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Twin Lakes Stakeholder Group (TLSG) 
Public Comments / Questions 

7/8/16 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
City and county land use staff wishes to provide clarification on three topics that have been raised 
during recent meetings. Topics 1 and 2 were raised during a public comment period at the Boulder 
County Parks and Open Space Advisory Committee (POSAC) meeting on June 23. The third topic was 
raised at the June 22 Twin Lakes Stakeholder Group open house event.  

Topic 1: Clarification of the role of early Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan references to plans for a 
40 acre community park south of Twin Lakes in Gunbarrel, and a map showing the area south and east 
of the east lake as open space  

Staff considers historical context as one factor among several in the analysis of BVCP land use change 
requests. The earliest versions of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) reference plans for 
acquisition and development of a 40 acre community park in the area south of Twin Lakes.1 The Open 
Space map included in the 1978 version of the plan also shows an area of proposed open space south 
and east of the east lake, part of a proposed north-south greenbelt. The existence of early plans for 
community and neighborhood parks in the Twin Lakes area is notable. However, those plans must be 
considered within a broader historical context.  

The Gunbarrel land referenced as the site of planned parks and open space in the early BVCP documents 
was all part of Area II, with a sub-designation (IIA) indicating annexation of the area was expected within 
three years.2 Much of that land is now occupied by the Red Fox Hills (which remains in unincorporated 
Boulder County) and Brandon Creek (now within City of Boulder jurisdiction) subdivisions. Plans outlined 
in the initial versions of the BVCP were contingent on assumptions that residential areas of Gunbarrel 
slated to receive city water and sewer services would promptly annex into Boulder’s jurisdiction.3 In 
1978, an annexation proposal was proffered by the city to Gunbarrel with no attached costs, impact fees 

                                                           
1 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, August 1977, p. 51 and Exhibit 2.C.2. Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, 
Revised 1978, p. 23 and Exhibit 2.B.2B 
2 The following definitions for Areas I, IIA, IIB, and III are included in the original 1977 version of the BVCP: “Area I is 
that area within the City of Boulder which has adequate facilities and services and is expected to continue to 
accommodate urban development. Area II is the area now under county jurisdiction planned to accommodate 
urban development, and new urban development is to occur coincident with the availability of adequate facilities 
and services and not otherwise. This area is projected to be provided required facilities and services by the city 
during the planning period; Area IIA being the area of immediate focus, the first three years, and Area IIB being 
accommodated within the balance of the planning period. Area III is the remaining area in the Valley, generally 
under county jurisdiction and which is not now planned to accommodate urban development for the following 
reasons: it is not projected that the city will there provide adequate facilities and services within the planning 
period; no other facilities and services agency comparable to the city is expected in the area; and it is primarily a 
rural and agricultural area and its character should be preserved and protected. 
3 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, Revised 1978, p. 55, see Note 1. The Capital Improvements Program 
described in the 1978 version of the BVCP also makes reference to plans for other parks, library services, and 
recreational facilities in Gunbarrel, contingent on annexation. 
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or other conditions, but residents rejected the offer.4 Consequently, the potential for future annexation 
of Gunbarrel remained uncertain, and development plans evolved. The 1981 updated version of the 
BVCP included a much more scaled down plan for open space in areas south and east of Twin Lakes. In 
the 1981 BVCP, the parcel that is now 6655 Twin Lakes Road, and the area now occupied by the Red Fox 
Hills subdivision received Low Density Residential land use designation, and the area just north of that 
and east of the Twin Lakes now occupied by the Brandon Creek subdivision was converted to Medium 
Density Residential.5 

The BVCP was developed to address growth pressures and concerns about sprawl. A core principle 
driving the establishment of the BVCP was the notion that a compact, well-defined pattern of 
development is in the public interest due to its efficient use of land and economic resources, and its 
ability to effectively support the health, safety and general welfare of the community. Since the original 
BVCP the vision for growth management in the Boulder Valley has been documented in service area 
map designations delineating Areas I, II and III.6 As noted, the land south of Twin Lakes has been in Area 
II and envisioned as becoming part of the city’s jurisdiction and urban development pattern since the 
original BVCP.  

The earliest versions of the BVCP were drafted amidst an active discussion about the importance of 
linking development with the extension of city services, and development plans for Gunbarrel were at 
the center of that debate (See Attachment).7  The city’s capital improvement plans at that time were 
developed based on the expectation that residents of those areas would ultimately share equitably in 
supporting the full range of urban services the city provides to its citizens, and which are not offered by 
the county (e.g., libraries, recreation facilities and fire protection). Lacking property and sales and use 
tax revenue from the residents of Gunbarrel the city did not carry out those early plans for park and 
other city-supported services in the Gunbarrel area. 

It is also important to consider the Twin Lakes parcels in the broader context of open space protection 
within the planning area. Large and successful city and county preservation programs protect vast areas 
of open space across Boulder Valley. However, in keeping with the BVCP’s vision to achieve a compact, 
deliberate development pattern, relatively small portions of the planning area are designated to 
accommodate future development. For those parcels, careful site design holds the potential to 
incorporate open space values when and if development does occur (e.g., by pursuing clustering of 
structures, and minimizing or avoiding development on portions of the property that can best serve as 
natural buffers or connectors with surrounding open spaces).  

 

 
                                                           
4 Cornett, Linda, “Gunbarrel Area Voters Reject Annexation,” Boulder Daily Camera, November 2, 1978.  
5 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, Revised 1981. Boulder Valley Comp Plan Map. Note that a neighborhood 
park was shown on the eastern edge of the Red Fox Hills development in the 1981 BVCP map. 
6 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, Revised 1978, Service Area Map, Exhibit 3.D.1. following p. 52.  
7 August 8, 1978 memorandum from City of Boulder staff to City Council provides a summary of these issues. This 
memorandum is attached as an appendix. 
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Topic 2: Clarification of the role of Article 7-1308 of the Boulder County Land Use Code, and whether it 
would be necessary for POSAC or Planning Commission to review a transfer of land from Boulder 
Valley School District for use in the proposed affordable housing development 

County staff finds that Article 7-1308 of the Boulder County Land Use Code does not apply to the 
situation that exists with the Twin Lakes parcel owned by the Boulder Valley School District (BVSD). 
County staff interprets Section 7-1308 of the Boulder County Land Use Code to only apply if, under 7-
1301, the dedication on the plat is deeded to Boulder County, and not to the school district.  Here, the 
dedication and deed were made to, and accepted by, BVSD, so Boulder County would not have a 
regulatory role in the sale of the property.  

Section 7-1308 does not explicitly state that it is limited to situations in which the dedication and deed 
were made to the county. However, the condition is implied, as it would only be possible for the county 
to sell land which it owns. This interpretation is supported by the language in 7-1301.B which says that, 
in the case of a school district, the school district “may request that the Board sell the land.”  The Board 
can’t sell the land if, as in the Twin Lakes example, it was conveyed to BVSD 50 years ago.  Also, even if 
the Board (county) did own this land, there is no potential role for the county to play unless and until 
BVSD makes a request that the Board sell the land. In the current situation, BVSD is free to sell its land 
without any involvement by the county. 

For context, a summary of key elements of Article 7-1300 of the Boulder County Land Use Code follows.  

Article 7-1300 of the Boulder County Land Use Code allows the BOCC to require the dedication of land 
within a development that is deemed necessary to serve the residents of the proposed subdivision.  In 
lieu of dedication of sites and land areas, the BOCC, after review by the Planning Commission and with 
advice from the potential receiving party (i.e. BVSD), may require payment of a sum of money not to 
exceed the full market value of the land. 

7-1301 says that all dedicated lands shall be designated on the final plat as outlots.  Outlots are to be 
deeded to the county or other appropriate agency at the time of recordation of the final plat (which is 
supposed to reflect to whom it is dedicated). 

7-1304 is titled “Required School Dedications” and requires the dedication of 750 square feet of land per 
dwelling unit for single family residences and 500 square feet per dwelling unit for multifamily 
residences, “or other reasonable criteria approved by the specific school district and passed by 
Resolution of the BOCC.”  Dedications to school districts shall be a condition of approval by both the 
Planning Commission and the BOCC. 

7-1304.A.2 says that when, “after recommendation by the appropriate school district, dedication of all 
or portions of the required school lands is not deemed feasible or in the public interest,” the school 
district may recommend to the BOCC that there be a guarantee of future land dedication (developer is 
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required to submit a letter guaranteeing a future dedication to the school district) or cash-in-lieu of 
land.  

7-1307 describes the cash-in-lieu option.  The applicant (developer), at the option of the BOCC after 
advice from the potential receiving body, may pay the county cash-in-lieu of a land dedication “where 
the dedication is unacceptable.” 

7-1308 is titled “Release of Land or Cash” and says that, after final approval of a subdivision plat and 
receipt of dedications, the Board shall give written notification to the appropriate school districts and 
local government entities.  After such notice, a school district or local government entity may request 
the dedication for a use authorized by this section; or, after review by the Board, the lands will be 
transferred to the appropriate school district or local governmental entity. 

7-1308.B says that, in the case of a school site, if, after completion of the platting, it is determined the 
receiving body no longer finds a need for such land, the school district may request that the Board sell 
the land.  In such an instance, prior to the sale, both the Planning Commission and POSAC shall review 
the action (§ 7-1308.B.1).  If the county sells the land, all moneys paid to the county for the sale shall be 
held by the Board to be used for the acquisition of other lands for schools, development of land for park 
purposes, or growth-related planning functions by school districts for educational purposes. Funds may 
be released to the appropriate school district if the Board finds that the proposed use of the funds is 
compatible with the cash-in-lieu payment or sale of the land. 

 

Topic 3: If the (Twin Lakes) properties are annexed into the city, will that enable the city to forcibly 
annex the neighboring residential neighborhoods? 

No.  The Twin Lakes annexation does not create an enclave of any properties.  The city can only 
unilaterally annex properties that have been completely surrounded by city boundaries for three years 
(defined as an “enclave”).  A boundary that consists solely of a right-of-way cannot create an enclave.   

Generally speaking, statues require annexations to be voluntary by the land owner filing a petition 
requesting to be annexed, except where the enclave rule applies (C.R.S. § 31-12-107). The only instance 
where unilateral annexation is allowed is when unincorporated areas are entirely contained with the 
boundaries of the municipality for at least three years (C.R.S. § 31-12-106). The BVCP has a long standing 
policy to “actively pursue annexation of county enclaves, Area II properties along the western boundary, 
and other fully developed Area II properties.” (BVCP 1.24.b Annexation).  While the residential 
neighborhoods surrounding the Twin Lakes properties are in Area II, they do not meet the conditions 
under which the city would actively pursue annexation.  Also, in recognition of the long history around 
annexation in Gunbarrel and lack of interest of unincorporated neighborhoods in annexation, the city 
and county adopted policy language specific to the area in the BVCP which states: 
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BVCP Policy 1.24 Annexation:  h) The Gunbarrel Subcommunity is unique because the majority of 
residents live in the unincorporated area and because of the shared jurisdiction for planning and service 
provision among the county, the city, the Gunbarrel Public Improvement District and other special 
districts. Although interest in voluntary annexation has been limited, the city and county continue to 
support the eventual annexation of Gunbarrel. If resident interest in annexation does occur in the 
future, the city and county will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents. 

State Statutes 

C.R.S. § 31-12-106 Annexation of Enclaves, Partly Surrounded Land, and Municipally-Owned Lands  

“When an unincorporated area has been entirely contained within the boundaries of a municipality for 
at least three years, the municipality may annex the property by ordinance without regard to the 
eligibility requirements in C.R.S. § 31-12-104, the limitations in C.R.S. § 31-12-105, or the hearing 
requirements of C.R.S. § 31-12-109.”8 

 C.R.S. § 31-12-107 Petitions for Annexation and Annexation Elections 

“Except for the unilateral municipal annexation authority described in the preceding section, all 
annexations must be requested by the owners of land that is eligible under the general annexation 
criteria. The statute provides two alternative procedures by which annexation may be accomplished:  

(1) landowner petition [more than 50% of the landowners owning more than 50% of an area 
eligible for annexation, excluding streets and alleys]; and  

(2) annexation election [may be submitted by electors who are residents and landowners in an 
area eligible for annexation…the petition must be signed by at least 75 qualified electors or 10% 
of the qualified electors in the affected area, whichever is less].9 

 

                                                           
8 Elliott, Donald L. Esq., General Editor  Colorado Land Planning and Development Law, Seventh Ed. 2006. . pg. 193. 
9 Ibid. Pp. 193 – 195. 
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FROM:
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August I, 1978

City Council

Ed Gawf and Chris Cares, Planning Departrnent

Gunbarrel Annexation Study Session

i INTRODUCTION

.0n August I,1978, the City Council wÍll be considering the Gunbarrel
area in a-study session. At this rneeting, the main focui wilí be on the
areas of Gunbarrel whÍch are designated ãs residentiai on the ComprehensivePlan. Areas being considered for-annexation at this tirne will-ue'¿eiðiioeã,
current cost/revenue projections for annexing the Gunbarrel area wil'! bepresented, and the City Council will be askeð to reconmend continring õñthe tin¡e schedule contained in this næmo.

.The study session conìes as a result of a previous study session, held
on September 27, 1977, on annexations. At that ineeting, annelations in
Area IIA were described as ptlying a! important role iñ-imÈtãrãnting theBoulder vaììey Comprehensive PTanl The bity Council identifi¿¡ thrãe areasfor maior annexation efforts in the. next_yeãr and directed tfre-pfànñing 

---
Department.to begin workinE in North Bouläer innndiateiy. A iarge areã ofNorth Boulder u,as recently annexed following a positive-vote by óropertyowners in the district. Îhe staff now propõsàs'io briñg inã õú"ttion of
annexation of the Gunbarrel residential'areas to a simiÍar vodã.

II. HISTORY

The history 9f !l,e Gunbarrel area is, by now, probably quite familiarto alì rËnùers of the_Ci.ty Council. However, á short'chronoiody of dates
and agreements is included here as a referenðe.

The Gunbarrel area was established with the direct assistance of theCity of Boulder. This relationship between the two entities was formalized
under a contract between the City of Boulder and the Boulder Valley l,Jatei
and Sanitation District (BVl.iSD), providing for water and sewer seriice toresidentíal, corunercial and industrial usãs within the District. The first
Ordinance (#2684), approved in June,.l963, states that, "It is-tte desireof the City and of the Distributor that the Distributoi's service area be
annexed to the City of Boulder as soon as practicable after the area, or
any part thereof, becomes eligible for annexation.,, In addition, thé
contract provided that a user rithin the BVIISD service area must cormit,
"l'lhen his land is eligible to join in any petition for innàxaiìon and shall
9o gll things reasonably necesiary, including voting in favor of annàxation,to insure that the user's land will be annexãd when-eligible.,,

The annexation of the Gunbarrel area did not occur according to the
tfnetable that was originally anticipated. During 1974 and 1975, ihe
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l4erp to City Counci'l - 8/8/78
Gunbarrel Annexation Study Session -2-

Planning Board and CÍty Council discussed several possible annexation
routes to Gunbarrel, and approved the route through City-owned open space
as the one that would best accompl'ish tire C'ity objective of placing itself
in a position to annex the area. In 1975, a series of rBetings yras held
wÍth the Gunbarrel Citizens Advisory Committee concerning annexation and
the services to be provided upon annexation. Fol'!owing these reetings,
residents of Gunbarre'l rere polled concerning annexation. An overwhelm-
ïng majority (87T" of the residents voting) responded that they did not
want to be part of the City at that time.

In November, 1975,, the City Counc'il approved a resolution declaring
the City policy conc,erning Gunbarr"el . The Resolution (#197) read:

Section T. The best interests of the Boulder Valtey and the
City õffii6r are not served by the creation of addìtional in-
cor"porated cities or quasi-municipa! entities r+ithin the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan area

Section 2. The City must extend its boundaries to be in a
positJõÏTõ an'nex the area known as Gunbareì when and if circum-
stances are appropriate.

During 1976, the City Council proceeded to annex City-owned open
space along the western and northern boundary of the Boulder Valley. In
1977, the City Council approved a series of annexations which took in the
industrial and cormrcial properties in Gunbarrel. These annexations
placed the City in a position where the contiguity was established to per-
mit annexations of residential areas in Gunbarrel.

III. AREA PROPOSED FOR AN ANNEXATiON ELECTION

The map on page 4 shows the Gunbarrel area. The existing City limits
are shown, and the Area IIA line from the Comprehensive Plan is clearly
marked. The map shows that much of the remaining unannexed Gunbarrel area
ia =!-¡r¡.|rr r! ¡å¡a¡l i-*^ -^p.iJ^ñai'l la*¡ lJra nri¡ç e.'h¡|irricianc :nal) qllçq|JJ PlOLLgu lllLU lEÐlt¡EllLlq¡ lU9Þ¡ lrrs llÍ¡Jvl Juvuilrr¡\ir¡ri r¡ag

labeled on the map.

trn addition to tl,re developed or partía11y developed residential areas,
there are seven major undeveloped properties that must be considered in any
annexation discussions. These developnnnts, r{ith their expected nunùer of
units are: I)lhe ljqr:stead (Bilt Lanning),94 units¡ 2) the trlilìows (Larry
Robinson), e3i-Aï?ì tçh) HeatÈerwood 7th Éiiing (t{ood-Bróthers Hones),-32
units; 4) Jay RõãifTDon Unkefer),95 units; 5) Red Fox Hills (Bill Carran),
approximately tOg unitst 6) Habitat, tl00 unitsl and,7) Fountain Greens,
541 units. The developrents are all shown on the map.

In order to ho'ld an annexation election, the nequirernnts of the
State Annexation Statutes (C.R.S. .l973, Sections 3'i-¡2-f0¡ through 31-i?'i??j
must be followed. In addition to the requirenent that an area have
one-sixth contiguity with the annexing munÍcipality befone annexation can
take place, there are other significant provisions in the law.
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These include limitations on who can sign the petition calling for
an election ("qualified electors"), the nunòer of signatures that are re-
quired to call an election (the lesser of 75 qualified electors or t0% sf
these electors), and a restriction on who can vote in the elect'ion (proper-
ty owners). The law has strict requirernnts for public notice, a public
hearing, and the conduct of the election; the resu'lt of these regulations
is that a considerable amount of lead tire is needed to set up an election
and a strict tirætable must be followed.

Another significant provision in the annexation law states that no
land held in identical ownership comprising twenty acres or more, which
together with improvemnts thereon has a valuation in excess of two hundred
thousand dollars, shall be included in an election without the written con-
sent of the owners. There are three propérties in Gunbarrel--Habitat,
Fountain Greens, and the Country Club, which exceed these requirernents and
their inclusion in the annexation area will depend on the consent of the
owners.

It is important to understand the general requirerents of the State
annexatiôn law and the patterns of ownership in Gunbarrel to consider the
options available in setting up an annexation eJection. Basically, there
are two alternative annexation areas that should be considered. One possi-
ble annexation district could be described to ir¡clude the developed resi-
dential area, including the Boulder Country Club, and FountaÍn Greens and
Habitat if they indicate a willingness to be included" This annexation area is
shown on the map on page 5 as Option l. An alternative approach would be
to hold an annexation elect{on withln all of the 2A Area of Gunbarrel.
Such an election would involve all of the developed propertíes and would
also lnclude the five properties with developnent plans that are approved
or partially approved in Boulder County. This alternative is mapped on
page 6 , labeled 0ption 2.

A. 0ption #l

Option I would permit the annexation question to be decided by
property owners with, for the nost part, deveìoped properties. The annexa-
tion area would incìude all of the major existing developrnents in Gunbarrel
except Fountain Greens and Habitat, and we would expect the outcom of the
election to reflect sentirent in the predominantly owner-occupied area.
Each property owner wou'ld have one vote. It is expected that at sore
time subsequent to the election, the City would begin contacting property
owners not included in the election to request their annexation.

The principal advantage to Option #l would be that the outcorne
of the election would be clearcut, it woutd be less likely to be subiected
to chat'lenges by developers concerned with protecting County-approved
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Memo to City Council - 8/8/78
Gunbarrel Annexatíon Study Sessìon -7-

developnen! rights. However, this approach might permit the developnnnt
of a cgrtain nunöer of units o¡.¡tsÍde of City Giowth ¡-tmttation Ordiirance
restrictions and it will require additional processing tÍne to approach
individual owners at a later date. It would.not insuie the compiäte
annexation of Area 2A as was anticipated wÍthin the original three-year
tinn period contained in the Comprehensive plan.

B. 0ption #2

A second approach would be to inciude alt of Area 2A, with
the exception of Habitat and Fountain Greens, in the annexation eiection"
In such an election, the five approved but undeveìoped residential pro-
perties would have only as many votes as there are property owners(partners), and the arôa wouìd-be annexed if it is lhe'majörity senti-rBnt. The advantage to this approach is clear -- it brings abôut a
large-scale annexation in a single action, if the vote is positive.

The difficulty with this approach is that it increases the
risk of lÍtÍgation regarding the vatidity of the annexation. Unfortun-
ately, the risk of chalienges is difficult to evaiuate, but the possible
iirB delays deserve careful attention in evaluating the two etection area
options.

C. Conclusion

The Planning lÞpartnent has attempted to give a balanced pre-
sentation of the two options availab'te for describing-the election area.
l,le would reconmend that 0ptian #2 be chosen by the City council. bje
beìieve that it will provide a decision regarding the ãnnexation question
ih a manner which is most efficient from the standpoint of the Cidy, andwill allow for a timely reso'lution of the annexation question by rósidents
of the area.

IV. GUNBARREL REVENUE/EXPENDITURE ANALYSIS

In FebruarY, I977, the Cíty CouncÌl considered the fiscal implica-
tions of annexing Gunbamel. At that meting, the staff presented a series
of scenarios showing projections of what Gunbarrel revenues and expendi-
tures would be under alternative sets of assumptions. The staff has revised
these projections to include the addìtional information that is now avail-
able following annexation of the Índustrial and commercial areas. In 1977,
we were dealing with projections of revenues and expend'itunes; we aì^e now
prepared to suppTement our analysis with the findings of the past year.

The scenario that is attached to this næmo on page 9 includes the
current known revenues from the industrial and cormercial areas. It is
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based on the assumption that the nesidential area of Gunbarnel wiìl be
annexed Ín 1978 and, consequentìy, we will begin to receive property
taxes from this area Ín 1980. The property taxes from the industrial and
conmrcial areas will begin to accrue in 1979, while sales and use taxes
from these areas begin inrnediately upon annexation.

The scenario rlas developed in the sam way as the t977 projections
and is presented in the sarn format. The rate of asswned residential
developmnt was revised downward (from 150 new units per year to 75 units
per year) to take into account the effect of the Growth Lìmitation ordi-
Rance on new units being deve'ioped ìn the City. Current estimates of saTes
and use tax revenues are based in part on contacts with major cormercial
and industrial users in the Gunbarrel area, but beyond 1981 assumptions
about revenues have been made.

The scenario shows a large gain in revenues from Gunbarrel, pFi
marily because of new developnrent in the industrial area. However, the
proposed annexation of the residential area requires expenditures which
begin to offset the revenues currently being received. The most important
assumption underlying the "Expenditures" section of the scenario concerns
the work program that is proposed. It is essentially the sanrs program
that was reviewed by the City council in 1977 at the study sesslon, and
ras included in the 1978 and 1979 six-year Capital Improvement Plans. Sorne
of the projected City expenditures are for services that will be needed to
serve only the cormrcial and industrial areas that are a'lready in the City.
These expenditures are, in effect, previous commitments. Other expenditures
are projected if the annexation of the residential area occurs. These
expenditures would not occur wíthout a positive vote by the residents tojoin the City.

The work program for Gunbarrel called for certain T¡rmdlate servlces
to the corrnercial and industrial area which began with annexation last year"
These included fire, police, street maintenance, and building code enforce-
ænt. These sanìe seryices will begin upon annexation of the residential
area. In additior, the following services and improvements have been pro-
gramrned for Gunbarrel to follow the annexation of the residential area:

Services and 0perational Expenses Capital Improverænts

lþmo to City Council - e/8/78
Gunbarrel Annexation Stdy Session

9,.11 --{--t ^Ã-+-^lru I I qtr tiltq I LL'r¡ùr r., r

Full panks maintenance
Library service
Vouth service workers
Recreation services
Building maintenance

Ê -^-^ a--Lir-r¡Lr E Pq¡ N

Cormunity park
tlul ti -purpose bui I din

construction, inclu
library facílities

Additional police car

-8-

g
d I nar

The major change in the work pnognam is that, given the current and
ant'icipated revenue pos'ítion of the City, sone of the Gunbarrel pnograms
have been expanded. For example, while the Heathervood five-acre park is
stilT Íncluded, a n'conmunity park",which was shown on the Comprehensive
PIan and the Parks and Recreation I'laster Plan, has been substituted for
the Habitat park shown in the previous scenarÍo. Similar'ly, the size of
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SCENARIO rII (nevised)

FÏNANCIAL DATA:

Beginníng Balance

ADD: Revenues

SUBTRACT: E:çenditures
Ending Balance

r977

310,857

343,9O0

(33,043)

1978

(33,943¡

581,711

382,239

166,430

L979

166,430

L,244,536

L r]-4g,L'15

26L,79L

1980

26L,79L

L r3LO,432

L,4L5 J76
1,56,447

19BL

L56 t447

I ,400, 597

L,49o,062

66,972

1981:

SERVICES:

L9772 Build Fire Stat,Lon, purchase police car.

1978: (Co¡unercial and industrial area only) Police, Fire, Street, Maintenance,
budgets.

Code Enforcernent picked up withl_n exist,ing

L979 z (IncLude residential.) Políce, Fire, Streets,
acquire conmunity park land

Code Enforcenent, Animal ControLr Heatherwood S-acre park inprovement,

1980: Increased Police, Develop Conununity Park, rnaintenance for five acre park.

Larger multi-pur¡nse buílding and one-half year operations, Maintenance for Conrnunity park,

ASSUMPTTONS:

No ¡nrk fees

75 housíng units built each year

ftre scenario is based on the inclusion of
the developed properties in Gunbarrel.

I(o
I

(Revised Aug. f978)
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I'lerp to City Council - B/g/7A
Gunbarrel Annexation Study Session

V. CONDITIONS OF ANN EXATION

-t 0-

the rn¡iti-purpose building has-been.enlarged, street maintenance programs
have been increased, the animal cont,rol piogram nai ueÀn Àiôã,iã.¿, andadditìonal code enfoncer¡ent Ís projected" itrÀ effect of ¡¡råiã-inð"Àiseswould be to ensure that the Gunbariet area ii-Urought up io-iùll serviceIevels rather than getting minimat prográns in-ttrÀ-initiai-yàãrs toltowingannexati on .

A second change in the work program also becornes possible afterreviewing-the current scenario nunùers] rhis ènang. *õuiã-;move up',several of the projects, the intent being to oiing-ihã irãu lõ'futt ser-vice levels as rapidly as-possible. rne-siiri coñsldered the work program
l,.ot the standpoint of which services are-nãe¿ed most aña coñcluded thatthe two parks could be_conpleted eartier, giveñ curent revenue estimates.Not.on'ly would the earlier construction éei tt'à facilitiei i;Io use morerapidly, but_because of current rates of-inflation, the wort will be lessexpensÍve. FOr thiS reason" the scenario char¡e iho n¡pt¡c nnaia¡ie i^
teTe and te80 rarher rhan iñ lggr_qr¡-iéãzl'-õi*ii;.ü,ìhã' ;ü;;;:pu.por.building would be constructed in lggl

The staff recormends that_the City CouncÌl approve the work program
as shown Ín the scenario. l{e believe thãt this paciräge or sÀrvices witlbrlng"Gunbarrel up to city standards, and ai sñown in"irre prõjå.tionl, theexpenditures neces¡ary tqr complete the program will ¡e oifiei"¡V antióipàie¿revenues through the projected tïrB periodl

The staff is not proposing conditions as part of the annexationof the residential area of GunbaFrel at this timä. This ipp.óã.h woulddiffer from that used in North Boulder where there was a.series of condi-
lio!: pìaced on the annexation. The difference between the tùã areas liesin the level of developrent that currently eriits. Hhile North Boulder didnot. have. improved streets and sewer and wáter se-rvicã, eunuã"rËr-rrãi-oevðiðpe¿with-such improverents. under the provisioñs ói inã-oriõñ;t'evg!D-aõ.¿ãññ¡;the city of Boutder has reviewed thà subdivis'lon pla+,s.ñ¿ J"oãlopneni ti;;-.for.Gunbarret pliqr to approvar by rhe counry. cönsequÀüilil'ine'irp.oue,,eñtsthat exist' including streets, sewer and watär lines,'ilôõ4"ðoñtrol änd drain-age installations, and the widths of the various de¿ícatãã-puUïic rtõfris-ôi-way, have been previousìy reviewed and approved by the ciiy'5iårr.

. The question of park fees. 1¡ a subject that the City Council may wìshto address on Tuesday_n!ght, qnd that the-staff wili'be p"Ëpã.ã¿ to discuss.
Park fees are a normal City of Boulder development requilemänt-tnat the
Council.may wish to considór as a possibte coi¡dition tò uã inðlu¿ea in the
annexation election. The current park fees for singìe-family-tones are
$145.00 per unit. In Gunbarrel , !1,. orisiñal-àvwso-.g"eãttpnî äid not con-tain a provision-for qgqk fees. In fact] in t963 at ihe tim ihe agreementras signed, the City did not charge park fees.
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I'lerp to City Council - 8/8/78
Gunbarrel Annexation Study Session -ï l -

Conmunity developrcnt fees were not assessed to the industrial and
commerciaì lands in Gunbarrel. Because park fees were not included in the
original agreerent and were not charged for the previous Gunbarrel annexa-
tions, we have not included these fees as a recolnrnnded condition for
annexation at this tirn. 0f course, park fees and a'll other applicable
in-City developrænt fees would be charged for new units obtaining bui'lding
permits in Boulder after the date of annexation.

The BVI{SD has contacted the City on several occasions concerning the
possible dissolution of the District and take-over by the City. The request
is that after the District is dissolved, the City would retire the remaining
$302,370 of bonded indebtedness of the District. This subject is addressed
in Doug Smith's menp on page 14.

The staff believes that this question shouid be considered following
the annexation election. If the elect'ion vote is positive, we would recom-
rænd that the City, with the support of the Board of Directors of the District,
petition the District Court for a dissolution election. Provided that annexa-
tion occurs, we would recomrænd that the mill levy for the Ðistrict be elimi-
nated, and that the City assume all dutÍes and responsibilities of the District.

Although the staff is recorrnending against imposing conditions on
residents to be included in the annexation election, it must be recognized
that the City is stating its intent to perform a work program that will
becone, in effect, Boulder's part of the annexation agreement. The Citi will
be assuming responsibility for performing services in the Gunbarrel area
and will be expected to complete construction of the capital improvements
projects proposed for Gunbarrel according to the work schedule contained in
the s.cenario. The only factor that would alter this is.if revenues fall
signíficant'ly below the projections contained in the scenario¡ then Council
may wish to reevaluate the timing of the work program. tle believe that the
work program is fair and realistic, that it can be accomplished as shown.

VI. THT SCHTDULE

The staff has prepared a tentatïve schedule for conducting an annexation
election in Gunbamel. Although the schedule may be changed, many of the
dates are relatively inflexible because of the requirenBnts contained in
the Coiorado annexation statutes. Our purpose is to hold the annexation
election and corplete the annexation process by the end of the year. In so
doÍng, the City would avoid incurring service obligations in 1979 when pro-
perty tax revenues would not begin until 1981. By completing this process
this year, we couid receive property tax revenues in 1980.
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l',lemo to City Council - 8/8/7e
Guhbarrel Annexation Study Session -12-

ÊUNBARREL ANNEXATION SCHEDULE

August l5 (Reguïar City Council ileeting)- Consider resolution setting public
heari ng

0r
August 22

or (CÍty Council Special lleeting)-
August 29

Septenôer 6, 7, ll, 13, 14

0ctober 3 (Regutar City Council i,leetÍng)-

November'! (!{ednesdar,)

November 7 (Regular City Council ileeting)

November 2l

Decenùer 20

To consider resolution setting
public hearing

Alternative dates for large pubiie
reetings in Gunbarrel

Public hearing and designation of
election date and commissioners

trl a¡'F i an ¡l ¡ tnL¡E9VrVtr gq9g

- Election results in, and Ordinance
approved on First Reading

Second ReadinE of Ordinance

30-day waiting per'lod ãnds and
annexation is final

VI I " CONCLUSIOI{

In surmary, the staff would like to seek Council direction on bring-
ing the question of annexation of the Gunbarrel residential area to a vote
of the property ov{ners'in the area. Specifically, the staff asks that the
City Council respond to the following questions:

t ) Should the staff prepare and have circu'lated petitions for an annexation
-t -^À:-- f-.- rL- -.--- -L^"._ __ _- _- I l^^L:^_ â\âErsuLruf¡ rur Lnc óred 5f¡uwft un pdge o \uptlon ¿rf

The staff recormends that the annexation election be held
within the boundaries shown on page 6.

2) Is the City Council witting to corrnit to the provision and timing of
services, both capital and operational, as shown in the scenario on
page 9?

The staff is reconænding that the work program be approved and that
construction be planned according to the timetable shown in the
scenario, provided annexation of the residential area occurs.
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Itlemo to Cíty Council - 8/8/78
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3) Should the City of Boulder, with concur!"ence of the Boulder Valley
l,Jater and Sanitation District Board of Directors, agree to dissoìve
the BVI'ISD and pay off the existing bonded indebtedness that exists
over and above cash reserves of the Distr'!ct?

The staff is recommending that the District be dissolved,
provided that annexation occurs.

4) Is the schedule as proposed on page 12 of this merp acceptable to
the City Council?

The staff reconnends that this schedule be approved.

-1 3-
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ctrY crF BCIULÞEF|, CclLClFIAtr!trl o3cle

ilE l.l0RAllDUtt

a
I

a

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

" 
;i, T ï ::"i:l i, ii"" 46**t

Boulder Valìey l{ater and Sanitation District -- Possibìe
Di ssoì uti on

DATE: August 3, 1978

In response to inquiries from the BVIISD concerning possible.dissolution
õi tte'District ãñã taie-over by the City, I have-prepared_the following
response. DÍssolution of speciâl districts is controlled by state
;tãiriãa (CnS 32-1601) tnat'specifically addresses that issue. Gener-

ãift;-tñe'ótit"i.t Coúrt must authorize-an election after hearing suf-.
iic-iánt evidence-that díssolution shou]d be considered. In our case the
Ciiy-wóuid have to assure the Courts that sufficient monies would be es-
iroie¿ to retire the outstanding bonded indebtedness of the District
and that the C.ity iou'ld assume ã11 services the District ras providing.

In our specific instance the city uould make as. a condition of annexation
ihe dissbìution of the District änd guarantee the funds in escrow to pro-
viãe tor this aciÍon. 

- If the annexalion was successful, the CiU would
peiitton the Court for an eìection for dissolution providing Èufficient
monies for the retirement of their bonded indebtedness ($302,370 as of
lOilltl1l. After-ine-ãiection for riissoiution ihe Couri wouìd stipuìate
tf¡ä 

'sct¡å¿u1e for the actual dissolution and arrange.for the_future em-

pfõy'ùa õr-any oiitriði-empioiããi.- ihe milt lçyÍ.(cumentl.y 5.0 milts)
lóùi¿-¡e e'limi-naieã anri the'Ciiy wou'ld assume aÌl-duties and respons'!- 

.

uiitti.i of the óiitrict. The itater and Sewer Utitities have sufficient
monies in their iespective fund balances to escrow the money for the out-
standing bonded indebtedness.

DGS/
cc:

pjf
Andy Hoì I ar
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