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Crestview Last, as well as other mostly developed residential neighborhoods in Area II of the

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP),  have had a growing issue with their on-site well

and septic systems over the past several years. Many of the septic systems in these

neighborhoods are over 35 years old and are either failing or have expired.  Due to the high
groundwater conditions in many of these areas,  the septic systems in close proximity to wells

pose a serious public health concern.

City and county staff have been working together to try and resolve these issues for several years

by encouraging annexation of the neighborhoods so thaC properly owners can hook on to the city
water and sewer systems.  The first consideration of a g~oup annexation of the Crestview East

neighborhood began iu 1995 as the Crestview West annexations were taking place.  Staff held

neighborhood meetings with several ofthe landowners in Crestview Last in the mid-1990s to

gauge interest in annexation, but there was not enough collective interest at the time to initiate a

neighborhood annexation process.  Seven properties, however, did annex to the city in 1997 as

part of that initial effort and were lrnown as the "mini-Crestview Gast'  annexation.  One;

additional property came into the city individually in April 2002.

l~Cl' Lolicies atnd AnrrexabYion  ~taideli~aes

New annexation policies regarding mostly developed residential properties were adopted in the

year 2.000 major update to the BVCP  (Policy I.7_7). "this includes a statement that the city "will

actively pursue annexation of county enclaves."  In 2002,  following an economic study ofthe

costs and benefits of annexation for property owners,  Planning Board and City Council endorsed
a set of guidelines for negotiating group annexation agrceu~ents with Area II residential

neighborhoods (~Iltachr~aent,1).  These guidelines have been the basis for staff's position in

annexation discussions with Crestview East,  Githens Acres,  and Gaptcr Road neighborhoods
over the past few years. The guidelines further refine the  (3VCP annexation policies by
specifically outiu~ing which properties will be asked to provide community benefit upon

annexation and wl'iat form of community benefit maybe requested by the city, based upon how

rrruch,  if any, additional development potential they wilt receive upon annexation.

pecxaily-4~auneiecf Anrrexuateoeg  ~'~•®,gea
To further implement the BVCP annexation policy to actively pursue; annexation of mostly
developed Area II properties, the city and Boulder C-ouniy jointly funded apart-time staPP

position from 2004-2005 to help initiate and facilitate neighborhood annexations.  1'he goal of

the effort was to work with neighborhoods identified in the BVCP as appropriate for annexation

to the city,  including Crestview East,  Co attempt to facilitate a mutually agreeable annexation

package.

Staff contacted all neighborhoods, including Crestview Last, to gauge interesC in annexation.  At

that time, the; landowner/developer of 2020 Upland had. initiated an annexation petition with

eight other landowners in Crestview East.  The letter to the Crestview Gast neighbor3rood was

intended to gauge whether there maybe additional interest in participating in an annexation

process and determine whether this area needed special attention that the annexation project was

meant to provide.  However,  because an annexation application was already in process, and

because Crestview Gast properties would receive additional development potential upon

annexation, it was not included in the specially-funded annexation project.  The primary focus for

the amicxation project was the Captor Road neighborhood where no additional development
potential is possible upon annexation and existing septic systems are in the floodway.
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Crestview bast Annexatimr Application
The most recent Crestview Tiast uurexation application was processed through the city's
development review process from 2003 to 2007.  The primacy point o'f contact was the

landowner/developer of 2020 Upland Ave.  and there was one staff planner who worked on this

application.  All nine petitioners agreed to most of the initial terms of the agreement, however,
several signed "in protest" primarily because of a provision in the agreement for sidewalks along
Upland Avenue.

In July 2̀007,  a proposed annexation agreement was taken to Planning Board for discussion.  At

the hearing, the property owner of 2075 Upland Ave.  objected to portions of the agn~cement

regtu•ding required sidewalk construction along Upland Avenue as well as the requirement to sell

all Silver Lake Ditch rights to the city.  Additional petitioners also had similar objections to

portions of the agreement.  "The Planning Board recommended approval of the annexation to City
Council, however, after the meeting the neighbors were not able to achieve consensus regarding
the terms of the annexation agreement.

In November 2007, the landowner/developer of 2020 Upland Avc.  notified the eight other

petitioners that the application would not advance to City Council unless the petitioners agreed to

the amiexation provisions as drafted.  Recognizing their fundamental differences,  the

Iandowncrldcveloper separated himself from the other petitioners and continued with the

annexation process for the properties at 2020 Upland Ave., 4240 19th Street,  1960 Violet and

20A6G/ Vpipoglet.  '
T'hat application is currently scheduled for a September Planning Board hearing.

At the May 20,  2008 council meeting,  a group of l4 residents along Upland and Violet avenues

expressed their frustration that annexation oft-hc larger Crestview East enclave was not moving
forward and asked for help from City Council. 'I'hc residents submitted to staff and council

members an annexation proposal tidal,  "A Call for Action." Stab' agreed to consider a difi~erent

approach for moving forward and to develop options for proceeding.

AC this point, an annexation petition iiom the 14 residents has been filed with the city clerk;
however, the required application materials have not yet bean submitted to the city.  Anew

application (including an improvement survey,  legal descriptions of the properties,  annexation

map, and cnrrcnt title work) from dxc petitioners is needed in order to move forward with an

annexation agreement Staff is working with representatives of the neighborhood to help them

put together the necessary materials Co make a complete submittal for annexation and will

schedule a Planning Board date once the application is completed.

Since the May 20, 2008 council meeting,  staff has met twice with a group of the 14 petitioners to

discuss the outstanding issues and next steps for moving an annexation agreement with the

neighborhood forward.  Staff has hired an outside facilitator to help with the discussions.

Staff will provide a longer WIP memo to Council in early August with a fiill discussion of the

Crestview East amiexation issues, background on the city's annexation policies and guidelines
and an update on discussions with die neighborhood.
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I~Iorth Boulder Strbcommtanity I'laHi

Groundwater  ~te~lity Seetiou

Che.fol[owing~ is excerpted textfrom page 28 of the North 6ouldei' Subcomma~nity Plan,  adopted
in 1995.)

rouudwrcter• quality
hi 1989,  a groundwater contamination problem was identified when a sample collected from a

residential well on Violet Avenue was found to contain organic solvents.  The source of these

solvents was traced to the former site of Centerline Circuits located at 4575 North I 1 °
i

Street.

I'he contamination resulting from the disposal of solvents on that site; has since migrated through
groundwater to the cast and southeast to the vicinity of 26'x'  St The groumdwater contamination

has been identified in residential welts in the area extending from Centerline to 26°' St.  and

between the; Meadows Mobile Flome Park on the north and Wonderland Creek on the south.

The migration of the plume is a resedt of the natural groundwater flow regime and groundwater
recharge in the 1'oar~milc Canyon and Wonderland Crock drainage areas.  The extent o~f the

plume is constrained on the north by the geology of the area and on the south by groundwater
recharge and discharge in Wonderland Cree]<.  In effect, the contaminated plume ernanating from

the Centerline facility is controlled by natural groundwatce flow and the effects of localized area

groundwater recharge associated with horumile Canyon and Wonderland Creek drainages.

Based on preliminary infrnmation about contamination in the subcornmunity, enhancement of
the natural recharge and discharge function of wetlands along the creeks cast of Broadway and

west of 28°i St.  may provide an added benefit in addressing groundwater contamination in the

area by enhancing existing groundwater flow.  P'urtller hydrologic studies of groundwater and

plume movement would be necessary in making further recommendations.

The beast tong term solution do the contamination problem, however, is the provision of public
water to properties in the area.  Five pv~ties who have agreed to participate in the clean-up,  have

agreed to contribute $400,000 toward the provision of City water service to properties in

Crestview West Upon annexation of the area (see section 5),  the City will install water and

sewer mains so that property owners will be eligible Co hook up to public water uid sewer

service.

The hourmile Canyon and Wonderland Creeks Study in Appendix L contains a full discussion of

environmental vahres along the creeks and recommends development standards to preserve these

values.
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