf#page=18
https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/2015-August-LC-Packet.pdf#page=18
https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/2015-Aug-LC-Handouts.pdf#page=14
https://boulderlibrary.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/2015-Aug-LC-Handouts.pdf#page=14


   

 
 
 

 

 

Commissioner Sutter approved these minutes on Sept. 21, 2015; and Jennifer Miles attested to it. 

 

An audio recording of the full meeting for which these minutes are a summary, is available on the Library Commission web page 

at http://boulderlibrary.org/about/commission.html 

 

method will change, but will still be available. O’Brien asked if the Foundation members and other entities working in 

service to the library will pay for parking. Miles noted that the lot is owned and controlled by the city. Overall, Farnan 

explained that these changes will afford Parking Services the ability to manage on daily basis. In response to a 

question, Farnan confirmed that senior center parking will be exempt, but that the dedicated spaces in the library lot 

will be opened back up to the general public. 

 

Item 9C, Summer Reading Program 

The Library Commission decided to send a letter to staff involved in the Summer Reading Program to commend them 

on their hard work. Sutter asked about contributing factors for their success. Farnan pointed to the well-designed 

program, extensive outreach, and new energy from the staff. Farnan agreed to bring the superhero postcards to the next 

meeting. 

 

 Item 9D, Liquor License 

Sutter recapped the discussion from the last commission meeting. Sutter asked for greater detail of the mechanisms for 

serving and controlling alcohol in the library. Farnan explained that the bridge will close on Thursdays to provide 

exclusive access to the North building for ticket holders. O’Brien asked about the anticipated start date.  Farnan 

explained that the decision would be made pending outcome of the liquor license application. O’Brien remarked that 

she and O’Shea still had lingering questions, and she hoped to revisit this issue again when O’Shea was able to voice 

his thoughts. Farnan detailed the management agreement with Downtown Boulder, Inc. (DBI), noting that they will 

manage program and alcohol while the library provides the location. DBI and the library will split both costs and 

profits equally. Sutter expressed uncertainty as to how the Library Commission fit into the partnership. Sutter reminded 

commissioners that at the last meeting, the commission approved a motion to support the sale of alcohol outside of the 

library’s operating hours, while awaiting more detail for intentions during operating hours. Teter moved that the 

proposal for handling alcohol sales during operating hours is appropriate. O’Brien added that commissioners would still 

like more information and future updates around alcohol sales during operating hours. O’Brien seconded. Vote 4-0, 

unanimous. 

 

Agenda Item 10:  Adjournment                                                                                        [8:04 p.m., Audio 2:29:52 hr] 

There being no further business to come before the commission at this time, the meeting was adjourned at 8:04 p.m. 

 

Date, Time, and Location of Next Meeting: 

The next Library Commission meeting will be at 6:00 p.m. on Wed., Sept. 2, 2015, at the Meadows Branch Library, 

4800 Baseline Road, Boulder, CO 80303. 
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