CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA
? |  DATE:
January 20, 2026
\»op Bo\,&/ TIME: 6:00 PM
PLACE: Hybrid Meeting

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. The February 25, 2025 Draft Planning Board Meeting Minutes are scheduled for approval.
B. The April 15, 2025 Draft Planning Board Meeting Minutes are scheduled for approval.
C. The May 6, 2025 Draft Planning Board Meeting Minutes are scheduled for approval.

4. CALL UP ITEMS
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. Consideration of a motion to approve the list of community change requests to be
considered during the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan update.

B. Consideration of a motion to determine if there is sufficient community need as defined in
the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to warrant further consideration of a Service Area
Expansion Plan for the Area III-Planning Reserve.

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

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT

For more information call (303) 441-1880. Board packets are available after 4 p.m. Friday prior to the meeting, online at www.bouldercolorado.gov.
* %% SEE REVERSED SIDE FOR MEETING GUIDELINES * * *



http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD
VIRTUAL AND HYBRID MEETING GUIDELINES

These guidelines apply to electronic meetings and hybrid meetings. Hybrid meetings permit simultaneous in-person and electronic
participation.

CALL TO ORDER
The Board must have a quorum (four members present) before the meeting can be called to order.

AGENDA
The Board may rearrange the order of the agenda or delete items for good cause. The Board may not add items requiring public notice.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public is welcome to address the Board (3 minutes* maximum per speaker) during the Public Participation portion of the meeting regarding
any item not scheduled for a public hearing. The only items scheduled for a public hearing are those listed under the category PUBLIC HEARING
ITEMS on the Agenda. Any exhibits introduced into the record must be provided to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and
admission into the record via email 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting time.

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS
Discussion and study session items do not require motions of approval or recommendation.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A Public Hearing item requires a motion and a vote. The general format for hearing of an action item is as follows:

1. Presentations
e  Staff presentation (10 minutes maximum®*).
e Applicant presentation (15-minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided to the
Board Secretary by email, no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting time, for distribution to the Board and
admission into the record.
e  Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only.

2. Public Hearing
Each speaker will be allowed an oral presentation of up to three minutes*. Three or more people may pool their allotted time so one
speaker can speak for five minutes*. To pool time, all the people pooling time must be present in-person in the physical meeting room
or present electronically when the spokesperson is called to speak. Speakers with pooled time must identify the people they are pooling
time with by first and last name when called upon to speak, so they can be called upon to confirm their presence and willingness to pool
their speaking time.

e  Speakers should introduce themselves, giving name and address. If officially representing a person, entity, group,
homeowners' association, etc., please state that for the record as well.

e  The board requests that, prior to offering testimony, the speaker disclose any financial or business relationship with the
applicant, the project, or neighbors. This includes any paid compensation. It would also be helpful if the speaker disclosed any
membership or affiliation that would affect their testimony.

e  Speakers are requested not to repeat items addressed by previous speakers other than to express points of agreement or
disagreement. Refrain from reading long documents and summarize comments wherever possible. Documents and other
physical evidence must be submitted via email 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting to become a part of the official
record.

e Speakers should address the applicable Land Use Code criteria and, if possible, reference the criteria that the Board uses to
decide a case.

e  Any exhibits intended to be introduced into the record at the hearing must be emailed to the Secretary for distribution to
the Board and admission into the record 24 hours prior to the meeting.

e  (Citizens can email correspondence to the Planning Board and staff at boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov, up to 24
hours prior to the Planning Board meeting, to be included as a part of the record.

e Applicants under Title 9, B.R.C. 1981, will be provided the opportunity to speak for up to 3 minutes* prior to the close of
the public hearing. The board chair may allow additional time.

3. Board Action

e  Board motion. Motions may take any number of forms. With regard to a specific development proposal, the motion generally
is to either approve the project (with or without conditions), to deny it, or to continue the matter to a date certain (generally in
order to obtain additional information).

e Board discussion. This is undertaken entirely by members of the Board. The applicant, members of the public or city staff
participate only if called upon by the Chair.

e  Board action (the vote). An affirmative vote of at least four members of the Board is required to pass a motion approving any
action. If the vote taken results in either a tie, a vote of three to two, or a vote of three to one in favor of approval, the applicant
shall be automatically allowed a rehearing upon requesting the same in writing within seven days.

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY
Any Planning Board member, the Planning Director, or the City Attorney may introduce before the Board matters which are not included in the
formal agenda.

ADJOURNMENT
The Board's goal is that regular meetings adjourn by 10:30 p.m. and that study sessions adjourn by 10:00 p.m. New agenda items will generally not


mailto:boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov

be commenced after 10:00 p.m.

VIRTUAL MEETINGS

For Virtual Meeting Guidelines, refer to https://bouldercolorado.gov/government/board-commission/planning-board page for the approved Planning Board
Participation Rule for Electronic and Hybrid Hearings.

*The Chair may lengthen or shorten the time allotted as appropriate. If the allotted time is exceeded, the Chair may request that the speaker conclude his or her
comments


https://bouldercolorado.gov/government/board-commission/planning-board

Accessibility Notice:

The City of Boulder has provided this information as a
public service and offers no guarantees or warranties,
expressed or implied, as to the accuracy and/or
completeness of the information contained herein. The
City of Boulder makes no warranties about the
information provided by a third party, to the fullest
extent permitted by applicable law.

Since the document 1s provided by a third party, and
contains complex information, this document may not
be accessible for all users of assistive technology. For
alternate formats or accommodations, please visit
Accessibility | City of Boulder or contact
accessibility@bouldercolorado.gov.



https://bouldercolorado.gov/services/accessibility

CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
February 25, 2025
Hybrid Meeting

A permanent set of these minutes and an audio 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:
Laura Kaplan, Vice Chair

Kurt Nordback

ml Robles (virtual)

Mark Mclntyre

Claudia Hanson Thiem

Jorge Boone, Chair (virtual)

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Mason Roberts

STAFF PRESENT:

Lisa Houde, Principal Planner

Chris Hagelin, Transportation Principal Project Manager
Sam Bromberg, Access Services Senior Project Manage
Charles Ferro, Development Review Senior Manager
Thomas Remke, Senior Operations Specialist

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair, M. Mclntyre, declared a quorum at 6:00 p.m. and the following business was conducted.

2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In Person: Nobody spoke.
Virtual: Lynn Segal

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

A. The January 7, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.
K. Nordback made a motion seconded by M. Mclntyre to approve the January 7, 2025 Draft
Planning Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 6-0. Motion passed.

B. The January 21, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.
K. Nordback made a motion seconded by M. Mclntyre to approve the January 21, 2025 Draft
Planning Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 6-0. Motion passed.

C. The January 28, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.


https://webmail.bouldercolorado.gov/owa/redir.aspx?C=I5NO4b26akWhgmZpN9k_L3ln-0EqYNAIb3BQVECXatq4pRtRPkpbxOOxLA_bEvetV-NSpTIFrBA.&URL=http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

K. Nordback made a motion seconded by M. Mclntyre to approve the January 28, 2025 Draft
Planning Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 5-0 (ml Robles abstained due to absence at
January 28, 2025 meeting). Motion passed.

4. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY

A. Project Update on Access Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS): Code and Policy
Enhancement

Staff Presentation: [.isa Houde and Chris Hagelin presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: Lisa Houde and Chris Hagelin answered questions from the board.

Board Discussion:

Key Issue #1: Does Planning Board support staff’s recommendations related to maximum
parking requirements, bicycle parking, shared parking, and electric vehicle charging?

Key Issue #2: Does Planning Board support the general approach to the design of the
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance for new developments, particularly
relating to staff’s recommendation on the use of financial guarantees as the mechanism of
funding tenatnt TDM programs, and utilization of a three-tiered approach with specified
exemptions?

Key Issue #3: Does Planning Board support staff’s recommended on-street parking management
strategies?

The board responded to questions presented by staff and offered their feedback on the project.

(02:07:10) M. Mclntyre stated that the city should ensure that all parking is consciously priced,
even when free, and use parking policy as a consistent tool across public, on-street, and
neighborhood contexts. He believes that requiring developers to charge for parking while
maintaining free on-street parking undermines land-use goals, creates spillover impacts, and
complicates code compliance. He supported expanding and reforming NPPs with more
progressive, equitable pricing. He criticized current TDM and bike parking standards for
prioritizing quantity over usability, particularly for e-bikes.

(02:16:23) L. Kaplan supported staff’s work and research and endorsed eliminating parking
minimums, while recommending that parking calculations still be provided as informational
context during site review. She raised equity concerns about exempting Tier 0 and affordable
housing from TDM requirements, emphasizing the importance of ensuring residents still receive
TDM benefits. She supported minimizing Planning Board involvement in TDM plans once the



program is proven to function effectively, similar to building code compliance. She also urged
careful limits on the Neighborhood Parking Program.

(02:19:48) M. Roberts agreed with Mark and Laura, especially on the on the NPP expansion, and
the charging for parking. He suggested clearer, table-based standards for bike parking similar to
electric vehicle charging requirements. He also noted that if TDM requirements are tied to non—
by-right uses that exist in perpetuity, the costs and structure of TDM should be evaluated on a
perpetual basis. He recommended analyzing long-term funding assumptions using realistic
interest rates based on historical returns of guaranteed funds.

(02:21:38) K. Nordback supported not imposing parking maximums, encouraging shared
parking, and ensuring usable bike parking for a variety of bicycle types, and expressed interest in
exploring on-street EV charging options. He recommended that TDM thresholds for multi-unit
residential projects be based on floor area rather than unit count and supported evaluating the net
present value of long-term TDM guarantees. He noted that public parking is currently subsidized
and advocated for an equitable, citywide parking pricing approach, with exemptions for low-
income and affordable housing residents, rather than expanding NPPs.

(02:25:08) : M1 Robles noted that she thinks that this AMPS project really highlights the
complexity of the role automobiles have been given in cities. She noted that a pretty significant
amount of land will be opened up when we change the parking requirements, and she would
encourage proactivity on encouraging how that existing parking areas will transition to new uses.
She thinks that there is an opportunity there to impact some of our goals in affordability and
environmental concerns. She recognized that this might belong in the Boulder Valley Comp Plan
process, but wanted to highlight this fact.

(02:27:05) C. Hanson Thiem recommended that any ordinance include tools to improve the
quality of bike parking. She supported long-term TDM financial guarantees but emphasized the
need for lasting physical infrastructure requirements and recommended refining TDM tiers based
on trip generation estimates rather than project counts. She agreed with her colleagues regarding
equitable pricing of on-street parking. She expressed ambivalence about the proposed school
walk zones, suggesting the city focus on higher-impact investments.

(02:32:21) J. Boone supported eliminating parking maximums, advocated for including bike
charging, and urged a more thoughtful approach to EV charging. While expressing some
reservations about eliminating parking requirements, he emphasized capturing the land value
created by reduced parking requirements through strong TDM financial guarantees. He is
skeptical about the real-world effectiveness of commercial SUMP programs and raised concerns
about increasing on-street parking costs for residents, pointing to quality-of-life consideration.



5. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

6. ADJOURNMENT

The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:47 PM.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
April 15, 2025
Hybrid Meeting

A permanent set of these minutes and an audio 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:
Laura Kaplan, Vice Chair

Kurt Nordback

Claudia Hason Thiem

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Mark Mclntyre, Chair

Mason Roberts

ml Robles

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Geoff Solomonson, City Planner

Karl Guiler, Policy Advisor Senior

Lisa Houde, City Planner Principal

Rob Adriaens, Chief Building Official

Chandler Van Schaack, Development Review Planner Principal
David Lowrey, Division Chief - Fire Marshal, BFD

Vivian Castro Wooldridge, Community Engagement Senior Project Manager
Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
Charles Ferro, Development Review Senior Manager

Hella Pannewig, City Attorney

Thomas Remke, Board Specialist

1. CALL TO ORDER

M. Mclntyre called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.

K. Nordback made a motion seconded by M. Roberts to continue Public Hearing Item 4A to the May
27,2025 Planning Board meeting. Planning Board voted 6-0 (C. Hanson Thiem absent for this vote).
Motion passed.

2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Nobody spoke.


https://webmail.bouldercolorado.gov/owa/redir.aspx?C=I5NO4b26akWhgmZpN9k_L3ln-0EqYNAIb3BQVECXatq4pRtRPkpbxOOxLA_bEvetV-NSpTIFrBA.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.bouldercolorado.gov%2f

3. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS

A. Call-Up Item: FINAL PLAT to subdivide the 7.47-acre, city-owned property at 1100 Balsam
Ave. to create five lots and to dedicate additional Right-of-Way for Broadway, additional Right-
of-Way for Alpine Avenue, additional Right-of-Way for Balsam Avenue, 10th Street Right-of-
Way, Aspen Place Right-of-Way, utility easements, a public access easement, and a drainage
easement. This application is subject to potential call-up on or before April 22, 2025. Reviewed
under case number TEC2024-00043.

(00:10:00) Chandler Van Schaack, Charles Ferro, and Hella Pannewig answered questions
from the board.

This item was not called up by the board.

B. Call-Up Item: FINAL PLAT to subdivide the 1.36-acre, city-owned property generally located
at 2655 Broadway, 1136 Alpine Avenue, and 1135 North Street to create two lots and dedicate
additional Alley Right-of-Way and several drainage easements This application is subject to
potential call up on or before April 22, 2025. Reviewed under case number TEC2024-00058.

This item was not called up by the board.

4. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council regarding the proposed
Ordinance, amending Title 4, “Licenses and Permits,” Title 9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10,
“Structures,” B.R.C. 1981, to correct errors, update graphics, and improve the clarity of the code,
and setting forth related details.

This item was continued to 05/27/25 at the top of the meeting on a motion by K. Nordback.

B. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council regarding proposed
Ordinance 8695, amending Chapter 10-8.5, “Wildland Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to adopt by reference
the 2024 edition of the International Wildland-Urban Interface Code of the International Code
Council with certain amendments, and setting forth related details; and Recommendation to City
Council regarding proposed updates to the city’s Wildland Urban Interface area to which the
Wildland Code applies.

Staff Presentation:
Lisa Houde and David Lowrey presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
Lisa Houde, David Lowrey, and Rob Adriaens presented the item to the board.

Public Participation:
1) Lynn Segal




Board Discussion:

Key Issue #1: Does the Planning Board recommend any modifications to the draft ordinance?

(02:18:30) C. Hanson Thiem noted that she is overall supportive of these updates as they relate to
building construction and remapping of our wildfire zones. She has confidence that we have good tools
and materials for constructing buildings better. She flagged a concern with how the landscaping
component of this code intersects with other planning goals, including creating a green and livable city.
She noted that the city is slowly embracing infill development, smaller building lots, and middle housing
types, which affect the amount of space available for landscaping and buffers. She also raised equity
concerns around building codes. Her biggest concern is with the required five-foot noncombustible zone
and the impacts that will have on smaller sites, particularly in manufactured home communities, and
their access to green space.

(02:22:40) M. Mclntyre appreciated C. Hanson Thiem’s comments and agreed that this could make
certain housing types less welcoming, and related the concerns to broader concerns regarding open
space requirements, and the usability of their outputs, in certain cases.

(02:26:55) M. Roberts appreciated colleagues’ concerns about impacts to multi-family housing
communities, but recognized significant existing concerns about insurability, and noted that he hopes
these efforts will reduce that concern.

(02:28:25) M1 Robles noted that it would be great if we could encourage that the requirements have the
means to provide optional attributes beyond ignition resistance, including heat island impact or
embodied carbon.

(02:29:45) K. Nordback noted that the defensible space on a resident’s property affects the adjoining
property, and wondered whether these considerations could be made on a structure-by-structure basis
rather than parcel-by-parcel. Regarding the maintenance requirements, he is concerned about the equity
implications of complaint-based enforcement mechanisms. He suggested terminology changes regarding
distinctions between “homes” and “structures”.

(02:34:00) L. Kaplan thanked all staff and contributors to this project for their work. She emphasized
the need to minimize the impact of the maintenance and raking of leaves and pine needles on pollinators
and wildlife and general. She also noted that if we are considering putting building code requirements at
the point of sale, thinking about homes that may be torn down.

MOTION: (02:48:20) K. Nordback made a motion seconded by L. Kaplan that Planning Board
recommends that City Council adopt Ordinance 8695, amending Chapter 10- 8.5, “Wildland Code,”
B.R.C. 1981, to adopt by reference the 2024 edition of the International Wildland-Urban Interface Code
of the International Code Council with certain amendments, and setting forth related details and
Planning Board recommends that City Council update the Wildland-Urban Interface area to which the
Wildland Code applies, as proposed in the staff memorandum. Planning Board voted 6-1 (C. Hanson
Thiem dissenting). Motion passed.



MOTION: (02:50:10) C. Hanson Thiem made a motion to amend seconded by K. Nordback to
recommend that City Council request amendments to noncombustible zone requirements that protect
opportunities for vegetation and green space in multi-family housing, higher-density zones, and areas
with small lots and minimal setbacks. Planning Board voted 2-5 (C. Hanson Thiem and K. Nordback
voting yes; all others voting no). Amendment failed.

MOTION: (03:00:30) C. Hanson Thiem made a motion seconded by K. Nordback that Planning
Board recommend that City Council direct staff to research methods to protect opportunities for
vegetation and green space in multi-unit housing, higher-density zones, and areas of the city with small
lots and minimal setbacks. Planning Board voted 6-1 (J. Boone dissenting). Motion passed.

5. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY

6. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
7. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 9:12 PM.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
May 6, 2025
Hybrid Meeting

A permanent set of these minutes and an audio 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:
Mark Mclntyre, Chair

Laura Kaplan, Vice Chair

Kurt Nordback

Claudia Hason Thiem

Mason Roberts

ml Robles (virtual)

Jorge Boone (virtual)

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:
Alison Blaine

Shannon Moeller

Charles Ferro

Brad Mueller

Laurel Witt

Vivian Castro-Wooldridge
Thomas Remke

1. CALL TO ORDER
M. Mclntyre called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM and the following business was conducted.

2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In Person: Kim Lord
Virtual: Lynn Segal

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS
A. Call-Up Item: Minor Subdivision review to combine two lots, and dedicate a ditch easement on

the 9,427 square foot property at 1576 Hawthorn Ave. This approval is subject to call-up on or
before May 6, 2025.
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This item was not called up by the board.
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A. AGENDA TITLE: Concept Plan Review and Comment Request for a proposed multi-

family project consisting of approximately 203 units and 4,000 square-feet of amenity space
across seven (7) three- and four-story buildings. Reviewed under case no. LUR2025-00011.

Staff Presentation:
Shannon Moeller presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
Shannon Moeller and Brad Mueller answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
Jeff Winger and Bill Hollicky presented the item to the board.

Applicant Questions:
Jeff Winger and Bill Hollicky answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing:

Virtual: Lynn Segal

Board Discussion:

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed concept plan compatible with the goals, objectives, and recommendations
of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?

Key Issue #2: Does Planning Board have feedback for the applicant on the conceptual site plan and
architecture?

Key Issue #3: Other Key Issues identified by the board?

(01:53:40) M. Roberts believes the proposed concept aligns with the BVCP's goals of encouraging infill
development and housing diversity in East Boulder. He encouraged the applicant to go beyond
minimum requirements, particularly regarding affordability, multimodal connectivity and environmental
performance to better reflect BVCP values around equity, sustainability and integrated land use and
transportation planning. Regarding the conceptual site plan and architecture, he believes the proposed
layout offers a good foundation and is excited to see final plans. He liked the attention to the green edges
and open space adjacency as well as improving the bicycle connectivity. He would like to see more

of that integration, including facilities, clear architectural expression of the site's industrial, and
residential transition. He hopes that the applicant explores on-site affordable housing options and that
they prioritize non-auto transportation strategies early in design. He is looking forward to further



development of sustainability and community benefit components as the project moves forward towards
site review.

(01:56:16) L. Kaplan agreed with staff Staff that it would be hard to approve a 100% residential project
on this site. She encouraged ground floor mixed use options with residential above to provide resident-
serving retail spaces that promote walkability and reduce the need for vehicle use. She appreciated the
connection to Valmont and the San Lazaro Mobile Home Park and encouraged the applicant to consider
how they can strengthen community connection. She noted that while the site is not designated as an
area of change, it meets the contiguity requirement for residential use in light industrial zones. Although
she raised some concern about whether there is enough mixed use to support residential conversion, she
felt confident the applicant could deliver a project that serves the neighborhood and works well overall.
She emphasized that bicycle and pedestrian connectivity will be critical and praised the applicant’s
efforts in this area, noting that a strong TDM plan will be important. She supported staft’s
recommendations to program open space for families with children and pets. She appreciated efforts to
keep parking away from the cul-de-sac and bike path through tuck-under and limited surface parking.
She encouraged orienting building entrances and facades toward transit areas, and reminded the
applicant of criteria regarding windows and transparency along the public realm. She supported staft’s
analysis of criteria regarding the height bonus request. She believes the project is promising.

(02:01:55) C. Hanson Thiem thinks that housing could be appropriate at this location in support of
Bvcep goals around the jobs and housing balance, compact and infill development, and more mixing of
uses. She noted the unusual opportunity to provide multi-unit housing adjacent to environmental
amenities, and thinks that has the potential to increase access to high quality residential design for more
types of households. She is concerned about the isolation at this site at the moment, without additional
housing and investment in multimodal modal transportation options. She stated that housing here is not
likely to become part of a viable neighborhood, which is another key goal of our plans, so she disagrees
with Staff saying no outright to housing here, especially based on the IM zoning, but thinks the applicant
will need to focus on connectivity to satisfy criteria at the time of Site Review. She noted that the site
needs to be buffered from noise and other externalities of industrial areas and encouraged making
stronger use of parking and building height in this effort. She’d like to see improvements made to the
usable open space. She encouraged exploring reconfiguring buildings, circulation, or parking to increase
the contiguity of the open space and access to the bluff amenity. She noted that she will be looking for
effective transportation alternatives and infrastructure to increase connectivity.

(02:06:21) K. Nordback noted that he thinks the residential use in this case is completely appropriate
and pointed to the 1/6 contiguity standard over the ambiguity of the BVCP and EBSP. He thinks that it
would be great to have the amenity space, as Laura mentioned, as some kind of neighborhood serving
retail. He felt the extra access is not problematic and preferred keeping it if removing it would reduce
units or require additional pavement. He shared concerns about the overall amount of pavement and
encouraged minimizing street widths where possible. He emphasized the importance of strong
pedestrian access to all buildings. He appreciated the mix of unit types and sizes, especially the inclusion
of two- and three-bedroom units that could appeal to families.

(02:12:55) J. Boone noted that he thinks that 100% residential in this location is inappropriate given the
land uses, the lack of transit, lack of retail, and the lack of amenities outside of the environmental
component. He thinks some level of residential is appropriate for this site, but I think there's a huge



opportunity for what is noted in the memo around light industrial and some manufacturing actually
being the primary use on this site. He doesn’t think the proposal fits with the BVCP, the site, or transit
goals. He sees an opportunity for mixed use here. He noted that light industrial and some light
manufacturing are desired uses in our area and are still thriving versus office uses. He thinks there's an
opportunity to mix those uses with residential. He doesn’t have feedback on the on the Concept Site plan
since he doesn’t agree with the presented concept.

(02:15:00) M1 Robles noted that she doesn’t see a compelling case for the proposed residential use. She
encouraged the applicant to focus more directly on the context of existing housing, offices, industrial
uses, the airport, drainage features, and significant views, and to use that analysis to determine the right
mix and percentage of housing. She raised concerns about limited amenities and walkability and
cautioned that a primarily residential project could significantly increase auto trips. She noted that the
site is not flat and suggested detailed site sections to better evaluate the approximately 16 feet of grade
change and stressed the importance of designing with this in mind. She encouraged architecture that is
worthy of the natural setting and that contributes to a walkable, connected neighborhood.

(02:20:05) M. Mclntyre noted that there is an opportunity here to make this neighborhood a mixed-use
neighborhood, noting that every site doesn’t need to be mixed-use to serve as an effective mixed-use
neighborhood. He shared colleagues’ concerns about what can be added to the site in terms of coffee
shops, small stores, etc, so that it does start to feel like a small neighborhood, and you do start to
minimize some of the trips in and out of the neighborhood for industrial users and for residents alike. He
noted after visiting the site, unique geometry and expansive, radial views to the east, south, and
southwest from the cul-de-sac, shaped by the ditch, path, and overall geography. He felt the current site
and building design does not respond to these conditions and agreed that the grade drop to the south
presents an opportunity. He thinks the site needs more creativity in building placement, stronger
acknowledgment of views, and better integration of open space to take full advantage of the site.

B. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review Amendment develop
a vacant parcel south of Winchester Cir. in the Gunbarrel Tech Center, currently addressed as
0 Homestead Way. The proposed two-story building will be 66,000 square feet and will have
future industrial and office uses. Reviewed under case no. LUR2024-00006.

Staff Presentation:
(02:35:00)Alison Blaine presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
(02:45:15) Alison Blaine answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
(03:10:15) Bob Van Pelt presented the item to the board.

Applicant Questions:
(03:22:20) Bob Van Pelt answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing (03:44:50):




Virtual: Lynn Segal

Board Discussion (03:48:45)

M. Mclntyre suggested that, following a thorough Q&A session, the board begin with a motion.

(03:55:10)

MAIN MOTION: K. Nordback made a motion seconded by M. McIntyre to approve Site Review
Amendment application #LUR2024-00006, adopting the staff memorandum as findings of fact,
including the attached analysis of review criteria, and subject to the conditions of approval
recommended in the staff memorandum and as amended by Planning Board in the conditions below.
Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(03:55:45)

CONDITION: M. MclIntyre made a motion to condition seconded by K. Nordback that prior to
certificate of occupancy, the Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to the
Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of providing eco-passes to the employees of the
development for three years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy. Planning Board voted 7-0.
Motion passed.

(03:57:12)

CONDITION: K. Nordback made a motion to condition seconded by M. McIntyre that the plans will
be amended to show construction of a 10’ wide paved multiuse path on the west-side access easement
outside the extents of the ditch easement to the satisfaction of staff at the time of TecDoc and including
any necessary adjustments to the existing site plan to accommodate this connection. Planning Board
voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(04:17:45)

CONDITION: C. Hanson Thiem made a motion to condition that, to satisfy Site Review criteria 9-2-
14(h)(2)(A)(iii) and 9-2-14(h)(F)(x) (minimizing adverse effects on natural features and systems); as
well as 9-2-14(h)(2)(E)(ii1) (reducing visual impacts of parking and lighting), the final plans shall be
revised to remove the southernmost row of parking stalls on the south building frontage. Parking may be
relocated to other sides of the building, or removed in conjunction with an additional parking reduction
to be approved by staff. The motion did not receive a second.

(04:27:45)

CONDITION: C. Hanson Thiem made a motion to condition seconded by M. McIntyre that, to
satisfy Site Review criteria 9-2-14(h)(2)(D)(iv) (promoting alternatives to the automobile), the final
plans shall be revised to show a long-term bike parking area that provides weather protection, horizontal
parking, and charging infrastructure for E-bikes to the satisfaction of staff at the time of TecDoc.
Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(04:36:15)
CONDITION: K. Nordback made a motion to condition seconded by C. Hanson Thiem that the plans




will be revised to show detached 5° sidewalks on both sides of the private vehicular access to the site, to
the satisfaction of staff at time of TEC Doc. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

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 10:52 PM.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE



City of Boulder
Planning Board Agenda ltem

Meeting Date: January 20, 2026

Agenda Title

Consideration of a motion to approve the list of community change requests to be
considered during the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan update.

Staff Contact

e Christopher Ranglos, Senior City Planner, Planning & Development Services
o Kiristofer Johnson, Senior Manager, Planning & Development Services
e Brad Mueller, Planning & Development Services Director

Draft Motion Language

Staff requests Planning Board consideration of this matter and action in the form of the
following motion:

“Approve the list of community change requests recommended by staff in this
memorandum for further consideration as part of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive
Plan update and direct staff to evaluate these requests for potential incorporation into
the draft Comprehensive Plan.”

Executive Summary

This memorandum provides Planning Board with an overview of the community
change request process and the requests submitted by community members as part
of the 2025 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan or Plan)
update. The purpose of this item is for Planning Board to review staff’s initial
screening and recommendations, host a public hearing, and determine which
requests should proceed for further consideration during the Plan update. This
action does not constitute approval or denial of any land use change, Planning Area
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adjustment, or policy/text amendment; rather, it identifies which requests warrant
more detailed evaluation based on the latest draft Comprehensive Plan policy
direction and land use strategy.

Following the initial screening and public hearings, staff will continue to analyze
each of the requests approved for further consideration. Review of change requests
recommended for inclusion in the draft Plan or Future Land Use Map will occur in
conjunction with the review of the entire draft Comprehensive Plan scheduled for
March 2026. Approval or denial of requests will be determined as part of the
adoption process in Summer 2026.

Planning Board Action Options

Option Outcome
Approve motion language as If the motion is approved by both Planning Board and
drafted City Council (and County approval bodies as

applicable), staff will further consider the
recommended list of requests.

Define and adopt a modified Planning Board and City Council (and County

motion approval bodies as applicable) may add or remove
requests to the recommended list. Staff will further
consider only those requests that are approved by all
applicable bodies.

Refer back to staff Staff will return to Planning Board and City Council
with additional information at a future date as
requested.

Alignment with City Plans and Planning Board History

Sustainability, Equity and Resilience (SER) Framework and Citywide
Strategic Plan Alignment
SER Framework Goal Area

The update to the Comprehensive Plan is aligned with the city’s Sustainability, Equity
and Resilience (SER) Framework. The Plan will establish overall citywide and/or
valley-wide policy direction related to all seven SER goal areas. Alignment with the
seven SER goal areas was one of the criteria staff used in the evaluation of which
requests should proceed for further consideration.

Citywide Strategic Plan

As a 20-year vision document, the Comprehensive Plan will further inform how the
Citywide Strategic Plan evolves over time, so the city can operationalize and
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implement various Comprehensive Plan policies over the 4-year Strategic Plan time
frame.

Staff Notes
N/A

Alignment with Additional City Plans

As the city's primary planning document, the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
provides the overarching vision, goals, and policies that guide all other city plans,
including subcommunity and area plans and department plans, Boulder municipal
code updates, annual budgeting, and the Capital Improvements Program. If a
submitted request was located within an area covered by an adopted subcommunity
or area plan, staff also referenced that plan to inform this initial screening. While this
phase did not include detailed policy analysis, the guiding principles, land use vision,
and long-term objectives outlined in any relevant subcommunity or area plans were
considered to ensure the request is generally compatible with previously established
direction for the area.

Planning Board History

This item has not previously come before Planning Board. It is, however, part of the
ongoing major update to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan that Planning
Board has been involved in since October 2024.

Analysis

Overview of the Community Change Request Process

The current adopted Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) and Amendment
Procedures for the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (included as Attachment A)
anticipates that major updates will incorporate amendments that respond to
changing conditions and community needs. The community change request process
provides community members and property owners the opportunity to submit
proposed amendments and request specific changes to the Plan.

The Amendment Procedures (Exhibit B of the IGA) outline the types of possible
amendments to the plan that can occur during a major update and as part of the
community change request process. They are as follows:

e Changes to the Land Use Map

e Changes to the Area |, Il, lll Map

¢ Rural Preservation Area Expansions or contractions
e Planning Area boundary changes

o Edits to the policy section
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o Edits to the plan text

e Changes to the Subcommunity and Area Plan section
e Changes to the Master Plan and Program summaries
e Changes to the Urban Service Criteria and Standards.

The community change request process and Comprehensive Plan update cannot
authorize certain types of changes. Examples include zoning changes, site-specific
development approvals or entitlements, annexations, capital project commitments,
amendments to the City Charter, or modifications to the Boulder Revised Code or
the Design and Construction Standards. Requests that conflict with state law,
intergovernmental agreements, or fall outside the Boulder Valley Planning Area are
also outside the scope. Additionally, operational or highly site-specific issues cannot
be addressed. The focus of the process is limited to evaluating potential changes to
land use designations, Planning Areas, or the Plan’s policies and text.

The process consists of three steps:
Step 1: Request Window (COMPLETE)

The request window opened on August 11, 2025, and closed on October 3, 2025.
Community members, property owners, and organizations throughout the Valley
submitted a total of 34 requests for changes to the plan during this period.
Submissions were accepted through a standardized online form available on the
project website. Information about the process and the request window was shared
with the community via a citywide press release and the July 2025 Planning and
Development Services Newsletter. The opportunity has also been referred to in
multiple broader Plan update events throughout the year. Staff also hosted two
drop-in office hour sessions to provide guidance and answer questions related to
the process.

Step 2: Initial Screening (IN PROGRESS)

City and county staff reviewed all submitted requests to determine whether they
were appropriate for further consideration. The screening evaluated each request
for alignment with the seven goal areas of the draft Comprehensive Plan; if the
request was within the policy-level framework of the Comprehensive Plan; feasibility
within the scope and timeline of the Comprehensive Plan update; and for
consistency with the latest draft Comprehensive Plan policy direction and land use
map strategy. All requests received are reviewed by City and County approval
bodies at public hearings in January 2026. The approval bodies may accept the list
of requests recommended by staff to move forward for further evaluation as is or
may add or remove requests from the list.
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Step 3: Analysis and Final Review (NEXT STEP)

Following the approval bodies’ vote on which requests should proceed for further
evaluation, the City Planning and Development Services Department, in
coordination with the County Community Planning and Permitting Department, will
conduct additional analysis and develop a final set of recommendations regarding
the proposed changes. Staff will incorporate appropriate changes into the draft
Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map, scheduled for public release in
March 2026. Approval of the changes will ultimately be considered by the four
approval bodies (as applicable) during the Comprehensive Plan adoption process in
Summer 2026.

Approval Bodies

The four approval bodies identified in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
determine at this time which community change requests advance for further
analysis. For properties in Area |, only City Council and Planning Board review and
act on requests; the County does not participate in screening these applications. For
land use change requests in Area |l that are over 5 acres, City Council, Planning
Board, and Board of County Commissioners will review and act on these requests.
For all land use change requests in Area llI-Rural Preservation, all four bodies
review and act on the request. For planning area adjustments five acres and under
(Area lll-Rural Preservation to Area Il), only the City approval bodies act; when the
area exceeds five acres, both City and County bodies review and vote. Policy and
text amendments follow the same jurisdictional logic: proposals that affect both City
and County interests are reviewed by all four approval bodies, while those that apply
solely to City policies are considered only by City Council and Planning Board. A
request moves forward only if it is approved by all applicable approval bodies.

Community Change Requests for Consideration

The following table summarizes the community change requests that were received
during the submission window. Please see Attachment B to view each request in detail.
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Land Use Designation Map Change Requests:

Request Planning Requested PEL
Address Recommend | Approval Bodies
# Area Change .
ation
Public (PUB) to High
Density Residential
. (HR); or Medium : City Only (City
1 13:3;"S Density Residential sz?tsr:gfr Council; Planning
’ (MR); or Low Board)
Density Residential
(LR)
Low Density City Only (City
> 4655 Table Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
Mesa Dr. High Density further Board
Residential (HR)
Transitional City Only (City
3 2750 Business (TB) to Consider Council; Planning
Broadway Community further Board
Business (CB)
2425 Low Density City Only (City
Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
4 Colorado . )
Ave ngh Dengty further Board
) Residential (HR)
2419 Very Low Density City Only (City
Residential (VLR) to Consider Council; Planning
5 Colorado . )
Ave High Density further Board
) Residential (HR)
2851 Medium Density City Only (City
Residential (MR) to Consider Council; Planning
6 Valmont : .
Rd Mixed Use Business further Board
) (MUB)
City & County
. (City Council;
0 Twin Public (PUB) to Do '.‘Ot Planning Board;
7 Il Open Space consider
Lakes Rd. . Board of County
Acquired (OS-A) further o
Commissioners)
(over 5 acres)
City & County
Low Density Do not (City Council;
8 6655 Twin I Residential to Open consider Planning Board;
Lakes Rd. Space Acquired further Board of County
(OS-A) Commissioners)
(over 5 acres)
6
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City & County
Public (PUB) to Donot | (¢t Council;
: Planning Board,
9 0 Kalua Rd. Il Open Space consider
; Board of County
Acquired (0OS-A) further o
Commissioners)
(over 5 acres)
. Low Density City Only (City
Soutl? Side Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
10 of Sioux Medi ;
Drive edllum Densﬂy further Board)
Residential (MR)
Low Density City Only (City
11 2810 Olson Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
Dr. Mixed-Density further Board
Residential (MXR)
2855 & Medium Density City Only (City
12 2899 Residential (MR) to Consider Council; Planning
Valmont Mixed Use Business further Board
Rd. (MUB)
Low Density
Residential (LR) to . .
i3 1006 Lee Mixed Density Consider | gty Onl (G1y.
Hill Dr. Residential (MXR); further ’ g
: . Board
or Medium Density
Residential (MR)
Public (PUB) to City Only (City
. Mixed Use Transit- . Council; Planning
14 1343 Iris Oriented Consider Board
Ave. further
Development
(MUTOD)
. Public (PUB) to . City Only (City
15 13:3(:"5 Mixed Use sz?tsr:gfr Council; Planning
) Residential (MUR) Board
2795 Low Density City Only (City
Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
16 Colorado Hi )
Ave |gh Den_S|ty further Board
) Residential (HR)
Public (PUB) to : City Only (City
th
17 39785t28 Medium Density sz?ti:gfr Council; Planning
) Residential (MR) Board
Light Industrial (LI) . City Only (City
18 Wa?:ﬁtSSt to Mixed Use sz?t?,'g?r Council; Planning
’ Residential (MUR) Board
General Business : City Only (City
th
19 3198 28 (GB) to Mixed Use consider | Council; Planning
’ Residential (MUR) Board
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Light Industrial (LI) . City Only (City
th
20 186&38 to Mixed Use sz?tsr:g?r Council; Planning
) Residential (MUR) Board
Light Industrial (LI) : City Only (City
th
21 180&38 to Mixed Use sz?tsr:gfr Council; Planning
) Residential (MUR) Board
. Low Density City Only (City
29 gzit d'?\;lds?g Residential (LR) to Consider Council; Planning
n Medium Density further Board
Residential (MR)
Planning Area Change Requests:
. Staff
geanes Address FEIINE SEETIEHEE Recommend | Approval Bodies
# Area Change .
ation
Ineligible —
Only the City
5000 28" | Area Il - . can initiate the
: Area Il — Planning change from
23 St. Planning N/A
Reserve to Area |l Area llI-
Reserve )
Planning
Reserve to
Area ll
6710 | @ ll=1 rrea il = Rural . City Only (City
Rural . Consider Council; Planning
24 Arapahoe = Preservation to Area
Ave re.servat I further Board) (under 5
) ion acres)
Area lll — B City Only (City
810 Rural Area |l _Rural Consider Council; Planning
25 Marshall P Preservation to Area
Rd re.servat I further Board) (under 5
’ ion acres)
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Policy & Text Change Requests:

Request | Policy # or R ted Ch s R R dl A | Bodi
4 Text Section| Redueste ange Summary ec:trinol:en pproval Bodies
Request for a vision-level,
funded regional wildfire
mitigation program addressing City & County
ignition sources, fuel (City Council;
management, structural Do not Planning Board;
26 None hardening, and emergency consider Planning
response, which extends beyond further Commission;
the vision level scope of Board of County
Comprehensive Plan policy and Commissioners)
into implementation and
programmatic actions.
City and County partnership with
local farmers, ranchers, and
ditch companies to pursue City & County
infrastructure upgrades and (City Council;
operational programs for Do not Planning Board;
27 9.01 agricultural water delivery Consider Planning
systems, including actions that further Commission;
extend beyond the vision-level Board of County
scope of Comprehensive Plan Commissioners)
policy and the Boulder Valley
planning area.
Revise BVCP amendment Il?nee\/lilgcl):ls t:)
procedures to make Land Use the
28 None Map changes and. minor service | 5 4ot N/A
area boundary adjustments in Procedures
Area Il and Il a joint City and cannot be
County decision. requested
Review the City’s building and
land use codes to remove Ineligible —
unnecessary barriers. Revisions to
Specifically, review LUC the Boulder
29 None Appendix K in connection with Revised Code N/A
STAMP area plans, and cannot be
reconsider allowing “medical requested

office” as a conditional use in the
STAMP Area.
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Clarify that future annexation of City & County
Area |l lands requires resident (City Council;
interest and initiation. Do not Planning Board;
30 2.07 Established rural character consider Planning
should be maintained in Area |l further Commission;
and act as a buffer between Board of County
Area | and Area lll lands. Commissioners)
Clarify that provision of
community benefits does not
automatically allow additional Do not City Only (City
31 2.35 building height, and that consider Council; Planning
aesthetics, view protection, and further Board
community input should guide
height decisions.
Establish that future annexation Clt.y & Cour'\Fy
o (City Council;
of Gunbarrel must be initiated by ; )
) Do not Planning Board,;
residents and remove language . )
32 1.17 . consider Planning
about the City and County o
“ - N further Commission,
continuing to support” eventual
: Board of County
annexation of Gunbarrel. o
Commissioners)
Evaluate and revise land use C't.y & Cour.\Fy
map designations for accuracy (City Council
Land Use . ’ Do not Planning Board;
focusing on Open Space . .
33 Map e consider Planning
classifications, and enhance ST
Accuracy ; ) further Commission;
land use designation map
o Board of County
legibility. o
Commissioners)
Propose revisions to
transportation policies 6.01-6.22 .
in Section 6: Transportation. Also C|t‘y & Cour.|Fy
. (City Council;
. . | recommend updating the Land ; ]
Section 6: . . Planning Board,;
Use & Transportation Map to Consider )
34 Transportat ; Planning
] reflect combined land use and further o
ion . . Commission;
transportation guidance,

) - Board of County
replacing the existing land-use- Commissioners)
only map. Refer to Attachment
C for more details.

Equity Analysis

At this stage of the process, no negative equity impacts have been identified. The initial
screening focused on determining which requests are appropriate for further study, and
a detailed evaluation of potential equity implications will occur during the next phase of
analysis alongside the draft Comprehensive Plan.
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Fiscal Note

There are no direct fiscal impacts associated with the review and consideration of the
community change requests. All staff work related to the initial screening and subsequent
analysis is accommodated within existing City Planning and Development Services and
County Community Planning and Permitting Department budgets.

Climate, Resilience, and Sustainability Considerations

At this stage of the process, no material climate, resilience, or sustainability impacts have
been identified. The initial screening focused on determining which requests are
appropriate for further study, and evaluation of potential environmental, climate, and
resilience implications will occur during the next phase of analysis alongside the draft
Comprehensive Plan.

Community Engagement

Information about the process and the application window was shared with the
community via a citywide press release and the July 2025 Planning and Development
Services Newsletter. Staff also hosted two drop-in office hour sessions to provide
guidance and answer questions related to the process. The opportunity has also been
referred to in multiple broader Plan update events throughout the year. An online map
displaying all submitted requests was made available for community review in December
2025. To date, the city has received two public comments related to specific change
requests, which are included in Attachment D. As the process advances, staff will
provide opportunities for community members to comment on requests that are selected
for further consideration during the review period for the draft Comprehensive Plan, set
for public release on March 2, 2026.

Workplan Considerations

This item is currently included in the department’s work plan in conjunction with the
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan update.

Next Steps for Planning Board

In addition to Planning Boards review, City Council, Boulder County Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners will hold public hearings to vote on and
finalize which Community Change Requests will proceed for further analysis. Based on
these hearings and votes, staff will confirm the list of requests advancing to Step 3:
Analysis & Final review. These requests will be evaluated for inclusion in the final draft
Comprehensive Plan.

January Public Hearings:

e Planning Board: January 20, 2026
e Boulder County Planning Commission: January 21, 2026
e City Council: January 22, 2026
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e Boulder County Board of County Commissioners: January 27, 2026
February 2026 — Analysis:

City and County staff will further evaluate the selected requests for consideration to be
included in the draft Comprehensive Plan.

March 2026 — Draft Comprehensive Plan Review:

Change requests included in the draft Comprehensive Plan will be identified for
community review and comment as part of the overall public review process.

March 10, 2026 — Draft Comprehensive Plan Open House:

At this event and online, community members will have an opportunity to provide
comments on the draft Comprehensive Plan, which will include the community change
requests that will have then been incorporated into the draft Plan and Future Land Use
Map.

March 26, 2026 — Joint Study Session with Planning Board:

Staff will present the draft Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map to City Council
and Planning Board and highlight which requests have been included. Members will have
the opportunity to provide feedback on all of the change requests as recommended by
staff.

Summer 2026 — Adoption Hearings:

The final plan and Future Land Use Map, including revisions resulting from community
change requests, will be reviewed and considered for adoption by the four approval
bodies: City Council, Planning Board, Boulder County Planning Commission, and Board
of County Commissioners.

Accessibility Statement

The City of Boulder is committed to digital accessibility. Some content may not be fully
accessible due to technical limitations or issues. For alternate formats or
accommodations, please visit Accessibility | City of Boulder or contact
accessibility@bouldercolorado.gov.

Attachments

Attachment A: Intergovernmental Agreement and Amendment Procedures
Attachment B: Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations
Attachment C: Change Request #34

Attachment D: Public Comments Received
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Attachment A - Intergovernmental Agreement and Amendment Procedures

Appendix B: Boulder Valley Comprehensive
Development Plan Intergovernmental Agreement
with Amendment Procedures (Exhibit B)

THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT ("IGA") between the City of
Boulder, a Colorado home-rule city ("Boulder" or "City"), and the County of Boulder, a body
politic and corporate of the State of Colorado ("County" or "Boulder County") shall become
effective as of the “Effective Date” listed below. The City and the County are together
referred to asthe "Parties."

RECITALS

A. The Parties have a shared history of cooperative planning beginning in 1977, and
previously entered into intergovernmental agreements on June 21, 1978, December 13, 1990 and
most recently on July 15, 2002. The Parties desire to extend this relationship through an updated
comprehensive development plan and intergovernmental agreement.

B. The most recent intergovernmental agreement, effective as of July 15, 2002, (the
“Previous IGA”) expires, by its terms, on December 31, 2017. The Parties desire to adopt this
IGA to supersede and replace the Previous IGA in order to adopt the most recent updates to the
plan.

(€ C.R.S. § 29-20-101 et seq., as amended, authorizes the Parties to enter
intergovernmental agreements to plan for and regulate land uses in order to minimize the
negative impacts on the surrounding areas and protect the environment, and specifically
authorizes local (i.e., municipal and county) governments to cooperate and contract with
each other for the purposes of planning and regulating the development of land by means of a
"comprehensive development plan."

D. The County is the ultimate governmental authority regarding land use control
and development in the unincorporated areas of the County, which areas include the Boulder
Valley, as defined in the plan attached as Exhibit A (the “Plan” or the “BVCP”).

)2 The City is the only significant potential source of adequate urban facilities and
services required for the orderly urban development of the Boulder Valley, where desired.

F. Under C.R.S. §§ 30-28-106, -108 and -110, as amended, the County Planning
Commission and the Board of County Commissioners have made and adopted a master plan
for the physical development of the unincorporated area of the County, the Boulder County
Comprehensive Plan.

G. Under C.R.S. § 31-23-202, as amended, the Boulder Planning Board and the
Boulder City Council have adopted the goals, policies, programs and supportive data of the
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.
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Exhibit B: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan -
Amendment Procedures

Contents

g S PP PPPPUPRRRR 159
SUMIMANY IMAEIIX ¢ttt ettt e e ettt e e e ettt e e e e et eeeeeeanes 160
AL Types Of Changes.....oouiiiiii i 161
1. Land Use Map Changes .........cciiiiiiiiiiiii e e 161

2. Area /11l Boundary Changes........eiuiiiiieiiie oottt 161

a. Service Area Expansions and Contractions.............ccocoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 161

b. Area lll Rural Preservation Expansions and Contractions .............ccccceeiiieiiiiiiencnnn. 165

c. Planning Area Expansions and Contractions...........cc.cccueviiieiiiiniiieiciieicceeeeieee 166

3. POlicy & TEXt CRaNGES ..cueiiiiiiiiii et 166

B. Procedures for Changes . ........iiiiiiiie et 166
1. Changes that may be considered at any time .........cccceoviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 167

2. Map only Update ..o 167

3. MiId-term UpPdate . ..o 167

4. The Major UPAate .......cocoiiiiiiiiiiiice e 168

5. Schedule & Process of Updates............occooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 168

C. RefEITal ProOCESS ... ittt 169
D INOTITICATION 1.ttt ettt ettt e et e ettt e e st e e st e e et e et e e nateeenseeenbeeenneeen 169
e o) OO PPPPPUPPPPP 169
Fo TGA EXEENSION. ..ttt et et 170

Intro

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan is a joint policy document legislatively adopted by the City of
Boulder and Boulder County. The plan is updated periodically to respond to changed circumstances or

community needs. Changes to the comprehensive plan fall into four categories:

e Changes that may be considered at any time

¢ Changes that may be considered during a map-only update

* Changes that may be considered during a mid-term update

¢ Changes that may only be considered during the major update

The table below summarizes the different types of changes, when they may be considered, and the
decision-making bodies that approve them. When the table refers to the decision-making bodies that

approve changes:

e “city” means Planning Board and City Council,

e “county” means the County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners; and

e “city and county” means Planning Board, City Council, County Planning Commission, and Board of

County Commissioners.
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Summary Matrix

WHEN WHO HOW
Map Mid- | Major Any- . Who may o
Type Only term | Update | time Approval Bodies Initiate’ Criteria
LAND USE MAP
City (Area | & Il Call-up to
fﬁ'a?pji of Land Use Map X X X - BOCC for Area Il) Al Sec. A1.
9 City and County (Area Ill)
Land Use Map changes related City (Area | & Il Call-up to Citv. Pro
to rezoning, subcommunity/area - - - X BOCC for Area ll) o)cvnerp' Sec. A.1.
plan or annexation only City and County (Area Ill)
PLANNING AREAS MAP - AREA 11/11l BOUNDARY
Service Area Expansion (Area Ill to Area Il) or Contraction (Area Il to Area IlI)
MINOR ADJUSTMENTS: Area Il Under 5 acres: City Sec.
. X X X - Over 5 acres: City, call-up All .
— Rural Preservation to Area |l A.2.a.
to BOCC
SERVICE AREA EXPANSION: Sec
Area Ill - Planning Reserve to - X X - City and County City
A.2.a.ii
Area |
SERVICE AREA EXPANSION: Pr S
Reinstatement of Area Ill - Rural - X X - City and County op- o
. owner A.2.a.ii
Preservation back to Area |l
SERVICE AREA CONTRACTION: S
Area |l to Area Ill Rural - - X X - City and County All ec
. A.2.a.iii
Preservation
Rural Preservation Expansion or Contraction
RURAL PRESERVATION
EXPANSION: . Sec.
Area Il - Planning Reserve to i i X i City and County Al A2b.i
Area lll - Rural Preservation
RURAL PRESERVATION
CONTRACTION: . Sec.
Area lll - Rural Preservation to ) ) X ) City and County Al A.2.b.ii
Area Ill - Planning Reserve
Planning Area Expansion or Contraction
Expansion or contraction of Area . City and Sec.
Il outer boundary i X X ) City and County County A2.ci
POLICIES
Minor edits - X - - City and/or County All Sec. A3.
Major edits - X X - City and/or County All Sec. A.3.
TEXT
Plan and Program Summaries;
Urban Service Criteria and .
Standards; Subcommunity and ) X X X City All )
Area Plan section

" All: Members of the public, property owners, city staff, county staff, city approval bodies (Planning Board, City Council); county approval
bodies (Planning Commission, Board of County Commissioners)
City: city staff and approval bodies
County: county staff and approval bodies
Public: Members of the public including, but not limited to, property owners
Property Owners: Owners of property subject to proposed change
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A. Types of Changes

1.

Land Use Map Changes

Description

The Land Use Map is not intended to be a zoning map. Instead, it provides policy direction and definition
for future land uses in the Boulder Valley.

Criteria

To be eligible for a Land Use Map change, the proposed change:

a) on balance, is consistent with the policies and overall intent of the comprehensive plan;

b) would not have significant cross-jurisdictional impacts that may affect residents, properties or
facilities outside the city;

c) would not materially affect the land use and growth projections that were the basis of the
comprehensive plan;

d) doesnotmaterially affect the adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services to the immediate
area or to the overall service area of the City of Boulder;

e) would not materially affect the adopted Capital Improvements Program of the City of Boulder; and

) would not affect the Area IlI/Area Ill boundaries in the comprehensive plan.

Decision-making
Land Use Map changes in Area | & Il are a city decision, with call-up to the county as described in the
referral & call up procedures. Changes in Area Ill are a city and county decision.

2. Area ll/lll Boundary Changes

161

a. Service Area Expansions and Contractions

i. Minor Adjustment to the Service Area (Area llI-Rural Preservation to Area Il)

Description

A minor adjustment to the service area boundary is a small, incremental service area expansion that
creates a more logical boundary. A change in designation of land from Area Il to Area Il may be eligible
to be approved as a minor service area boundary adjustment based on the following criteria:

Applicability
a) Maximumsize: The total size of the area must be no larger than ten acres. Residential areas larger
than 10 acres may be considered if the area consists of substantially developed properties below
the Blue Line along the western edge of the service area.

b) Minimum contiguity: The area must have a minimum contiguity with the existing service area of
at least 1/6 of the total perimeter of the area.

Criteria
a) Logical Service Area boundary: The resulting Service Area boundary must provide a more logical
Service Area boundary (Area IlI/Il), as determined by factors such as:
1. more efficient service provision,
2. a more identifiable edge to the urbanized area or neighborhood,
3. a more functional boundary based on property ownership parcel lines or defining natural
features.
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b) Compatibility with the surrounding area and the comprehensive plan: The proposed change of
Area lll to Il must be compatible with the surrounding area as well as on balance, the policies and
overall intent of the comprehensive plan.

c) No major negative impacts: It must be demonstrated that no major negative impacts on
transportation, environment, services, facilities, or budget will result from an expansion of the
Service Area.

d) Minimal effect on land use and growth projections: The proposed change of Area Ill to Il change
does not materially affect the land use and growth projections that were the basis of the
Comprehensive Plan.

e) Minimal effect on service provision: The proposed change of Area lll to Il does not materially affect
the adequacy or availability of urban facilities and services to the immediate area or the overall
Service Area of the City of Boulder.

f)  Minimal effect on the city’s Capital Improvements Program: The proposed Area lll to Il change does
not materially affect the adopted Capital Improvements Program of the City of Boulder.

g) Appropriate timing: The proposed Area Il to Il change will not prematurely open up development
potential for land that logically should be considered as part of a larger Service Area expansion.

Decision Making

Minor Adjustments to the Service Area boundary are a city decision for areas five acres and under. For
areas greater than five acres, the Board of County Commissioners may call-up a city decision for its
review under the procedures described below.

ii. Service Area Expansions: Planning Reserve (Area lll-Planning Reserve to Area Il)

Description

The Area llI-Planning Reserve is identified on the Area |, II, Ill map and includes approximately 500
acres of land outside the existing service area of the City of Boulder. The Area lll-Planning Reserve is
not currently eligible for urban services or annexation. This area was established at the conclusion of a
comprehensive analysis of Area Ill; when city and county determined that only a small amount of Area
Il should be contemplated for future urban expansion, and then only if detailed planning for the area
indicates community benefits exceed potential negative impacts. The area was chosen for its location
and characteristics based upon the apparent lack of sensitive environmental areas, hazard areas and
significant agricultural lands, the feasibility of efficient urban service extension, and contiguity to the
existing Service Area, to maintain a compact community.

The Area lll-Planning Reserve is that portion of Area Il where the city intends to maintain the option
of Service Area expansion for future urban development in response to priority community needs that
cannot be met within the existing Service Area.

While Service Area expansion into the Area llI-Planning Reserve may occur over time in several separate
actions, it must result in a logical expansion of the Service Area. The needs of future generations should
be considered any time a Service Area expansion of the Planning Reserve is contemplated.

Baseline Urban Services Study Required

The City of Boulder will complete a baseline urban services study of the Area llI-Planning Reserve prior
to considering a service area expansion. The purpose of the study is to learn more about the feasibility
and requirements to provide urban services to the area, and to understand potential phasing and logical
areas of planning and potential expansion. The city may undertake preparing the baseline urban service
study at any time for all or a portion of the Planning Reserve, and should include, but is not limited to
an analysis and inventory of the existing infrastructure and service capacity (such as needed upgrades
to the water, wastewater, and stormwater or facilities and distribution system, additional fire stations or
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vehicles and police protection needs, transportation network connections, capacity of existing schools,
urban parks), inventory of existing uses in the Area lll-Planning Reserve, and identification of logical
Service Area expansions (areas and/or phasing). The completed study will be reviewed by the Planning
Board and accepted by the City Council.

Service Area expansion process
a) Service Area expansion consideration

The city may consider a service area expansion into the Area llI-Planning Reserve following
acceptance of the baseline urban services study. Service Area expansion may occur at a mid-term
or major update to the BVCP. At the beginning of each BVCP update, the Planning Board and City
Council will hold a public hearing to determine if there is interest in considering a Service Area
expansion as part of that update. If the city is interested in considering a Service Area expansion, a
planning effort to solicit and identify priority community needs will begin. The city will hold public
hearings and decide whether the identified needs are of sufficient priority based on the eligibility
criteria below to warrant preparation of a Service Area expansion plan. Prior to the public hearings
by the city, the identified needs will be referred to the county.

Criteria for Initiating a Service Area Expansion Plan

In order to initiate a service area expansion plan there must be sufficient community need. In
determining whether there is sufficient community need, the city will consider the following factors:

a. Community Value: Expansion will address a long-term community value as articulated in the
Comprehensive Plan.

b. Capacity: The need for a service area expansion cannot be met within the existing Service
Area because there is not suitable existing or potential land/service capacity.

c. Benefit: Expansion will benefit the existing residents in the Boulder Valley and will have a
lasting benefit for future generations.

b) Service Area Expansion Plan

An expansion plan for priority community needs is anticipated to be similar in scope to an Area Plan,
as described in the Comprehensive Plan and will be developed by the city in coordination with the
county. If the city initiates preparation of a service area expansion plan, it will include, but not be
limited to the following information:

a. The location and amount of land area needed;

b. Other uses that are needed or desired based on the identified needs;

c. Conceptual land use and infrastructure plans, to ensure adequate facilities and services can
be provided;

d. General annexation requirements to further comprehensive plan goals and policies;

e. Requirements and conditions for the city and the private sector for development, including
on-site and off-site mitigation of impacts; and

f.  Anticipated development phasing.
Approval of a Service Area Expansion Plan

A service area expansion plan approval and change from Area lll-Planning Reserve to Area Il will
consider the following:

a. Minimum size: In order to cohesively plan and eventually annex by neighborhoods and to
build logical increments for infrastructure, it is encouraged that the minimum size of the parcel
or combined parcels for Service Area expansion be at least forty acres.

b. Minimum contiguity: The parcel or combined parcels for Service Area expansion must have a
minimum contiguity with the existing service area of at least 1/6 of the total perimeter of the
area.
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c. Provision of a community need: Taking into consideration an identified range of desired
community needs, the proposed change must provide for a priority need that cannot be met
within the existing service area.

d. Logical extension of the service area: The resulting service area boundary must be a logical
extension of the service area. Factors used in making this determination include but are not
limited to an efficient increment for extending urban services; a desirable community edge
and neighborhood boundary; and a location that contributes to the desired compact urban
form.

e. Compatibility with the surrounding area and comprehensive plan: The proposed Area llI-
Planning Reserve area to Area Il change must be compatible with the surrounding area and
on balance, the policies and overall intent of the comprehensive plan.

f.  Nomajornegative impacts: The Service Area Expansion Plan must demonstrate that community
benefits outweigh development costs and negative impacts from new development and
that negative impacts are avoided or adequately mitigated. To this end, the Service Area
Expansion Plan will set conditions for new development, and it will specify the respective
roles of the city and the private sector in adequately dealing with development impacts.

g. Appropriate timing for annexation and development: A reasonable time frame for annexation is
projected within the planning period after Area IlI-Planning Reserve area land is brought into
the service area.

Decision-making
Initiating a service area expansion plan is a city decision. Approval of a service area expansion plan
and change from Area Il = Planning Reserve to Area Il will be decided by the City and County.

iii. Service Area Contractions (Area Il to Area IllI-Rural Preservation Area)

Description

A Service Area contraction removes land from the city’s Service Area, due to a change in circumstances.

Applicability
a) Minimum size: No minimum or maximum size.
b) Minimum contiguity: No contiguity required.
Criteria
Proposed changes from Area Il to Area llI-Rural Preservation Area must meet the following criteria:
a) Changed circumstances: Circumstances have changed that indicate either the development of
the area is no longer in the public interest, the land has or will be purchased for open space, or,

for utility-related reasons, or the City of Boulder can no longer expect to extend adequate urban
facilities and services to the area within 15 years.

b) Compatibility: Any changes in proposed land use are compatible with the surrounding area and
on balance, the policies and overall intent of the comprehensive plan.

Decision-making
Changes from Area Il to Area Ill — Rural Preservation are a city and county decision.

iv. Service Area Reinstatement (Area Ill - Rural Preservation Area back to Area Il - Service Area)

The owner of property that has been moved from Area Il to Area Ill may request that the change be
reevaluated under the same procedures and criteria that were used to make such a change for a period
ten years after the change was made. Thereafter, such properties will be subject to all of the procedural
requirements of this section.
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b. Area Ill Rural Preservation Expansions and Contractions

i. Area lll-Rural Preservation Area Expansions (Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area lll-Rural
Preservation)

Description

An Area Il — Rural Reservation expansion removes land from the Area Il — Planning Reserve, due to a
change in circumstances.

Applicability
Land to be considered for a change from Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area Ill-Rural Preservation must

have a minimum contiguity with the Area lll-Rural Preservation area of at least 1/6 of the total perimeter
of the area.

Criteria

Expansion of the Area llI-Rural Preservation Area must meet the following criteria:

a) Changed Circumstances: There is a desire and demonstrated need for expansion of the Area -
Rural Preservation Area due to changed circumstances, community needs, or new information
on land use suitability (e.g., environmental resource or hazard constraints, feasibility of efficient
extension of urban services, and compact and efficient urban form).

Decision-making

Changes from Area Ill-Planning Reserve to Area IllI-Rural Preservation are a city and county decision.

ii. Arealll-Rural Preservation Contractions (Area llI-Rural Preservation Area to Area Ill-Planning

Reserve)
Description
An Area Il - Rural Preservation contraction results in land being removed from rural preservation and
identification as Area Ill — Planning Reserve, for potential future inclusion into the service area.
Applicability

Land to be considered for a change from Area lll-Rural Preservation Area to Area llI-Planning Reserve
must have a minimum contiguity with the Area IlI-Planning Reserve area or the existing service area (Area
| or Area ll) of at least 1/6 of the total perimeter of the area.

Criteria
Contraction of the Area llI-Rural Preservation Area must meet the following criteria:

a) There is a demonstrated need for contraction of the Area IlI-Rural Preservation Area due to
changed circumstances, community needs, or new information on land use suitability (e.g.,
environmental resource or hazard constraints, feasibility of efficient extension of urban services,
and compact and efficient urban form)

Decision-making
Changes from Area llI- Rural Preservation to Area Ill- Planning Reserve are a city and county decision.
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¢. Planning Area Expansions and Contractions
i. Boulder Valley Planning Area Expansions or Contractions

Description

A Planning Area boundary expansion or contraction changes the outer boundary of the area of joint
planning between the city and county.

Applicability
An Area lll outer boundary change may be initiated by the city or the county.

Criteria
A Planning Area Boundary change must meet the following criteria:

a) There is a demonstrated need that either expansion or contraction of the planning area is
necessary due to changed circumstances or past error in determining the boundary.

Decision-making

Changes to the Planning Area Boundary are a city and county decision.

3. Policy & Text Changes

Description
The policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan are contained within Chapter Il of the plan.

Decision-making

a) Where the “county” alone is referred to in the policy, the policy may be amended by the county,
after referral to the city.

b) Where the “city” alone is referred to in the policy, the policy may be amended by the city, after
referral to the county.

c) All other policies will be construed to be joint city and county statements of policy, and are to be
amended by joint action.

d) Where a particular “area” is not specified in the policy text, the policy will apply to all areas.

B. Procedures for changes

This section describes the process and procedures for approving proposed changes to the BVCP. There are
four types of procedures for changing the plan:

1. Changes that may be considered at any time

2. Map-only Update

3. Mid-Term Update

4. Major Update

APPENDIX B INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH AMENDMENT PROCEDURES 166
Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review Page 2.



Attachment A - Intergovernmental Agreement and Amendment Procedures

1. Changes that may be considered at any time

i. Scope:

Changes that may be considered at any time include:

¢ Changes to the Land Use Map concurrent with rezoning, annexation, or adoption/amendment
of a subcommunity or area plan

e Changes to the Subcommunity and Area Plan section (Ch. V)
* Changes to the Master Plan and Program summaries (Ch. VI)
e Changes to the Urban Service Criteria and Standards (Ch. VII)

ii. Schedule and Process

A request initiated by the property owner concurrent with a rezoning, development application, or
annexation application must be submitted in writing to the city’s Planning Department and must address
the criteria for processing the request separately from a plan update. All other changes must be initiated
by the city or county.

iii.Referrals

The city will make a referral with preliminary comments to the county Land Use Department for comment.
For land use changes the county will have 30 days after receipt of the referral to provide written notice
to the city as to whether the proposed change meets the criteria.

2. Map only update

Changes to the comprehensive plan Land Use Map and Area |, Il, lll Map may be proposed as otherwise
provided for in this plan or in a map only update. A map only update may be initiated between mid-term
and major updates as needed. The purposes of the map only update are to provide an opportunity for the
city and county, as well as the public to request changes to the plan that do not involve significant city and
county resources to evaluate, to clean up mapping discrepancies and to make minor adjustments to the
service area boundary. The map only update is not intended to be a time to consider significant Land Use
Map changes, or any policy changes.

Changes that may be considered during a map only update include:

¢ Changes to the Land Use Map in Area | or II.

* Minor Adjustments to the Service Area Boundary.

3. Mid-term Update

A mid-term update will be initiated at some point between major updates. The purposes of the mid-term
update are to address objectives identified in the last major update and review progress made in meeting
those objectives, provide an opportunity for the public to request changes to the plan that do not involve
significant city and county resources to evaluate, and make minor additions or clarifications to the policy
section. The mid-term update is not intended to be a time to consider major policy changes.
Changes that may be considered during a mid-term update include:

¢ Changes to the Land Use Map.

e Changes to the Area I,I1,lll Map.

e Planning Area boundary changes.

* Minor edits to the policy section (Ch. IlI).

e Minor text edits.
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e Changes to the Subcommunity and Area Plan section (Ch. V).
e Changes to the Master Plan and Program summaries (Ch. VI).
e Changes to the Urban Service Criteria and Standards (Ch. VII).

4. The Major Update

The comprehensive plan will be reviewed at least every 10 years for potential amendments to reflect
changes in circumstances and community desires.

Changes that may be considered during a major update include:
¢ Changes to the Land Use Map.
e Changes to the Area |,I1,Ill Map.
* Rural Preservation Area Expansions or contractions.
e Planning Area boundary changes.
* Edits to the policy section (Ch. Ill).
e Edits to the plan text.
e Changes to the Subcommunity and Area Plan section (Ch. V).
e Changes to the Master Plan and Program summaries (Ch. VI).
e Changes to the Urban Service Criteria and Standards (Ch. VII).

5. Schedule & Process of Updates

a) Schedule: Prior to the beginning of each update, the city Planning Department and the county Land
Use Department will establish a process and schedule for the update. The schedule and process
will be revised as needed during the review process. The process will include an opportunity for
landowners and the general public to submit requests for changes to the plan. During major
updates, policy changes should precede map changes.

b) Screening: Proposed changes from the public, staff and approval bodies will be reviewed by the
city Planning Department, which will prepare a recommendation in consultation with the county
Land Use Department on which proposals should go forward and which proposals should receive
no further consideration. The bodies will consider all requests for changes together with the staff
recommendations at initial public hearings and will compile a list of proposed changes to be
considered during the update based upon:

* consistency with the purposes of the update as described above,

* available resources to evaluate the proposed change (city and county staffing and budget
priorities),
* consistency with current BVCP policies, and

* compatibility with adjacent land uses and neighborhood context.

c) Further study & initiation of hearings: After a list of proposed changes to be considered during the
update has been determined, the city Planning Department and county Land Use Department will
study, seek appropriate public input, and make recommendations concerning proposed changes.
Requests for changes to the comprehensive plan that affect an area designated Open Space will
be reviewed by the city Open Space Board of Trustees and the county Parks and Open Space
Advisory Committee. The board of trustees will make a recommendation prior to any action on
that change. The bodies will then initiate the hearings on whether to approve, modify or deny any
of the proposed changes.
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C. Referral & Call-up Process

As part of the cooperative planning process, the City of Boulder and Boulder County have established the
following referral process for certain types of land use and public improvements activity within the Boulder
Valley. A referral is a written communication from the Planning Department of either the city or the county
to the Planning Department of either the county or the city, respectively, in which there is contained either
a request for or a response to a request for review and comment on the above-described.

Responses to all referrals will be based upon the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, including all
applicable policies, maps, and implementation documents, and applicable codes, agreements, ordinances,
and resolutions of the respective jurisdictions.

All referral requests and responses of departments of the city and the county will be received, reviewed
and communicated through the respective planning departments, with the understanding that referral
responses may be reviewed by the Planning Board or Planning Commission and/or the City Council or
Board of County Commissioners at the referee’s discretion.

Complete referral responses will be made within 30 days of receipt. The referrer will consider all referral
responses or the fact that there have been no responses before proceeding with the activity proposed.

The city will not grant or deny applications for out-of-city water and sewer permits for development activities
in Area Il unless it has first received a referral response from the county.

The Board of County Commissioners may call up the following city decisions:

e Minor adjustments to the service area boundary over 5 acres in size.
* Area |l Land Use Map changes over 5 acres in size.

The call up provisions do not apply to enclaves, city-owned land, and properties along the western edge
of the service area below the blue line. After approval of a city decision that is eligible for a call-up,
the city planning department will notify the county planning department of the decision. If the Board of
County Commissioners chooses to call-up the decision within 30 days of the final city decision, it will hold a
public hearing to approve or deny the change within 60 days of the call-up decision. The Board of County
Commissioners may approve or deny the change or approve and request the city modify the approval. Any
change to the comprehensive plan that is a result of a call up by the county will be final upon approval by
both the city and the Board of County Commissioners.

D. Notification

Any property owner whose property would be affected by a proposed change in land use designation or
by service area expansions, contractions or boundary changes will receive timely written notice that such
change or changes will be considered. Planning staff will exert its best efforts to provide such notice within
30 days of receiving a request that is to be considered. However, no hearing to approve or deny any such
proposal will be held unless planning staff notified the affected property owner in writing at least 30 days
prior to the date set for the hearing on the proposed change.

To provide general public notice, the city Planning Department will publish a Comprehensive Plan map
indicating where the proposed changes are located and a description of each change at least ten days prior
to the first public hearing to consider the proposed changes.

E. Errors

If a discrepancy is found to exist within the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan that is clearly a drafting
error, mapping discrepancy or a clerical mistake, either the city or the county, after a referral request to the
other agency, may correct such error.
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Request #1
Address: 1343 Iris Avenue
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB)
Proposed Land Use: High Density Residential (HR); or Medium Density Residential (MR); or Low Density Residential (LR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

1343 Iris Avenue

BROADWAY:

jomile:Canyon-Creek

=IRISTAVE

0 Va X
I ] Miles A

: Area of Change Mixed Density Residential

Very Low Density Residential 0OS, Other
Low Density Residential Public

Medium Density Residential

Applicant Narrative:

Boulder County is requesting a Land Use change for the County-owned property at 1333
Iris Avenue, on the northeast corner of the intersection of Broadway and Iris in North
Boulder (North Broadway Complex). The County is suggesting a change from its current
use designation, Public (P), to Residential (R) without specified zoning. This property is
17.5 acres including parking lots, 5 office buildings, a playground, paths and open field
space. The County believes this property is ripe for residential use for three reasons:
supporting space for housing needs by increasing supply for a growing front-range
population, existing infrastructure for transportation and accessibility, and alignment with
strategy and vision for the region.

There’s been no more pressing conversation across Colorado (and Boulder County) than
the need for housing. The Denver metro region “needs to build 511,000 units by 2050 to
meet current and future housing needs” according to a June 2024 Regional Housing
Needs Assessment produced by the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG.)
This property, 17.5 contiguous acres within City limits on transit routes and with existing
utilities to the site, offers significant opportunity to increase supply. While the County is not
submitting a zoning preference for the property, this campus represents an opportunity for
in-fill meeting affordable or attainable inventory needs including the possibility of units
suitable for ownership or rent to own. Housing in Boulder County (and, more specifically,

the City of Boulder) remains amongst the most expensive in the State of Colorado and the United States overall. The Boulder County Community
Foundation’s Trends Report finds that the average median home value for Boulder County now tops $713,000 and is substantially higher in the

City of Boulder.

Ownership seems increasingly out of reach and is likely to pressure existing residents, the local economy and the viability of local employment
and educational entities. One misconception in the affordable housing space is that affordable homes need to be single family style homes with a
large yard. This location, on existing transit routes just north of downtown, is an opportunity to explore affordable or attainable ownership housing
solutions for the community in other formats: potentially mixed use residential in a walkable area for families of all types who desire a potentially
smaller footprint or shared amenities and greenspace. There is a wealth of knowledge in the housing space in the City and County of Boulder in
government organizations, non-profit partners and the development community. Boulder County hopes organizations leverage these partnerships

to explore the needs of the community.
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This location on the Iris and Broadway corridor has the conditions to create a walkable and transit accessible neighborhood. There are two lines
of existing transit, including RTD Skip and LF lines5, as well as two walking paths, Iris Path and Broadway Path. In addition, utilities exist to the
site. Roughly 30% of the property appears to be in the 500 year flood plane, and less than 10% of the property appears to be in the 100 year
flood plane. The flood appears to come from the Western property edge and then flow southeast to Iris Avenue. This proposal for land use
change would allow a potential purchaser’s vision for residential development to continue exploration of highest/best use of the property in
alignment with this comprehensive plan update and with City of Boulder permitting requirements.

Changing the land use for the North Broadway property aligns with long-term, comprehensive strategy of the region. It also aligns with recent
feedback received by the community during this Comprehensive Plan Update process which focuses on the creation and enhancement of
walkable neighborhoods. The Regional Housing Collaborative, Boulder County Housing Authority, and The City of Boulder have acknowledged
the need for affordable low-, moderate-, and middle-income households; affordable is typically defined as household spending less than 30% of
their income on housing. The Boulder County Regional Housing Plan in part calls for "securing land and development/redevelopment
opportunities” which appear to align with the opportunity presented in shifting the land use of the North Broadway Complex property. Goals set by
the Boulder County Regional Housing Partnership seek strategies for achieving the 12% regional affordable units goal which may leverage this
property. One of the primary challenges to affordable housing is the high demand, with limited space available for new homes. While the ability
and capacity of the local housing development market remains challenged by rising costs of land and construction, recent state and local
legislation continue to pursue opportunities to address Boulder County housing needs (re: condo defect-related legislation, density
considerations, etc).

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1
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Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the High Density
Residential (HR), Medium Density Residential (MR) and Low Density Residential (LR) land use designations will be consolidated through the
Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce residential development on the County-owned property to help address
regional housing needs. The property is well-served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact
development. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #2
Address: 4655 Table Mesa Drive
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: High Density Residential (HR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

4655 Table Mesa Drive

h

0 Ya X
—viles A
D Area of Change Community Business
Low Density Residential Park, Urban and Other
Medium Density Residential Public

High Density Residential

TABLEE"MESA D R——/

Screening Analysis:

Applicant Narrative:

This underutilized RTD PnR would have far greater potential to serve the Boulder
community if it was zoned High Density Residential. HDR zoning would be consistent with
adjacent properties to the east that also have the high density (HR) land use, and, at 1.25
acres, the property is far too large for low density residential. Additionally, the site is
extremely well served by transit with the flatiron flyer, DASH, 204, 206, and AB directly in
front of the property. Thanks to its excellent transit connections, DOLA recognized the area
as potential TOD in its HB-1313 TOC legislation maps. As Boulder responds to state
requirements and meets its own needs and goals, this site is an excellent location for high
density multifamily development, and also has strong potential for affordable housing,
which would support RTD's Equitable TOD Policy. Lastly, with RTD as the landowner, any
potential development at this site would be contemplated in coordination with the City of
Boulder and local stakeholders to ensure it met local priorities and needs.

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the High Density
Residential (HR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
additional residential development on an underutilized site to support housing and transit-oriented development goals. The property is well-served
by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft

Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #3
Address: 2750 Broadway
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Transitional Business (TB)
Proposed Land Use: Community Business (CB)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

2750 Broadway Applicant Narrative:
Boulder Medical Center has existed in its current location for over 75 years. However it is
highly likely that Boulder Medical Center pre-dates the establishment of any Land Use
Designation being applied to its property. The history of when and how Land Use
Designations first came into being in the city is not available, so we can’t be certain of how
the Transitional Business (TB) designation came to be attached to the site. Anecdotally...
BALSAM:AV.E In raising this point with the Planning Director, he said it would be reasonable to think that
xxxxxrd when the first Land Use Map for the city was created, someone drove by and said, well, it's
****** a medical center so let’s support that activity in the Land Use Map designation. Hence the
Transitional Business designation.

1, v | Inthat time, the medical use and the use designation have had a good and healthy
- h: viles A| marriage. However, things change. Indeed the Center needs significant improvements to
be a state of the art medical facility that can provide for the evolving needs of Boulder.

Washington School Park

: Area of Change Community Business

RADSTSI RO SIS0 Transitional Business This cannot be done in the current location for many reasons — most significantly because
Madini DERSIG/REsIdanal Mixad HseiBusiness the Medical Center is a designated Critical Facility. The structure sits within both the 500
Mixed Density Residential Public year and the 100 year Floodplain Boundaries; much of it is £9’ below the Flood Protection
High Density Residential Elevation required for the structure. Therefore floodproofing would be required if the

center were to make the needed upgrades. Doing so — while also maintaining its
operations — is not feasible. Consequently, the Medical Center will have to relocate to a new site where such improvements can be
accomplished.

MEDICAL CENTER’S DEPARTURE FROM 2750 BROADWAY

The current land use designation does not make sense for the property once the medical use is no longer the site’s predominant activity. Upon
the Center’s departure the most appropriate future land use the property is Community Business (CB), the same designation as the remainder of
the block, shared today with IDEAL BROADWAY SHOPS.

This designation would allow for the full block of the neighborhood center designation to the south to be applied to this highly accessible site.

Once the site is cleared, it would be then possible to build a new facility meeting the city’s floodplain regulations and eventually making it possible
to provide high density housing directly adjacent to neighborhood shops and activity. And like the adjacent neighborhood center itself, the
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Community Business designation would lead to a rezoning of the property to BC-2 where housing associated with Neighborhood Centers is
encouraged. The city has a need for housing in this location, and the opportunity to maximize its potential on this site is greatly enhanced with
the change proposed.

IDEAL BROADWAY SHOPS and the adjacent COMMUNITY PLAZA both have BC-2 zoning and are identified by Land Use Code Appendix N for
Special Use Restrictions. But sites are constricted by floodplain regulations and likely landmarking limitations. Therefore this BMC site provides
an opportunity to provide higher density housing adjacent to the Neighborhood Center that is not otherwise easily achievable.

MEDICAL CENTER’S RELOCATION

New medical facilities are expensive to build; land sufficient to support a medical center’s needs are difficult to find in Boulder —i.e. expensive.
The medical center’s most significant tangible asset to provide for that upgrade is the land that it sits on today. Consequently, the funds raised
from the sale of their existing land has to substantially provide for their new facility in Boulder. To better serve their existing clients, this would at
best be somewhere near their current location, where land costs are extremely high.

Allowing for high density housing as a part of the Neighborhood Center would provide the most support for the financial needs of the Medical
Center and significantly enhance its ability to provide for the needs of the Boulder Community for decades to come.

BVCP POLICIES IN SUPPORT OF MAP CHANGE
This request reflects changes to the physical conditions, supports the goals of the Plan &:

. Is on balance consistent with the policies & intent of the Plan;
. Has no cross-jurisdictional impacts outside of the city;

. Would not affect the growth projection basis of the Plan;

. Would not affect the provision of urban services to the area; &
. Does not affect the city’s Capital Improvements Program.

Principal 2015 BVCP policy supporting this request:

8.13 Support for Community Facilities

The city and county recognize the importance of educational, health, cultural and non-profit community agencies that provide vital services to the
residents of the Boulder Valley and will work collaboratively with these agencies to reasonably accommodate their facility needs and consider
location based on transportation accessibility or other needs.

Also:

3.22 Floodplain Management

7.10 Housing for a Full Range of Households

7.11 Balancing Housing Supply with Employment Base

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
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N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Community Business
(CB) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce a designation
that supports future redevelopment of the site, including potential high-density housing adjacent to the neighborhood center, once the existing
medical use relocates. The property is well-served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact
development. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #4

Address:

Request Type:

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation:

2425 Colorado Avenue

Land Use Map Change
Low Density Residential (LR)
High Density Residential (HR)
Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

2425 Colorado Avenue
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Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Applicant Narrative:

This request is to change the land use designation for the St. Aidan’s properties at 2425
Colorado Ave to allow greater flexibility and accommodate high density housing alongside
its long-standing role as a faith-based community institution. St. Aidan’s is uniquely located
across from the University of Colorado Boulder campus, near transit, services, and
employment centers. Its central location makes it well-suited to provide community-serving
housing that supports Boulder’s broader goals of equity, affordability, and sustainability.

The land use change would allow for thoughtfully designed residential development on the
property that could deliver housing opportunities for low- and middle-income households,
including students, staff, young families, and essential workers. These populations are
increasingly priced out of Boulder’s housing market, and creating affordable options near
campus and transit will directly advance BVCP policies promoting inclusivity, community
diversity, and equitable access to opportunity.

Allowing additional density on the St. Aidan’s property also represents a more efficient use
of centrally located, underutilized land. Many faith-based and non-profit properties like St.
Aidan’s have excess land area or facilities that no longer match contemporary needs.
Updating the land use designation to enable residential development, in partnership with
community-serving organizations, ensures these assets contribute to the greater public

good while preserving the long-term mission and presence of the institution.

This change also strengthens the financial sustainability of St. Aidan’s. By allowing for compatible residential development, the congregation can
create new pathways to maintain and invest in its facilities while continuing to provide worship, gathering, and outreach services that benefit the
broader community. In this way, the land use change not only addresses Boulder’s housing shortage but also safeguards the ongoing role of a

valued community institution.

From a sustainability perspective, adding housing on the St. Aidan’s property reduces the pressure for sprawl and supports climate goals by
placing residents in a walkable, bikeable, and transit-served location. It integrates housing with existing infrastructure rather than expanding the

city’s footprint.
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In summary, this land use designation change for the St. Aidan’s property advances multiple BVCP priorities:
--Housing Affordability and Choice: Creates opportunities for low- and middle-income households who are increasingly excluded from Boulder.
--Equity and Inclusion: Provides access to housing for students, workers, and families near services and employment.
--Sustainability: Promotes compact, efficient development in a central location with strong transit access.
--Community-Serving Institutions: Helps preserve in our location of ministry the presence and mission of St. Aidan’s while unlocking new
community benefits.

St. Aidan’s is ready to serve as a partner in addressing Boulder’s most pressing housing challenges. With a land use designation that reflects this
potential, the property can both continue its faith-based mission and contribute significantly to the city’s goals for a more affordable, equitable, and
sustainable future.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
I

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the High Density
Residential (HR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
additional residential development while retaining St. Aidan’s long-standing role as a faith-based community institution. The property is well-served
by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #5
Address: 2419 Colorado Avenue
Request Type: Land Use Map Change

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation:

2419 Colorado Avenue
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Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Low Density Residential (LR)
High Density Residential (HR)
Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Applicant Narrative:

This request is to change the land use designation for the St. Aidan’s properties at 2419
Colorado Ave to allow greater flexibility and accommodate high density housing alongside
its long-standing role as a faith-based community institution. St. Aidan’s is uniquely located
across from the University of Colorado Boulder campus, near transit, services, and
employment centers. Its central location makes it well-suited to provide community-serving
housing that supports Boulder’s broader goals of equity, affordability, and sustainability.

The land use change would allow for thoughtfully designed residential development on the
property that could deliver housing opportunities for low- and middle-income households,
including students, staff, young families, and essential workers. These populations are
increasingly priced out of Boulder’s housing market, and creating affordable options near
campus and transit will directly advance BVCP policies promoting inclusivity, community
diversity, and equitable access to opportunity.

Allowing additional density on the St. Aidan’s property also represents a more efficient use
of centrally located, underutilized land. Many faith-based and non-profit properties like St.
Aidan’s have excess land area or facilities that no longer match contemporary needs.
Updating the land use designation to enable residential development, in partnership with
community-serving organizations, ensures these assets contribute to the greater public

good while preserving the long-term mission and presence of the institution.

This change also strengthens the financial sustainability of St. Aidan’s. By allowing for compatible residential development, the congregation can
create new pathways to maintain and invest in its facilities while continuing to provide worship, gathering, and outreach services that benefit the
broader community. In this way, the land use change not only addresses Boulder’s housing shortage but also safeguards the ongoing role of a

valued community institution.

From a sustainability perspective, adding housing on the St. Aidan’s property reduces the pressure for sprawl and supports climate goals by
placing residents in a walkable, bikeable, and transit-served location. It integrates housing with existing infrastructure rather than expanding the

city’s footprint.
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In summary, this land use designation change for the St. Aidan’s property advances multiple BVCP priorities:
--Housing Affordability and Choice: Creates opportunities for low- and middle-income households who are increasingly excluded from Boulder.
--Equity and Inclusion: Provides access to housing for students, workers, and families near services and employment.
--Sustainability: Promotes compact, efficient development in a central location with strong transit access.
--Community-Serving Institutions: Helps preserve in our location of ministry the presence and mission of St. Aidan’s while unlocking new
community benefits.

St. Aidan’s is ready to serve as a partner in addressing Boulder’s most pressing housing challenges. With a land use designation that reflects this
potential, the property can both continue its faith-based mission and contribute significantly to the city’s goals for a more affordable, equitable, and
sustainable future.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
I

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the High Density
Residential (HR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
higher-density residential development while retaining St. Aidan’s long-standing role as a faith-based community institution. The property is well-
served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with
draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #6

Address:

Request Type:

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation:

2851 Valmont Road

Land Use Map

Change

Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Medium Density Residential (MR)
Mixed-Use Business (MUB)
Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
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Applicant Narrative:

We are requesting a Land Use Designation from MR to MUB, per the 2020 Boulder Valley
Comp Plan (the “Comp Plan”) for our property located at 2851 Valmont Road. The
property is currently zoned RM-1 and was originally a single-family residence that included
out-buildings. At that time, in the 1970’s and 1980’s, this area was more rural in character
with lower density. For the past 35 years, the property was occupied by Sturtz & Copeland
Florist & Greenhouse (our family business) up until the business was sold and relocated in
2023. Over the years, the growth and expansion of Boulder has bypassed the property
with development that includes medium and high density residential, commercial and retail
uses. The physical condition of the area has also changed, and Valmont Road is now
better served by the transportation and infrastructure developed by the City for cars, bikes
and pedestrian traffic. The infrastructure supports density and a mix of uses as Valmont
now functions as an east/west connector from 55th Street to Folsom Street. The change
of use will also allow future development that is more consistent with The City of Boulder
future planning efforts as well as the Comp Plan. Below are some examples and sections
from the Comp Plan and the shared Community Goals that support our request:

Comp Plan Core Values:
* To create compact, contiguous development and infill that supports evolution to a more
sustainable urban form;

* Neighborhood connectivity should align with the all-mode transportation system to make getting around without a car easy and accessible to

everyone

Section 2- Built Environment. Encourage more sustainable Urban Form development that is compact with density in locations guided by the Land
Use Map to create and support a variety of housing types, viable commercial opportunities and high frequency public transit. Allow for daily
needs to be met within easy access from home, work, school, services or recreation without driving a car. MUB is consistent with this approach.
Section 2.14- Mix of Complementary Land Uses, the city and county will strongly encourage, consistent with other land use policies, a variety of
land uses in new developments. In existing neighborhoods, a mix of land use types, housing sizes and lot sizes may be possible if properly
mitigated and respectful of neighborhood character. MUB is consistent with this approach.

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Section 2.15 Compatibility of Adjacent Land Uses, the immediate area, especially along Valmont and 28th Street, consists of several COB zoning
designations that are consistent with the MUB use.

Section 2.18 Boulder Valley Regional Center & 28th Street, the city will preserve and enhance the BVRC as a high-intensity regional commercial
center while encouraging the addition of a variety of housing types. MUB is consistent with this approach.
Community Goals:

The Community Goals as stated below to help prioritize choices about the Boulder Valley’s Future also align with our request for change of use to
MUB:

. Accessible & Connected

. Environmentally Sustainable
. Economically Vital

. Livable

. Safe

We believe the MR use designation and RM-1 zoning along our section of Valmont is no longer viable, nor is it consistent with the Comp Plan,
Community Goals, and City Planning. The change of use to MUB will allow future development to be more responsive to today’s needs within the
City of Boulder and our specific neighborhood. Thank you for your consideration.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
I
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Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use Business
(MUB) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce a designation
that allows a mix of residential and commercial uses consistent with surrounding development along Valmont Road. The property is well-served by
existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.

15
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Request #7
Address: 0 Twin Lakes Road.
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB)
Proposed Land Use: Open Space- Acquired (OS-A)

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

0 Twin Lakes Road

Light Industrial
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Applicant Narrative:

In concert with 6655 Twin Lakes Road and 0 Kahlua Road, the property qualifies for open
space according to the County’s acquisition criteria. Parks and Open Space staff strive to
acquire land that meets these criteria:

- Land threatened by development that is near or adjacent to existing open space

- Prime agricultural land

-Wildlife habitat

- Riparian and scenic corridors

- Land that could provide trail connections.
http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/openspace/pages/acquisitions.aspx

According to the County description of the existing Open Space:

In the 1960s, thanks to the nearby IBM plant and other commercial attractions, the
Gunbarrel residential area grew up around the lakes. The lakes have been central to the
Gunbarrel community from the beginning.
http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/parks/pages/twinlakes.aspx

As the community has grown, the need for additional open space to accommodate
additional residents has grown with it. So has the need to better protect remaining natural
values under siege from encroaching development on private land has grown with it.

Now is the time to protect this parcel and expand the existing Open Space. This request is submitted with parallel requests for the adjacent
properties at 6655 Twin Lakes Road (9.97 acres), and 0 Kalua Road (6.08 acres), which are located directly south of 6655 Twin Lakes Road. The
two southern parcels are currently owned by Boulder Valley School District (the “BVSD parcels”). Thus, including this 3.97-acre 6650 parcel, the
County, City, and community have a rare chance to expand Gunbarrel’'s magnificent Twin Lakes Open Space by a total of 17 acres. All three
proposed properties are currently publicly owned. This unique opportunity for the 2015 BVCP Update is made possible by the County’s purchase
of 6655 in 2013, and the fact that BVSD has stated it has no plans to use 6650 or 0 Kahlua for School District purposes.

For more details on this Land Use Change Request, see item 1F from the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, and items 10-12 from the 2020

Update.
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Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
) . X X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. The request is generally
inconsistent with the most recent draft policy and land use map direction. The parcel is in Area Il (the area designated for urban services) and has
been intended for annexation into the city since the 1970s. Urban services (i.e. water, wastewater, stormwater, roads, etc.) are available near the
parcel. While the site has clear value to the adjacent neighbors for its scenic quality and other resource values, neither the county nor city has
found the site to meet their respective criteria for open space designation or acquisition for broader community benefit.
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Request #8
Address: 6655 Twin Lakes Road
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: Open Space- Acquired (OS-A)

Staff Recommendation:  No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

6655 Twin Lakes Road
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Applicant Narrative:

The property is ideal for open space according to the County’s acquisition criteria:
Parks and Open Space staff strive to acquire land that meets these criteria:

Land threatened by development that is near or adjacent to existing open space
Prime agricultural land

Wildlife habitat

Riparian and scenic corridors

Land that could provide trail connections.
http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/openspace/pages/acquisitions.aspx

According to the County description of the existing Twin Lakes Open Space:

In the 1960s, thanks to the nearby IBM plant and other commercial attractions, the
Gunbarrel residential area grew up around the lakes. The lakes have been central to the
Gunbarrel community from the beginning.
http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/parks/pages/twinlakes.aspx

As the community has grown, the need for additional open space to accommodate
additional residents has grown with it. So has the need to better protect remaining natural
values under siege from encroaching development on private land. Now is the time to
protect this parcel and expand the existing Open Space. This request is submitted with

parallel requests for the adjacent properties at 6650 Twin Lakes Road (3.95 acres) and 0 Kalua Road (6.08 acres), which are located directly
south of 6655 Twin Lakes Road. The two southern parcels are currently owned by Boulder Valley School District (the “BVSD parcels”). Thus,
including the 9.97-acre 6655 parcel, the County, City, and community have a rare chance to expand Gunbarrel’s magnificent Twin Lakes Open
Space by a total of 17 acres. All three proposed properties are currently publicly owned.

See our Land Use Change Requests 1E in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, and items 10-12 in the 2020 Update, for additional details on

this request.

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. The request is generally
inconsistent with the most recent draft policy and land use map direction. The parcel is in Area Il (the area designated for urban services) and has
been intended for annexation into the city since the 1970s. Urban services (i.e. water, wastewater, stormwater, roads, etc.) are available near the
parcel. While the site has clear value to the adjacent neighbors for its scenic quality and other resource values, neither the county nor city has
found the site to meet their respective criteria for open space designation or acquisition for broader community benefit.
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Request #9
Address: 0 Kalua Road
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB)
Proposed Land Use: Open Space - Acquired (OS-A)

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

0 Kalua Road Applicant Narrative:

In concert with 6655 Twin Lakes Road and 6650 Twin Lakes Road, the property qualifies
for open space according to the County’s acquisition criteria: Parks and Open Space staff
strive to acquire land that meet these criteria:

e Land threatened by development that is near or adjacent to existing open space

e  Prime agricultural land

e Wildlife habitat
[ ]
[ ]

Riparian and scenic corridors
Land that could provide trail connections.
http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/openspace/pages/acquisitions.aspx

0 Va * | According to the County description of the existing Open Space:

[ EEE— e A In the 1960s, thanks to the nearby IBM plant and other commercial attractions, the
[ Areaof Change 0S, Other Gunbarrel residential area grew up around the lakes. The lakes have been central to the
T L — Public Gunbarrel community from the beginning.

I http://www.bouldercounty.org/os/parks/pages/twinlakes.aspx

As the community has grown, the need for additional open space to accommodate
additional residents has grown with it. So has the need to better protect remaining natural
values under siege from encroaching development on private land has grown with it.

Now is the time to protect this parcel and expand the existing Open Space. This request is submitted with parallel requests for the adjacent
properties at 6655 Twin Lakes Road (9.97 acres), and 6650 Twin Lakes Road (3.97 acres), which are located directly south of 6655 Twin Lakes
Road. The two southern parcels are currently owned by Boulder Valley School District (the “BVSD parcels”). Thus, including this 6.08-acre 0
Kalua Road parcel, the County, City, and community have a rare chance to expand Gunbarrel’s magnificent Twin Lakes Open Space by a total of
17 acres.

For more information on this Land Use Change, please refer to item 1G in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update, and items 10-12 in the 2020
Update.
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Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. The request is generally
inconsistent with the most recent draft policy and land use map direction. The parcel is in Area Il (the area designated for urban services) and has
been intended for annexation into the city since the 1970s. Urban services (i.e. water, wastewater, stormwater, roads, etc.) are available near the
parcel. While the site has clear value to the adjacent neighbors for its scenic quality and other resource values, neither the county nor city has
found the site to meet their respective criteria for open space designation or acquisition for broader community benefit.
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Request #10
Address: Sioux Drive between Pawnee Drive and Thunderbird Drive
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: Medium Density Residential (MR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

South Side Sioux Drive Applicant Narrative:
Admiral Arleigh Sioux Drive between Pawnee and Thunderbird separates two substantially different land

Ik Parlk use/zoning designations. The south side of the street has a Low Density Residential land
use and the north side is High Density. The south side is zoned RE and the north side is

&= zoned RH-5.
&
Hrenaz BIRe @ This difference in land use and zoning creates two very different urban and suburban
1= forms that are incompatible without some mediating zone or at least a much wider right-of-
o f»I— way. Their juxtaposition across a typical residential street is incongruous.
"S !§ | propose changing the lots on the south side of Sioux Drive to medium density residential
v land use and RM-1 zoning. Here is my rationale:
S 0 v v | Existing Condition:
& I 1 Miles A o - -
[ Aea of Change arl Utbansand Sther Frasier is curreptly in site review ’go vacate Eonca Place and construct a very large addition
Low Density Residentia public - the bulk of which is parallel to Sioux and tight to the 25' setback line. The proposed

structure would be more than 450 feet in length and 55 feet tall with four stories over a
High DenisityResidentlal partially below grade parking structure.

On the south side of the street are small detached single family structures, most only a
single story and some less than 15 feet at the ridge of the roof.

Land Use Current:
High Density Residential land use and RH-5 zoning north of Sioux allows most of what Frasier is proposing (although 55 feet is outside the by-
right allowable height). Frasier has proposed vacation of the Ponca right-of-way to allow them to make their campus and structures even larger.

Low Density Residential land use and RE zoning south of Sioux allows only single family detached structures. Duplex structures are allowed
within the RE zone only if the lot size provides 7,500 sf per dwelling unit. The maijority of the lots on the south side of Sioux are non-conforming
and only about 11,000 sf. As a result, duplexes cannot be constructed there.

Land Use Change Proposed South Side of Sioux:

A Medium Density land use and RM-1 zone designation on the south side of Sioux would allow a narrow strip of slightly more dense housing
between the RH-5 zone north of Sioux and the RE zone that would remain on the north side of Ricara and Shawnee.
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The Medium Density land use and RM-1 zone designation would allow duplexes and even, potentially, small triplexes on the 11,000 sf lots on the
south side of Sioux. This would allow two and three story structures.
With the current RE zone an 11,000 sf lot could have a house of 4,222 sf in floor area and lot coverage of 3,166 sf. The house could be a
maximum of 29.7 feet tall (due to the non-conforming lot size).

With an RM-1 zone designation a triplex structure would require a minimum of 6,000 sf of open space. There would be no maximum floor area.
The maximum building height would be 35’. The RM-1 zone would eliminate bulk plane, side wall articulation and solar access requirements.
This would open the possibility for duplex/triplex townhomes or stacked flats along Sioux. And while these structures might be larger than the
single family structures on Ricara and Shawnee they wouldn’t be significantly different. They would be a good “middle ground” between the
urbanity of Frasier’s site and the suburban character of the remainder of the Keywaydin neighborhood.

Missing Middle:

Boulder is a city of primarily existing single family detached dwellings. It is becoming city of more dense, large multi-family housing. With the
exception of maybe Whittier and University Hill, it is lacking in all of the other housing types that might support the “missing middle.” See Image A
(credit to Opticos Design Inc.) The proposed land use change might provide the opportunity for missing middle housing.

| don't think many people will find it desirable to live in a small detached single family suburban home on the south side of Sioux across the street
from a structure of the scale Frasier is proposing. See Images B, D and F that illustrate the existing and/or forthcoming condition. Image D shows
a cross section through Frasier’s proposed structure, the structure at 4700 Sioux and the structure at 4755 Shawnee. Image F shows the single
family houses on the south side of Sioux superimposed on Frasier’s planned expansion on the north side.

Two or three story duplex/triplex structures would be a better planning fit across the street from Frasier and probably more appealing to the
people who would want to live across the street from such a large urban structure. See Images C and E showing a proposed intermediate zone of
medium density housing. Image E shows a similar cross section as Image D but with a medium density triplex at 4700 Sioux Drive.

| believe the requested land use change and concomitant zone change illustrated in Image C and Image E, would be a better planning solution to
the issue of incompatible land uses on opposite sides of Sioux Drive and provide more diversity in housing types for different households with
little or no impact on adjacent existing land uses. These structures could provide more housing for the "missing middle" in Boulder.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No

Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Medium Density
Residential (MR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
medium-density residential development in a neighborhood where high density housing exists directly north of Sioux Drive. The properties are
well-served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent
with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #11
Address: 2810 Olson Drive
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: Mixed Density Residential (MXR)

Staff Recommendation:  Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

2810 Olson Drive Applicant Narrative:
The neighborhood is surrounded by higher density. It is also well served by public
transportation options.
% Scott S
= (- Carpenter _33
N Park 2
0 Va 2
L — VN
: Area of Change Transitional Business
Low Density Residential Regional Business
Medium Density Residential OS, Other
High Density Residential Park, Urban and Other
General Business Public

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Density
Residential (MXR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
medium-density residential development in a neighborhood currently surrounded by higher-density uses. The property is well-served by existing
transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #12
Address: 2855 & 2889 Valmont Road
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Open Space — Other (0OS-0); Medium Density Residential (MR)
Proposed Land Use: Mixed-Use Business (MUB)

Staff Recommendation:  Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

2889 and 2855 Valmont Road Applicant Narrative:
This is a request to change the current Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (comp plan)
designation on the properties at 2855 and 2889 Valmont Road from Mixed Use Residential
2855 (MR) to Mixed Use Business (MUB). The Boulder Valley Medical Center owns and
VALMONT,RD occupies the existing buildings on the two properties and has been in operation for 52
I ; years in Boulder (38 years at this location). The current RM-1 zoning allows for the
I” = ; continued use but a business zoning district would be more consistent with the existing
VALMONTRD | | . : ) ) ;
o use. The MUB comp plan designation would allow for a business zoning that is more
—\/ALMONT-RD conducive to the existing use and possible future expansion.

The Valmont Road corridor continues to rapidly change and now functions as an important
connector in Boulder from 55th Street to 28th Street. The City has significant
commitments to transportation and infrastructure improvements that can support additional
density and mixed uses in the area.

=—30TH-ST;

Service Commercial

Community Industrial

The MUB comp plan designation is consistent with and furthers the City's core values to
create compact, contiguous development and infill that supports evolution to a more

High Density Residential [7] Wixed Use Industrial sustainable form and neighborhood connectivity. The proposed comp plan designation is
General Business 0s, Other also compatible with the neighboring properties along Valmont Road that already have
business zoning. Thank you for your consideration.

Medium Density Residential Mixed Use Business

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

D CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use Business
(MUB) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce a designation
that aligns with the existing medical and business uses on the properties and allows for potential future expansion. The property is well-served by
existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #13

Address:

Request Type:

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation

1006 Lee Hill Drive
Land Use Map Change

Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Low Density Residential (LR)
Mixed-Density Residential (MXR) or Medium-Density Residential (MR)
:  Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

1006 Lee Hill Drive

LEE;

HILL-DR—

~BROADWAY

0

: Area of Change

Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
Mixed Density Residential

Transitional Business

:Z‘j Miles

el e e

Community Industrial

Light Industrial
|:I Mixed Use Residential

OS, Aquired

OS, Other

Applicant Narrative:

1006 Lee Hill Dris a .95 acre parcel located on the southeast corner of 10t & Lee Hill Dr.
bound by Zamia Ave to the south, 10" St to the west, Lee Hill Dr to the north & the CDOT
highway maintenance facility to the east. The current land use designation for the site is
Low Density Residential (LR) which generally allows for 2-6 units per acre. The site is
currently zoned RL2 which likely needs to be amended given the change in circumstance
surrounding the parcel.

RL2 was explicitly excluded from the zoning and use code updates that were part of the
Family Friendly Vibrant Neighborhoods (FFVN) project which “continued to evaluate the
land use code for other modifications that could remove zoning barriers to housing units
that are smaller, modest sized units, typically referred to as ‘missing middle’ housing, with a
focus on transit corridors & walkable areas near downtown & neighborhood centers.” The
reason for RL2’s exclusion as stated by Karl Guiler at the City Council Meeting on 4/25/24:
“‘RL2 was not included in the FFVN report because it’s a little more complicated when it's
open space per dwelling unit and many of the dwelling units are actually in Planned Unit
Developments or discretionary approvals from the past that would require amendments.
We’re looking to hire a planner to do more analysis of RL2 and we didn’t want to make any
changes before that analysis was done.” | followed up with Karl on 6/6/25 and was
informed that the city does not have the staff resources to advance changes to the RL2

zoning district and that it was not going to be addressed in the BVCP update. He further explained the technicalities of the zoning district “in that
most properties are governed by Planned Unit Developments (PUD), which are legally bound rights to how the properties were developed.
Making changes to these PUDs is very involved from a technical and legal perspective.” No small task!

However, 25 parcels (see attachment) are outliers to adjacent PUD’s. About half these parcels are churches, schools, or clubs and could have
been constructed on parcels allocated to such uses as part of a PUD. However, there are 7 parcels of interest that appear to have never
participated in the surrounding development. These parcels represent the opportunity to fulfill the intent of the FFVN within the RL2 zoning district
and the solution could be to simply re-zone these parcels to what the city desires in their respective locations.

1006 Lee Hill Dr was annexed into the city in the 90s and was presumably given an RL2 zoning designation as part of a broader initiative to
convert industrial land to residential on the west side of the Broadway neighborhood center. Large parcels were redeveloped over the years, the

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations
former Boulder County Maintenance Facility immediately south and west of the subject property being the last large parcel to develop in 2016.
The developer clustered open space south of Zamia and created a bifurcated outcome.

South of Zamia Ave, the single family homes have a typical LR presentation with 5 units per acre. These single family homes are 1600-2000sf
with prices from $1.3m-1.5m placing them in the upper tier just shy of luxury homes. West of the subject property, single family homes have a
presentation more typical of MR at 9 homes per acre. These homes are 1600-2000sf and priced from $1.25m-1.45m. Given that 10" St would
likely be the primary ‘front’ of the subject property under a redevelopment scenario, it would be reasonable to ‘book match’ the density on both
sides of 10" St however the size and price of the units still makes them unattainable to the middle market and priced higher than the standard
home in Boulder. North of the subject property, single family homes on both sides of 10" St from Lee Hill Dr to Lykins Ave present as typical MR
at 8 homes per acre. The larger homes on smaller lots puts size at 1500-2500sf and pricing at $1m-1.3m which aligns with the median home
value in Boulder but is still generally considered unattainable by the middle market. Things get interesting on 10" St between Lykins Ave & Chinle
Ave, where single family homes, duplex’s & triplex’s present like MXR at 20 units per acre. Homes along 10" St between Lykins Ave and Chinle
Ave have sizes from 800-1800sf and price points from $350k-$850k which exemplifies middle market housing while maintaining compatibility in
form with the adjacent mix of residential densities.

Considering the subject site’s proximity to a walkable neighborhood center, transportation corridors, multi-use paths, open space & parks, it's an
ideal location to meet the objectives of FFVN & the BVCP to bring balance and diversity to Boulders housing stock. In the theme of ‘A Boulder
Future’ I'd like to request a land use designation of Mixed Density Residential with the vision of filling the need for affordable & middle market
housing by placing a multiunit along Lee Hill Dr plus single family, duplex, and triplex homes along 10t St.

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1
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Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Density
Residential (MXR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to increase
housing diversity on the property while maintaining compatibility with surrounding development patterns. The site is well-connected to existing
transit, bikeways, and neighborhood services, supporting compact, efficient development that aligns with Boulder’s housing objectives. This request
is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #14
Address: 1343 Iris Avenue
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB)
Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use Transit-Oriented Development (MUTOD)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

1343 Iris Avenue Applicant Narrative:

Boulder County is the current owner of this land. This change request competes with their
change request. This request is for a more specific type of land use, compared to theirs.
My request is for the land to be zoned Mixed Use Transit- Oriented Development
(MUTOD), which is a formal designation of the BVCP, but was not an option in this web
form.

BROADWAY:

This land is adjacent to several bus lines, with the Skip dominant, the 208 providing east-
west travel, and the line to Lyons going north. It is therefore very accessible to transit and
BTG IS should have a mixed land use, with both various housing types and retail and other
commercial uses. The commercial uses will serve adjacent neighborhoods as well as

0 1 ~ | providing services or products that people can utilize through non-automotive transport.

T Vies A

: Area of Change Mixed Density Residential

Boulder needs this kind of development because we officially seek to reduce our carbon
footprint. We cannot achieve that through our current system of mandatory car
dependency. We must provide both alternative transportation and land uses that depend

Low Density Residential Public much less on automobile travel.
Medium Density Residential

Very Low Density Residential 0OS, Other

The land use should specify that there will be minimal automobile parking with the intent of
most access being by walking, bicycling, bus, and the various new forms of micro-mobility.
Automobile parking will exist but will be priced separately from individual property units.

Neighborhoods adjacent to this property are considered among the least walkable in Boulder. Adding commercial uses here will help address that
problem.

We need this kind of development also because we seek to provide a bigger supply of affordable or “attainable” housing, especially missing-
middle housing. So this parcel should not get a zoning that results in high-priced housing; i.e., single-family zoning.

Housing types will predominantly service lower-middle and middle-income households, which means they will rent or sell at attainable or
affordable prices. Some will be duplex, triplex, or quadplex with private areas of lawn and garden. Some will be medium density condos. Some
will be high density apartments. There is no need for single-family zoning on this property.
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All "open space" requirements in current zoning will be satisfied by permanent dedication of the eastern half of the property to public recreational
use. Although the current use is baseball, that zoning can allow other sports and even a public park, playground, and picnic tables.

The sale of this county property provides a fabulous opportunity to advance Boulder’s official environmental and housing goals. (But the sale is
premature. The government planning should occur before the sale so potential buyers know in advance what uses are allowed.)

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use Transit-

Oriented Development (MUTOD) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent
to support a mix of residential, commercial, and public recreational uses in a transit-accessible location. The site is adjacent to multiple bus lines, is
well-connected to neighborhood services, and can provide a range of housing types. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive

Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #15
Address: 1343 Iris Avenue
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB)
Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use Residential (MUR)

Staff Recommendation:  Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

1343 Iris Avenue

BROADWAY:

jomile:Canyon-Creek

=IRISTAVE

0 Va

: Area of Change Mixed Density Residential
Very Low Density Residential 0OS, Other
Low Density Residential Public

Medium Density Residential

N

T Vies A

Applicant Narrative:

The Boulder County Commissioners’ plan to sell this property creates an excellent
opportunity to address the acute shortage of attainable housing for middle income
residents, in a way that reduces the need for automobile use - in line with our climate
action goals.

This area is ready-made for transit-oriented development, with the Skip, 208 and Lyons
busses running immediately adjacent, and the 204 within reasonable walking distance. The
planned safety improvements to Iris Avenue will make walking and bike use attractive to
residents of this future neighborhood.

| live adjacent to the Iris-Broadway property, in the Melody-Catalpa neighborhood. Though
| enjoy the transit options mentioned above, my neighborhood is considered among the
least walkable in Boulder. | would look forward quick, no-car access to cafes, shops and
services that might be part of a nearby new residential-commercial neighborhood.

| would like development of this property to be focused on the west side, preserving the
public use designation on the east. This segment could provide a picnic area, playground
and gardens, while preserving the much-beloved Little League fields that have existed
there for decades. This “new” park would provide a vibrant amenity for both residents of

new housing on the west side of the property and for adjacent older neighborhoods.

| strongly feel that Boulder does NOT need more detached single-family or high-end (3K+ sq.ft. houses or luxury condos) housing. Any
residential development on the parcel at Iris and Broadway should be created for middle income folks — singles, couples, or families — who fill
essential jobs in Boulder but have difficulty affording a place to live.

Thank you for considering a changed land-use designation at northwest Broadway & Iris that will help address Boulder’s interconnected housing,

transit and climate goals

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use
Residential (MUR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to support a
mix of residential, commercial, and public recreational uses in a transit-accessible location. The site is adjacent to multiple bus lines, is well-
connected to neighborhood services, and can provide a range of housing types, while minimizing automobile dependence. This request is
generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #16
Address: 2795 Colorado Avenue
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: High Density Residential (HR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

2795 Colorado Avenue Applicant Narrative:
Change the land use designation for our property to high density residential

Justification: This change would better align faith-based and non-profit properties along
Colorado Avenue with Boulder’s housing and community goals. These sites are uniquely
located across from CU Boulder and along a key transit corridor, making them potentially
well-suited for thoughtfully designed housing that supports students, staff, faculty, young
families, and essential workers who are increasingly priced out of Boulder.

VE
R Allowing more density on these properties maximizes community benefit, promotes equity

and inclusion, and advances sustainability by placing housing in walkable, bikeable, and
0 1 v | transit-rich areas. It also ensures the long-term presence of our faith-based institutions by
i: Miles A| creating opportunities to serve the broader community while sustaining our spiritual and
service missions.

1T QT
LOI T Ol

COLORADO,

1B

: Area of Change Transitional Business
Low Density Residential 0OS, Other
Medium Density Residential Public

High Density Residential

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the High Density
Residential (HR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to allow higher-
density residential development on a faith-based and non-profit property along Colorado Avenue. This site is well-located across from CU Boulder
and near transit, services, and employment centers, making it suitable for thoughtfully designed housing for students, staff, faculty, young families,
and essential workers. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #17
Address: 3975 28" Street
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Public (PUB); Open Space — Other (OS-0O); Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: Medium Density Residential (MR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

3975 28th Street Applicant Narrative:

The Elks Club in North Boulder has a long history of providing a quasi-public property and
swimming pool for the use of Boulder’s citizens. Multiple forces have changed the
composition and leadership of the Elks in Boulder. This has led to a reevaluation of the
possible uses of its facilities and how an Elks property land use change could potentially fit
%, Elks Park into the surrounding Boulder landscape. It is a change to the future land use which has led
' to this request.

6TH-ST

/ﬁ‘@
®
(

N

)
28TH-ST

This request for a revision to the current land use designation is not without precedent on
this property. In 2001 the Elks worked with the City of Boulder to sell Elk’s Park for

Wortys permanent designation as a City park space. Along with this was a companion request to
% v | change land use designation on what was the eastern most portion of Elk property. Land
—miles A| use was changed during that process to allow the Sunrise Memory Care facility to be built
: Area of Change OS, Development Rights in 2005.
Very Low Density Residential 0OS, Other . . . . . .
With this submittal we are respectfully requesting a Land Use Designation change from the
Lovar Daiaity Residertial Publie existing P (Public) to MR (Medium Density Residential). This change would help set the
Medium Density Residential stage for a zoning change that would allow the Elks to redevelop portions of their property
08, Aquired consistent with the neighbors to the south and create a vibrant mixed-use community with

a revitalized Elks facility at its center.

Alignment with Goals of the BVCP Update:

+ Economic Vitality — through the community uses provided at an affordable cost, and through their philanthropic work, the Elks have helped fill
needs not affordably met in other ways. Nationally, the Order spends more than $80,000,000 every year in their communities for scholarships
and other philanthropy.

* Environmental Sustainability — the introduction of medium density at this location, along with an affordable housing component, would allow
folks now living outside of Boulder and commuting, to live in town at a location adjacent to our bikeway system and close to public transit.
This would result in a large SOV trip reduction.

» Healthy and Socially Thriving — we envision a connected community centered on the Elks club, where residents and visitors can socialize,
exercise, and congregate. A change to MR would help the financial health of organization and allow their facilities to be updated to continue to
serve the community.
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Livability — the Elks Park that was dedicated to the City along with the associated paths and connections make this location ideal for families to
live and grow. The added benefit of proximity to revitalized Elks Club and pool could make a new neighborhood one of the most livable in
Boulder.

BCVP goals:

1.08 Physical Expansion Limits — converting the currently underutilized land to medium density residential will help Boulder meet its
substantial housing needs inside our current boundaries in well served and connected location.

1.10 Growth — at a minimum, the addition of residential to the site would contribute 25% of units (or cash equivalent) to the affordable housing
stock.

1.11 Jobs/Housing Balance — the change to MR would allow the addition of housing with a minimum, if any, addition of commercial uses.
1.12 Community Benefit — the Elks organization has been and plans to continue to be an enormous benefit to the community though their
philanthropic work, and the provision of a community pool and gathering spaces.

2.03 Compact Development — an MR designation would pave to the way to zoning that would allow for compact and efficient development of
this underutilized property.

2.14 Mix of Land Uses — we are requesting the MR designation, in part due to its consistency with neighboring land use to the south.

2.16 Mixed Use — we envision a community that marries residential uses with a revitalized Elks Club — the mix of uses helping to create a
vibrant neighborhood.

4.01 Reduced Emissions — a well-connected, well served, medium density neighborhood would allow folks to live in town and avoid vehicles.
4.07 Efficient Land Use — an MR designation allows for a much more efficient use of the land the current P zone would allow

5.10 Role of Arts and Recreation — the Elks currently provides and plans to continue to provide a pool facility that gives Boulder families much
needed affordable access to swimming opportunities.

6.05 Reduction of SOV trips — a well-connected, well served, medium density neighborhood would allow folks to live in town and avoid
vehicles.

7.02 Affordable Housing — In addition to Inclusionary Housing requirements, we believe medium density housing could help contribute to the
missing middle with duplexes, triplexes and other forms of family focused attached housing.

7.07 Mix of Housing Types — an MR designation would allow for a wide variety of housing types.

8.13 Community Facilities — the Elks Lodge includes not only the swimming pool, but multiple event and gathering spaces within the facility
that are made available to the public.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Boulder Elks

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Medium Density
Residential (MR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
medium-density residential housing while retaining community-serving recreational uses. The property is well-connected to existing transit,
bikeways, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan

policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #18
Address: 3825 Walnut Street
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Light Industrial (LI)
Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use Residential (MUR)
Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
3825 Walnut Street Applicant Narrative:
We request changing the land use designation for 3825 Walnut Street from Industrial to
\\ Mixed Use Residential. This change would better reflect the current and anticipated
o conditions of the surrounding area, support Boulder’s updated comprehensive plan goals,
% and provide substantial community benefits by enabling housing and compatible uses in a
T;,L location served by existing infrastructure and transit.
<
% Alignment with BVCP Goals
7% The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update emphasizes compact, sustainable
o growth, directing new development toward areas already served by municipal
infrastructure and transit. Mixed Use Residential at 3825 Walnut Street aligns with these
Sty e 1 « | goals by providing opportunities for housing while supporting compatible commercial or
viles A | service uses that activate the corridor. This approach reduces the need for greenfield
development, concentrates growth in appropriate locations, and advances Boulder’s
climate, equity, and livability objectives. The BVCP also highlights land use flexibility,
Light Industrial recognizing that some legacy industrial areas may no longer serve the city’s highest-
] priority community needs.
:l Mixed Use TOD
Public Addressing Housing Needs and Equity

Boulder continues to experience a shortage of housing, particularly workforce and
moderate-income units. Redeveloping this property for mixed use residential will contribute new housing supply while preserving some
commercial or service activity on site. Locating housing near transit, employment centers, and services reduces commuting burdens, lowers
transportation costs for households, and improves equitable access to opportunity. Mixed-use development also supports neighborhood vitality by
fostering a more diverse and active streetscape.

Climate and Transportation Benefits

Mixed-use residential development encourages walking, biking, and transit use, reducing vehicle miles traveled and supporting Boulder’s
greenhouse gas reduction targets. By situating housing in a location already served by transit and multimodal infrastructure, this change
enhances mobility options and creates a more sustainable urban environment.

Consistency with HB24-1313
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Colorado House Bill 24-1313 directs local governments to facilitate housing in transit-oriented communities. 3825 Walnut Street is proximate to
transit service, making it an ideal candidate for mixed-use residential development consistent with state law. The change also allows Boulder to
leverage potential state infrastructure support for redevelopment, ensuring efficient use of public resources.

Community Benefits and Mitigation

Converting 3825 Walnut Street to mixed-use residential provides multiple benefits:
Expanded housing supply in a central, accessible location.

A more vibrant, active corridor by combining residential and compatible commercial uses.
Reduced environmental impact through transit-oriented, compact development.

Efficient use of existing infrastructure, reducing the need for extensions.

Long-term land use flexibility, adapting to evolving community and market needs.

Potential impacts to neighboring properties can be mitigated through thoughtful site design, including building orientation, setbacks, landscaping,
and buffering. While preserving some industrial activity is valuable, this property’s location and underutilization make mixed-use residential a
higher-priority community benefit.

Conclusion

Changing the land use designation for 3825 Walnut Street to Mixed Use Residential reflects current and anticipated conditions, supports BVCP
housing, equity, and climate goals, aligns with HB24-1313, and delivers meaningful community benefits. This change enables Boulder to add
housing in a well-served, transit-accessible location while creating a more vibrant, resilient, and sustainable corridor.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1
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Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use
Residential (MUR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
mixed-use residential development that provides housing while supporting compatible commercial or service uses. The property is well-served by
transit, existing infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact growth. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #19
Address: 3156 28t Street; 3158 28" Street
Request Type: Land Use Map Change

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation:

3156 28th Street
Elmer's Two
Mile Park
rD
2
&P
2 - =
S P i
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® = =
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lﬁ
Vi

4Miles A

D Area of Change

General Business

Manufactured Housing
Medium Density Residential OS, Other
High Density Residential Park, Urban and Other

Community Business

Climate and Transportation Benefits

General Business (GB); Medium Density Residential (MR)
Mixed Use Residential (MUR)
Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Applicant Narrative:

We request changing the land use designation for 3156-3158 28th Street from split
General Business (west) and Medium Density Residential (east) to Mixed Use Residential.
Consolidating the property under a single high-density residential designation reflects
current physical conditions, better supports BVCP housing goals, and positions the site to
meet Boulder’s growing demand for housing near transit and services.

BVCP Alignment

The BVCP update encourages compact, infill development near existing infrastructure and
transit corridors. Consolidating this site under a High Density Residential designation
supports these objectives, allowing a coherent redevelopment strategy that maximizes
housing potential, reduces greenfield development pressure, and aligns with city goals for
equity, climate action, and land use flexibility.

Housing and Equity Benefits

This property is in a central, transit-accessible location where housing is in high demand.
High-density residential use would provide additional units, diversify housing types, and
reduce pressures on surrounding neighborhoods, advancing equity by providing more
affordable transportation options and access to jobs, services, and amenities.

High-density residential development encourages multimodal transportation, reduces vehicle miles traveled, and supports Boulder’s greenhouse
gas reduction targets. Transit-accessible housing also fosters a more walkable, active, and connected community.

Consistency with HB24-1313

HB24-1313 promotes housing in transit-oriented communities. This site is directly adjacent to transit infrastructure, making high-density
residential development consistent with state law while also allowing the city to leverage potential infrastructure support for redevelopment.

Community Benefits and Mitigation

Consolidating land use and enabling high-density residential development would create a more vibrant, active corridor while using existing
infrastructure efficiently. Future development can include landscaping, buffering, and building orientation to ensure compatibility with neighboring

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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commercial and medium-density uses. While commercial activity is important, the site’s location and infrastructure make residential use a higher-

priority benefit for the community.

Conclusion: Changing the land use designation to High Density Residential reflects current and future conditions, advances BVCP housing,

climate, and equity priorities, supports state policy, and provides substantial community benefits by adding housing in a central, transit-accessible

location.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan?

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan

update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS
1

direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use
Residential (MUR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

consolidate the property under a higher-density residential designation to maximize housing opportunities in a transit-accessible location. The

property is well-served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is
generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #20
Address: 1860 38'" Street
Request Type: Land Use Map Change

Current Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Staff Recommendation:

Light Industrial (LI)

1860 38th Street
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OS, Development Rights

: Area of Change

Light Industrial

I Mixed Use TOD

OS, Aquired

Public

Climate and Transportation Benefits

Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Mixed Use Residential (MUR)
Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

Applicant Narrative:

We request changing the land use designation for 1860 38th Street from Industrial to
Mixed Use Residential to better reflect the site’s context and support Boulder’s updated
comprehensive plan goals. Like the neighboring 1800 38th Street property, this site is
underutilized for industrial purposes, and residential use would better serve current and
projected community needs.

BVCP Alignment

The BVCP update prioritizes housing in locations already served by infrastructure and
transit. This property is within a well-served corridor, allowing new residential development
without the cost or environmental impact of extending infrastructure to new areas.
Residential designation also supports BVCP objectives of land use flexibility, compact
growth, and climate-conscious development.

Addressing Housing Needs and Equity

Boulder faces housing shortages and affordability challenges, particularly for workforce
and moderate-income households. Redeveloping this site for residential use directly
increases the housing supply and provides proximity to transit and services, enhancing
access to opportunity and reducing transportation costs.

New housing here encourages walking, biking, and transit use, reducing vehicle miles traveled and supporting Boulder’s climate goals. Locating
residential development in a transit-accessible corridor maximizes multimodal connectivity and community sustainability.

Consistency with HB24-1313

HB24-1313 encourages residential development in transit-oriented areas. 1860 38th Street is adjacent to a HB24-1313 designated transit
corridor, making it a prime candidate for higher-density residential development consistent with state policy, while allowing the city to leverage

potential infrastructure support.

Community Benefits and Mitigation

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Residential use contributes to a more vibrant and active neighborhood while efficiently using existing infrastructure. Site design can ensure

compatibility with surrounding industrial and commercial uses through building orientation, landscaping, and buffering. While preserving industrial

land is important, this property’s location and underutilization justify residential designation as a higher-priority community benefit.

Conclusion

Changing the land use designation to residential reflects evolving conditions, supports BVCP goals for housing, equity, and climate, aligns with

state law, and maximizes the property’s contribution to Boulder’s transit-accessible, sustainable growth.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes
I

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use

Residential (MUR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce

residential development on an underutilized site to better meet current and projected housing needs. The property is well-served by existing
transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #21
Address: 1800 38" Street
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use Mixed Use Residential (MUR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

1800 38th Street

Eastparks@hanne]

Boulder Creek

0 Pat%\FoothiH«s
e A
D Area of Change OS, Other
Light Industrial Public
OS, Aquired

OS, Development Rights

Applicant Narrative:

We request changing the land use designation for 1800 38th Street from Industrial to
Mixed Use Residential. This property is currently underutilized for industrial purposes, and
a residential designation would better reflect current and future conditions in the
surrounding area, support Boulder’s updated comprehensive plan goals, and address
pressing community housing needs.

Alignment with BVCP Goals

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) update emphasizes compact, sustainable
growth and encourages new housing in areas already served by infrastructure and transit.
Residential use at 1800 38th Street aligns with these goals by leveraging existing water,
sewer, transportation, and transit services, reducing the need for greenfield development,
and concentrating growth in locations where it supports efficiency, livability, and climate
action. The BVCP also emphasizes land use flexibility, recognizing that legacy industrial
areas may no longer meet current economic or community priorities.

Addressing Housing Needs and Equity

Boulder faces an ongoing shortage of housing, particularly affordable and workforce
housing. Converting this property to residential use provides new housing opportunities in
a location that is accessible to jobs, services, and transit. Housing near transit reduces

transportation costs, supports equitable access to opportunity, and improves community resilience.

Climate and Transportation Benefits

Residential development at this site reduces vehicle miles traveled, supports transit ridership, and encourages walking and biking. These
outcomes help Boulder achieve its greenhouse gas reduction targets while promoting multimodal transportation.

Consistency with HB24-1313

Colorado House Bill 24-1313 encourages municipalities to allow additional housing in transit-oriented areas. 1800 38th Street is within a HB24-
13-13 designated transit corridor, making it a strong candidate for residential development consistent with state law. The change also positions
the city to leverage potential infrastructure funding to support redevelopment.

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review
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Community Benefits and Mitigation
Residential use would provide a more vibrant, mixed-use neighborhood while using existing infrastructure efficiently. Future development could
include design features to ensure compatibility with adjacent uses, including setbacks, landscaping, and thoughtful site orientation. While
industrial land remains important for Boulder’s economy, this site’s location and underutilization make residential use a higher-priority community
benefit.

Conclusion: Changing the land use designation to residential reflects the current and future context, supports BVCP housing, equity, and climate
goals, aligns with state law, and provides tangible community benefits by delivering new housing in a well-located, transit-accessible site.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
I

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Mixed Use
Residential (MUR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
residential development on an underutilized site to better meet current and projected housing needs. The property is well-served by existing
transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This request is generally consistent with draft
Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #22
Address: East Ridge Subdivision
Request Type: Land Use Map Change
Current Land Use: Low Density Residential (LR)
Proposed Land Use: Medium Density Residential (MR)

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map

East Ridge Subdivision

: East Ridge Subdivision Transitional Business
Low Density Residential OS, Other
Medium Density Residential Public

High Density Residential

Applicant Narrative:

THIS APPLICATION IS FOR THE ENTIRE EAST RIDGE SUBDIVISION OF 40
PROPERTIES per What's Up Boulder visit and staff email Sept 11; SUPERMAJORITY
SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION TO FOLLOW as directed

"The best place to put more student housing is right between both CU Boulder academic
campuses." There, | said it. The BVCP or Comp Plan is virtually silent on student housing
(a major driver of our local economy with almost 39,000 students and the "elephant in the
room"), which is the main reason staff will recommend against this proposal. But nearly all
reasons and rationales provided by staff for increasing density in all efforts in the past few
years also apply here, and are incorporated by reference.

Boulder East Ridge, excluding multi-story office and residential buildings, is a small
neighborhood of 40 detached houses between 28th and 30th, north of Colorado Ave. and
south of Gold Run condominiums. It is the only neighborhood currently low density that is
virtually adjacent to both main and east University of Colorado Boulder campuses and is
essentially the “land bridge” between them.

When this neighborhood was built circa 1955-1958 it stood alone. Since then CU has
grown around it and it has also become essentially surrounded by higher density

residential housing. It is already designated as part of the Colorado University sub-community in the Comp Plan p. 117. Since our previous land
use change applications in the 2000’s, more CU academic departments have moved to east campus, and we are now essentially in the middle of
the CU Engineering School. Due to its close proximity to both main and east CU campuses, the natural use of these properties is for student and
staff housing. The land use designation should reflect the changes in the surroundings to help meet the demand for student housing, even if this

is essentially ignored in the current BVCP.

City Council Resolution 922 Part 3B states "Consider the potential for higher housing densities on parcels adjoining the University of Colorado."
We are now virtually adjacent to both CU Boulder academic campuses. Redevelopment for private student housing continues along 28th St. and
its Frontage Rd. between Baseline and Arapahoe. Lisa Morzel, former City Council and Planning Board member, said she used to live in this
neighborhood while a student, and if any neighborhood should have higher density, it is this neighborhood.
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Upon rezoning from low to medium density, | anticipate some duplex conversions, subject to off-street parking requirements. We are already a
Neighborhood Parking Permit program neighborhood given our proximity to main campus. There will also probably be a few additional structures
built and possibly a few pop-tops depending on lot size. This would help meet student housing demand in close proximity to academic
campuses. This is largely sustainable use of existing structures to adjust to changes in surroundings.

A land use change for our neighborhood would meet many criteria in the Comp Plan. BVCP Ch. 3 Policies Section 7 Housing goals to Support
Community Housing Needs, Preserve & Enhance Housing Choices, and Integrate Growth & Community Housing Goals are all clearly met if
students are considered. All 6 amendment criteria a-f p. 161 are met as part of the “Colorado University” sub-community. We are adjacent to
28th, 30th, and Colorado transportation corridors. We are within walking distance of 29th St., Basemar, The Village, and 30th/Baseline retail
areas.

Staff has previously been opposed to this land use change because of glaring omissions in the Comp Plan, that use of existing structures can and
will change without change in the basic structures themselves due to changes in surroundings, and that student housing is essentially not
addressed in the Comp Plan (nominally left for CU to address), a significant proportion of our population and the “elephant in the room.”

There is already precedent for up-zoning moderate areas nearby, especially along the west side of 30th between Colorado and Baseline, that are
adjacent to and largely surrounded by higher density. However, increasing the housing density of East Ridge will not set a precedent for
increasing the density of other neighborhoods since no other low density neighborhoods have our particular location, virtually adjacent to not just
one but two CU academic campuses, and are not already surrounded by higher density.

When | moved into East Ridge 45 years ago, most houses were owner occupied. Now, with the changes in surroundings including the growth of
CU, most houses are student rentals. Nearly all of us property owners would like to be able to better utilize our properties to help meet the
demand for student housing in close proximity to both campuses, otherwise students will live elsewhere in the city. Changing the land use
designation for East Ridge will be an appropriate step in adjusting to the changes in CU and the surrounding neighborhoods.

Screening Analysis:

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
= Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

A8 Y

D CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No

Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further under the new draft Future Land Use Map
Staff recommends further consideration of this request within the context of the new draft Future Land Use Map. Although the Medium Density
Residential (MR) land use designation will be consolidated through the Comprehensive Plan update, the request reflects the intent to introduce
medium-density residential housing in a neighborhood adjacent to both University of Colorado Boulder campuses to better meet evolving housing
needs. The property is well-served by existing transit, infrastructure, and nearby services, supporting efficient, compact development. This
request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #23
Address: 5000 28" Street
Request Type: Planning Area Map Change
Current Planning Area: Area lll — Planning Reserve
Proposed Planning Area:  Area Il
Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further

5000 28th Street Applicant Narrative:
5000 28th St is a 2.38 acre parcel located immediately east / southeast of the intersection
of Broadway and 28th St. The site is bound by 28th St to the southwest, a vacant parcel to
the north, and a commercially operated parcel owned by City of Boulder Housing and
Human Services to the east (leased to Atlas Flooring). Currently, this site is part of the Area
Il Planning Reserve. I'd like to request changing this parcel from Area lll Planning Reserve
to Planning Area Il. | understand this request is running in parallel with the broader
discussion of Area lll Planning Reserve but | submit this request separately with the intent
of offering an alternative to a potential ‘all or nothing’ outcome of the broader conversation.
It's stated in BVCP Exhibit B Sec.A.2.a.ii that “While service area expansion into the Area
Il Planning Reserve may occur over time in several separate actions, it must result in a
logical expansion of the Service Area.” The subject parcel’s unique location at a prominent
: intersection and with approximately %5 of it's perimeter abutting existing city limits presents
[ Areaof Change [ Area il Rural Preservation a Iogigal opportunity to estr—flblish.a beachhead from which.to expand into the Area I.II' N

) Planning Reserve. By making this planning area change, it opens the door to possibilities
[ areal Area lll Planning Reserve and conversations with details and permissions to be worked out through annexation,
(/] Areall zoning, and site plan review processes. It's reasonable to envision the intersection of
Broadway and 28th becoming a 4 way intersection with the new connecting street being
the neighborhood arterial street that serves the future development of the broader Area ||
Planning Reserve. In addition to this transportation interconnect, this site could facilitate
the underground utility interconnects and be a foundational building block to the future of the broader area. Considering the fact that this parcel
abuts the 30 acre parcel immediately to the west which is owned by City of Boulder Housing and Human Services (4920 28th St), the
establishment of the aforementioned 4 way intersection could facilitate future access and civil infrastructure being brought to the northwest corner
of the City of Boulder owned property at 4920 28th St. Alternatively, it seems illogical that existing access off 28th St would remain when City of
Boulder develops it’'s parcel. This is a meaningful factor in considering the critical need being met by the annexation of all or any of the Area lll
Planning Reserve and | understand this critical need is currently being discussed. | don't think the subject parcel by it's self can really move the
needle on filling the critical need for middle market and affordable housing. However, creating access to 30 acres of developable land would
certainly move the needle in fulfilling this critical need. Possibilities beyond those being discussed more broadly around Area Ill Planning Reserve
could include: annexing this parcel to allow for the relocation of an existing and critical service out from a site within existing city limits which
would in turn allow for the redevelopment of the subsequently vacant site inside city limits (consider the possibilities! CDOT?). Alternatively,
perhaps in the interim, this site could be a fun place to establish an art installation (think large sculptures like the dinosaurs on 93) that would

53

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review Page 80 of 135



Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations
enhance the gateway to the city and play off the North Boulder Arts District. And further outside the box, could this be a site to re-establish an

artistic version of the Holiday Drive-in Theatre ahead of the Sundance Film Festival? These creative interim ideas could conceivably become part

of the North Boulder Sub Community Plan which has an emphasis on the arts. Beyond the obvious absence of municipal services, the existing
Transitional Zoning under Boulder County jurisdiction establishes a very narrow range of possibilities for this property. An assignment of a Land

Use Designation in line with it's current use would be a welcomed backdrop to the current and intermediate term use of this site. Please know that

ownership is eager to be an engaged partner with the City and County in both the near and long term visions for the Area Il Planning Reserve.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
. . N/A
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? N/A

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan N/A
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

N/A

Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The request involves a change that cannot be made through the Community
Change Request process. Under the Amendment Procedures outlined in Exhibit B of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, only the City may
initiate amendments affecting properties within the Area Ill Planning Reserve; therefore, this request is not eligible to advance.
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Request #24
Address: 6710 Arapahoe Road
Request Type: Planning Area Map Change

Current Planning Area:

Proposed Planning Area:  Area Il

Staff Recommendation:

Yes, consider further

6710 Arapahoe Road

[ 1

ARAPAHOE;RD,

I Area |
Z Area ll

m Area lll Rural Preservation

Screening Analysis:

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review

Area lll — Rural Preservation

Applicant Narrative:

Westview Church is located at the southwest corner of Arapahoe Road and Westview
Drive. The property consists of approximately 5.16 acres that borders the annexed Boulder
Valley School District Education Center on the west boundary, and the City of Boulder
owned land on the east. Currently the property consists of a 6,000 square foot sanctuary
and fellowship space, and a 3,200 square foot residential dwelling with city water and
sewer service supplied by the Hoover Hills Water and Sanitation District. In the basement
below the sanctuary space there is a Forest School that is in operation five days each
week (Monday-Friday). The remaining property (acreage) is open space that is not
developed. Westview Church is a continuation of the congregation of the former Mount
Calvary Lutheran Church (3485 Stanford Court) in south Boulder that is now home to the
new Hilltop Affordable Senior Living Center. Following discussions with Planning Staff,
Westview Church believes there are better opportunities for the future of the community by
pursuing a Planning Area Designation change to allow for future annexation into the City of
Boulder.

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe X
CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further
This request seeks a Planning Area Designation change for the Westview Church, located at the southwest corner of Arapahoe Road and

Westview Drive, to allow potential future annexation into the City of Boulder. A Planning Area designation change from Area Ill — Rural
Preservation to Area Il would enable integration into the City’s municipal services. The property’s adjacency to city limits and the Boulder Valley
School District Education Center, along with existing infrastructure, supports compact, efficient growth. This request is generally consistent with
draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #25

Address:
Request Type:
Current Planning Area:

Staff Recommendation:

810 Marshall Road

Attachment B - Screening Analysis and Staff Recommendations

Planning Area Map Change
Area |ll — Rural Preservation
Proposed Planning Area:  Area Il

Yes, consider further

810 Marshall Road
A
(o)
%
2
k72
o,
=3/
€I
(%)
. Area Ill Rural
:I Area | @ Preservation
/) Arealll
Don Bushey

Screening Analysis:

Applicant Narrative:

To the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Review Committee: | respectfully submit this
request for a change in Area Designation for my property at 810 Marshall Road, Boulder,
CO 80305, from Area Il to Area Il. This change would make the property eligible for City of
Boulder services and consideration for future annexation. Property Overview: The subject
property is a 2-acre parcel located in unincorporated Boulder County. It is bordered by CU
South to the north, an Area | property undergoing significant planned development by the
City and the University of Colorado. Along with two other small acreage remaining Area lll
adjacent properties, it is bordered by Table Mesa Village Mobile Home Park, a medium-
density Area Il neighborhood to the east and south. Rationale for Area Il Designation: The
parcel is surrounded by Area | and Area llI-designated properties. It currently relies on an
on-site wastewater treatment system, despite being adjacent to existing City sewer
infrastructure. It lies within 600 feet of an active public transit line, further supporting urban-
level serviceability and access. The Area Il designation is no longer consistent with the
BVCP’s long-term vision for urban infill, efficient infrastructure expansion, and sustainable
community development. Continued classification as Area Ill does not align with the public
health and safety interests of the community, particularly as surrounding development
intensifies. Given these conditions, a reclassification to Area Il would better reflect the
property's physical context, infrastructure potential, and alignment with comprehensive
planning principles. Thank you for your time and consideration of this request. Sincerely,

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further
This request seeks a Planning Area Designation change for the property at 810 Marshall Road, Boulder, CO, to allow for potential future
annexation into the City of Boulder. The site is currently served by an on-site wastewater treatment system but is adjacent to existing City sewer
infrastructure and within 600 feet of active public transit. A Planning Area designation change from Area Ill — Rural Preservation to Area Il would
enable integration into City municipal services. The property’s proximity to surrounding Area | and Il parcels, and existing infrastructure supports
compact, efficient growth. This request is generally consistent with draft Comprehensive Plan policy and Future Land Use Map direction.
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Request #26
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: N/A
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:

| actually cannot accurately answer the above existing policy and text fields so | just used "yes" on both. And will take this opportunity to add my
concern.

We and the BVCP should have a high-level requirement for a comprehensive commitment and approach to wildfire threat remediation. | am *well*
aware of the current state of things esp. within the city of Boulder; my 5.3.25 Daily Camera opEd summarizes my journey since mid 2024,
culminating in getting OSMP to formally add and operationalize (to what degree tbd) our wildfires' root cause, human ignition (hereinafter "HI"),
and its mitigation and deterrence—which had been totally absent from both the city and county CWPPs, even though Hl is prominently featured
throughout the website and documents hosted by the National Wildfire Cohesive Strategy upon which at least the city CWPP is based.
(https://www.dailycamera.com/2025/05/03/guest-opinion-bart-windrume-its-time-for-a-yellow-line-and-a-boulder-valley-wildfire-summit-2/ )

I'm calling for a Vision-level expressed regional commitment to combat this existentially threatening issue with its focus on the parcels and areas
from which the threat primarily emanates. For cities that means urban-adjacent upwind. "Vision" level means a formalized, named, funded, and
operationalized multi-pronged and sustained effort that produces meaningful results. "Meaningful" means data-driven and experientially-driven
reduction of risk to all the relevant aspects: human ignition (root cause of nearly all our threatening fires), fuel loads, widespread structural
hardening with equity aspects accounted for, and continued development of agencies' safe/effective response.

Screening Analysis:

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

A8 Y
|

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe X
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. However, the topic of wildfire mitigation is a core focus of the draft Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan, including emphasis on resilience at the urban—wildland interface, hazard awareness, and regional coordination. This
request highlights the importance of reducing wildfire risk, which aligns with the Plan’s broader intent to prioritize safety, climate resilience, and
protection of the community.

While the Comprehensive Plan already addresses wildfire mitigation at a vision level, the specific operational elements suggested in the request
such as parcel-level targeting, human ignition mitigation, fuel management, structural hardening, and emergency response improvements are
implementation strategies that fall outside the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan update. These operational steps would be more
appropriately considered in coordinated City and County programs, funding initiatives, and multi-agency wildfire mitigation strategies. Staff
recognizes the alignment of this request with the Comprehensive Plan vision for wildfire safety, while also recognizing that the detailed, actionable
components are inappropriate for the Plan’s policy-level framework.
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Request #27
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section:  9.01 Support for Agriculture
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:

Proposed addition to BVCP text in Section 9, Food and Agriculture:

“Section 9.01A: Sustainable Water Use: Boulder’'s Ag-water delivery system depends on 160-year-old legacy irrigation ditches, which present
many opportunities for system upgrades to minimize water loss and maximize the yield of dwindling water supplies. The City and County will
partner with local ditch companies, farmers and ranchers to upgrade our Ag-water delivery systems to maximize Ag-water efficiencies, and to
ensure the survival of viable agriculture in the Boulder Valley.”

Explanation:

Supplemental irrigation is imperative for successful agriculture on Boulder’s arid Front Range. Boulder Valley Ag-water supplies are under
pressure from both climate change and stressors to the Colorado River and C-BT water. At the same time as droughts and increasing summer
heat indexes require additional water for crops, diminishing snow packs and downstream demands on the Colorado River are reducing available
water for agriculture.

Boulder’s non-profit ditch companies maintain their ditches on shoe-string budgets, with limited capacity for infrastructure upgrades. Upgrades to
watering systems are also out of reach of many OSMP and BCPOS lessees as they have only 3 to 5-year-long lease contracts. Our Ag-water
users and providers need the City’s and County’s help to make Ag-water upgrades. Some of the ways the City and County could jump-start Ag-
water upgrades include:

1. Increase OSMP & BCPOS investment to Ag-water delivery systems supplying OSMP & BCPOS lands
2. Increase the use of volunteer, AmeriCorps and Ready-to-Work crews to maintain ditches

3. Provide grant writing assistance to ditch companies and lessees for EQIP and CWCB grants and loans.
4. Fund a grant program for ditch companies to make Ag-water delivery system upgrades

This proposed addition to the BVCP ensures that agriculture remains viable in the Boulder Valley in the face of looming water shortages by
building on current BVCP policies, such as:

» Section 3.13: “The city and county will promote the conservation of water resources through...policies that promote efficient water usage”

+ Section 3.27: “Water resource planning efforts will...consider climate change and incorporate the goal of water...conservation”

» Section 9.01: “The city and county will emphasize the importance of sustainable water use” and “will support farmers and ranchers in this
area as they negotiate the challenges of operating in a semi-arid environment”.

Possible Ag-water upgrades which will maintain local agriculture in the Boulder Valley by maximizing the beneficial use of every drop of our Ag-
water include:
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+ installing pivots or other more efficient sprinkler irrigation
+ switching from flood irrigation to drip systems or gated irrigation pipe where appropriate
* installing irrigation ponds and pumps for farms to extend their water season
+ solarizing electric & diesel pumps
+ lining sections of leaking earthen ditches
* installing telemetry on water measuring flumes
rebuilding headgates
metering water flow to direct users
installing divider boxes
maintaining tail water ditches for return flows.

We must keep our rural lands in green cover, with living roots, to provide their full ecosystem benefits to Boulder Valley residents, and to mitigate
climate change by sequestering CO2 in soils. Without supplemental irrigation, our Ag-lands will rapidly desertify, losing CO2 to the atmosphere as
climate change intensifies, and will produce more dust storms, grass fires, soil erosion and reflected heat. The future benefits which well-irrigated
Ag-lands can provide to our citizens - local food, cooling of neighboring heat islands, wildlife habitats, soil carbon sequestration and pastoral view-
scapes - all depend on increasing the efficiency of our Ag-water delivery systems.

Working in partnership with Boulder farmers, ranchers and irrigation ditch companies, the City and County can contend with our future Ag-water
supply challenges and ensure the survival of local agriculture and all its ecosystem benefits.

For background information on Colorado River shortages which will affect Boulder Valley municipal and Ag-water supplies, go to
https://gcrg.us18.list-manage.com/track/click?u=b2ce3363654c27c81b37333a7&id=9dec8fd895&e=dbcefe57ba. This report says that if both
precipitation and California & Arizona water withdrawals stay the same as in 2025, by the end of 2027, Lakes Mead and Powell will both reach
functional “Dead Pool”. California & Arizona will then strong-arm Colorado to send more of its water downstream to them. Boulder uses Colorado
River water in Gross Reservoir, South Boulder Creek, and as CB-T shares, which fill Boulder Reservoir, supply summer water to city residents,
and keep our farms and rural lands irrigated and green. | strongly urge you to read this report and consider its implications carefully for all the
agricultural and ecosystem services which the Boulder Valley so carefully stewards.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

D CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The proposed policy addition addressing sustainable Ag-water use and
modernization of irrigation infrastructure aligns broadly with the draft Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan’s emphasis on supporting viable
agriculture, efficient water use, and climate resilience. The request highlights important challenges facing agricultural water systems under
changing climate and water supply conditions, which are already reflected in existing and draft comprehensive plan policy direction.

However, the specific elements of the request such as funding mechanisms, partnerships with ditch companies, infrastructure upgrades, and on-
site farm irrigation improvements are implementation strategies that fall outside the scope of the Comprehensive Plan’s vision-level framework.

Additionally, for Boulder County, policies related to supporting private ditch infrastructure are more appropriately considered at a countywide scale

rather than within the geographically limited Comprehensive Plan planning area.
As the draft Comprehensive Plan already addresses sustainable water use and agricultural viability at a high level, there is no need to advance

this specific policy addition further. The detailed actions described in the request are better addressed through existing water management
programs, capital planning, grant programs, and interagency implementation efforts.
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Request #28
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: N/A
Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:

Under Exhibit B: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan - Amendment Procedures

A. Types of Changes 1. Land Use Map Changes Decision-making:

Change "Land Use Map changes in Area | and Il are a city decision, with call up to the county as described in the referral & call up procedures.
Changes in Area lll are a city and county decision" to:

"Land Use Map changes in Area | are a city decision. Changes in Area Il and Area Il are a city and county decision."

Also, under 2. Area llI/l1ll Boundary Changes Decision Making:

Change "Minor Adjustments to the Service Area boundary are a city decision for areas five acres and under. For areas greater than five acres, the
Board of County Commissioners may call up a city decision for its review under the procedures described below." to:

"Minor Adjustments to the Service Area boundary are a city and county decision."

Also, make these changes on the Summary Matrix on page 160 of the BVCP.

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan is a joint policy document legislatively adopted by the City of Boulder and Boulder County. Area Il and
Area |l properties are in unincorporated Boulder County and decisions concerning these properties should have full County input. Citizens owning
and residing on these properties outside the City of Boulder boundary are unable to vote in City of Boulder elections for City Council and city ballot
issues. If Land Map Changes and Adjustments to the Service Area boundary for these properties are only a City of Boulder decision (without
voting decisions from the County Commissioners and the County Planning Commission) then that is legislation without representation for those
citizens who own and reside on those Area Il and Area lll properties. This needs to be corrected.

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
) . N/A
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

D CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No

Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? N/A
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan N/A

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map N/A
direction?

Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The request proposes changes to the Amendment Procedures for Land Use Map
and Area lI/lll boundary decisions. These procedures are contained in the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the City of Boulder and
Boulder County and, while included in the Comprehensive Plan for reference, are not formally part of the plan itself. As such, the Community
Change Request process cannot directly modify these procedures.
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Request #29
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: N/A
Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:
Comments from Westland Development Services, Inc. (“Westland”) regarding the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan & Station Area Master Plan:

Westland and its President, Peter Aweida, are proponents of the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan and the Station Area Master Plan (the “STAMP
Area Plans”). Mr. Aweida served on the East Boulder Working Group and the STAMP Subcommittee, in connection with the City’s development
and adoption of the STAMP Area Plans. Westland owns over a dozen commercial properties in and around the STAMP Area (and elsewhere in
Boulder) and provides a variety of light industrial / flex / manufacturing / retail / restaurant / gallery and office spaces for local businesses.
Westland’s comments concern “office” uses in the STAMP Area, specifically "medical office" uses.

Since the City’s adoption of the STAMP Area Plans, the BCH Foothills Hospital Campus has continued to grow, develop and influence East
Boulder and particularly the STAMP Area around 55th & Arapahoe. From the BCH Campus on the West, traveling along Arapahoe Ave. to 55th St.
on the East, there is growing influence from the BCH Campus and increased pressure for the area to accommodate new medical office uses and
complementary health services. However, the City’s own Land Use Code (LUC) is not aligned with these current conditions influencing the STAMP
Area, and the City’s LUC Appendix K actually conflicts with several of the Vision Statements, Outcomes and Policies expressed in the STAMP
Area Plans.

For example, East Boulder Plan Outcomes purport to “improve access to services that benefit health and wellbeing” including “health services”.
Another desired Outcome is to foster and create “opportunities for new types of services to locate in East Boulder.” While some of the desired
Outcomes appear to be happening in and immediately adjacent to the BCH Campus, in the nearby off-site areas, additional new medical office
and complimentary health services are discouraged and prohibited from locating in the STAMP Area.

The STAMP Area is seeing increased demand from hospital affiliates, doctors, medical groups, and related health service providers seeking to
locate and integrate new medical practices near the BCH Campus, close to existing services and amenities around 55th & Arapahoe. The STAMP
Plan recognizes that the City should encourage the “opportunity for increased mix of uses,” and the Plan specifically recommends that the City
should “apply zoning that aligns with the uses and locations” of the STAMP Area.

Unfortunately, the City’s own Land Use Code (LUC, Appendix K) presents obstacles by prohibiting “medical office” uses in the STAMP Area, even
as conditional uses where the City could reasonably control the conditions for any new re-development. New medical office and health services
uses are discouraged by Appendix K and re-directed to East Pearl, despite the growing influence of BCH Campus and existing Vision Statements
in the STAMP Area Plans.

Although the existing Plans purport to foster and encourage “S.T.E.A.M. Zone” uses (specifically including medical) in the STAMP Area,
regrettably, several of Westland’s existing multi-story office buildings: (i) 5445 Conestoga Court (ii) 5450 Western Ave (iii) 1600 Range and (iv)
1705 Range, have been forced to turn away medical / health services providers seeking to locate new uses in the STAMP Area. On one hand, the
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BCH Campus and STAMP Area Plans create pressure on the STAMP Area to accommodate new health services, but on the other hand, the City’s
own LUC Appendix K discourages medical office uses. The result is forcing new users away from East Boulder to relocate in more hospitable
areas including Longmont, Louisville, and Lafayette.

As the STAMP Plans acknowledge, “current land use designations and zoning have created constraints” to reaching the stated goals of the
STAMP Area Plans. Therefore, as the Plans themselves suggest, it is Westland’s request that the City “review the City’s building and land use
codes and remove unnecessary barriers.” Specifically, Westland requests that the City review LUC Appendix K in connection with reviewing the
STAMP Area Plans, and reconsider allowing “medical office” as a conditional use in the STAMP Area, especially in existing established office
buildings. Thank you for your consideration.

Screen Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,
) . N/A
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? N/A

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan N/A
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map N/A
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: Ineligible, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The request relates to the City’s Land Use Code (Appendix K) and the allowance
of conditional uses in existing buildings. These regulations are governed by the Boulder Revised Code, not the Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan provides high-level policy guidance and land use designations, but it does not regulate conditional uses or detailed zoning
allowances. Changing Appendix K to allow medical office uses would therefore require a Boulder Revised Code amendment, following the city’s
formal code amendment process.
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Request #30
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: 2.07 Delineation of Rural Lands
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:
Under Community Identity & Land Use Pattern 2.07 Delineation of Rural Lands -

Change: "The Boulder Service Area includes urban lands in the city and lands planned for future annexation and urban service provision." to: "The
Boulder Service Area includes urban lands in the city and lands that may be annexed into the city in the future if there is an interest by the
residents of those Area Il areas."

Also under 2.07 add this paragraph:

"c) Area I

Area |l lands provide a buffer between Rural Area Ill lands and Urban Area | lands. The majority of the residences in Area Il are zoned County
Rural Residential with either Low Density Residential or Very Low Density Residential Land Use Designations in the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan. The rural character of these Area Il land will be preserved."

Reason:

There has been very low interest in annexation into the City of Boulder from residents in Area |l over many years. The residents in Area Il prefer a
more rural, less dense community and not a busy, dense, urban way of life that is confined to city living. This is why many of them have chosen to
live outside City of Boulder boundaries in more rural, quiet, and less bustling neighborhoods. If the City of Boulder needs or wants to grow it

should do so within its own boundaries and not impose that growth on surrounding unincorporated areas. Also, Area Il lands provide a buffer
between urban Area | lands and rural Area Il lands.

Screening Analysis:

— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
68
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CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?
Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. Annexation into the City of Boulder requires the property owner’s initiation through

a property owner petition; under state law the City cannot forcibly annex an Area Il property. Existing Comprehensive Plan policy already reflects
this principle; however, staff recognizes that this could be clarified and that community concerns regarding forced annexation may be relieved by

doing so.

The Comprehensive Plan does not anticipate rural-character preservation in Area Il as these lands are already developed at a suburban scale.

Lands intended for long-term rural preservation are specifically designated as Area IlI-Rural Preservation. Staff does not recommend the policy be

changed to consider Area Il a Rural Preservation Area.
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Request #31
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: 2.35 Building Height
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:

At the end of 2.35 it should read: (as described in Policy 1.12). It now has Policy 1.11 there. 1.11 is for Jobs: Housing Balance. 1.12 is for
Enhanced Community Benefit.

| am requesting to add on to the end of 2.35 paragraph the following text:

"A community benefit will not guarantee additional building height. Aesthetics, view protection, and community input will be given very high
consideration in deciding whether or not to allow additional building height."

Reason:

The impact of additional building height will be the same to the surrounding community whether or not there is a community benefit in the building
or not. The effects of additional building height on the surrounding community needs to take preference over any community benefit. There may
be developments where a community benefit is provided and the additional height has no or minimal impact on aesthetics, view protection, or the
surrounding community. These developments could be given consideration for additional building height in the site review. However, if the
additional height requested in a project has negative effects on aesthetics, view protection, and the surrounding community, it should not be given
the additional building height just because it is providing a community benefit.

The height restrictions need to be maintained in the Boulder Valley in order to protect the aesthetics, views, and community character of Boulder
Neighborhoods and Centers.

Screening Analysis:

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

A8 Y
|

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe X
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The requested correction to the policy reference at the end of Section 2.35,
changing it from Policy 1.11 to Policy 1.12, is accurate and will be incorporated as administrative correction. The Boulder Revised Code already
provides that decisions regarding additional building height are evaluated through site-specific review processes (see section 9-2-14), which
consider aesthetics, view protection, and community input. This ensures that community impacts are appropriately weighed when determining
allowable height.
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Request #32
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: 1.17 Annexation
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:
Under 1.17 i.
Change the following sentences: "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." to:

"Although interest in voluntary annexation has been limited, if resident interest in the annexation of Gunbarrel does occur in the future, the city and
county will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents."

Reason:

Over many decades, the interest from residents of unincorporated Gunbarrel for annexation into the City of Boulder has been very low to none.
The protection of the rural character of the Gunbarrel area is very important to the citizens of Gunbarrel and higher density and urbanization are of
little interest to them. The Area Il and Area lll lands in Gunbarrel do not need to be annexed into the City of Boulder. The Gunbarrel community
can work together with the City of Boulder and Boulder County to further the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan while also
protecting the rural character of Unincorporated Gunbarrel. Requests for annexation of Unincorporated Gunbarrel into the City of Boulder should
come from the citizens of Unincorporated Gunbarrel and not be dictated by the City of Boulder.

Screening Analysis:

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

A8 Y
|

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe X
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No

Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
m Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The City and County continue to support the eventual annexation of Gunbarrel.

Gunbarrel contains major employment centers and already adjoins city-served infrastructure, including water, sewer, and multimodal transit
corridors, making it a logical candidate for service integration. Annexation would remain entirely contingent on initiation by the residents of
Gunbarrel. This approach maintains the Plan’s long-term aspirational guidance for urban expansion while respecting the community’s rural
character and the principle of voluntary annexation.
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Request #33
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: Land Use Map accuracy
Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further

Applicant Narrative:

On the previous question | could only provide one designation, however this request is for more than one property and more than one designation
- therefore other designations are requested in this Change in Land Use Request. | made this request during the 2020 Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) mid-term update. Staff recommended at that time that my request not be considered further as part of the 2020
BVCP Mid-Term Update and wrote: "While this effort is not within the scope of the mid-term update, staff is anticipating this effort to be completed
in the next major update to the comprehensive plan." We are now at the next major update of the BVCP during this 2025 Update.

More details on my 2020 BVCP mid-term update request can be found on pages 107-115 at
https://documents.bouldercolorado.gov/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=172861&dbid=0&repo=LF8PROD2 as well as pages 22-26 at
https://pub-bouldercounty.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?Documentld=3044

Page 26 of this document lists additional open space-related changes to be addressed prior to or during the next BVCP Major Update. These and
other properties need to be updated for accuracy in this 2025 BVCP Major Update.

Please review my 2020 BVCP mid-term change of land use request as well as city and county documents associated with that request.

During this 2025 major update of the BVCP, | am resubmitting my 2020 BVCP midterm change in land use request which requested for the review
of land use designations in the unincorporated areas (and possibly some in the City of Boulder boundary) of the BVCP to ensure their accuracy
and also to a change in the range of colors used on the BVCP Land Use Map for Open Space (Acquired), Open Space (Development rights), and
Open Space (Other) to improve readability.

Screening Analysis:

CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving,

A8 Y
|

Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe X
N CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No

Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X
CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No

Z Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X

update process and timeline?
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Q CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Staff Recommendation: No, do not consider further
Staff does not recommend further consideration of this request. The draft Comprehensive Plan consolidates open space into a single designation
and removes separate classifications including the Open Space categories previously referenced by the applicant, such as Open Space
(Acquired), Open Space (Development Rights), and Open Space (Other). Because these classifications are not carried forward in the draft
Comprehensive Plan, staff does not recommend they be considered further as part of this request. Further, land use map accuracy and legibility
improvements, including color updates, are already underway through the drafting of the new Future Land Use Map.
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Request #34
Request Type: Policy or Text Change
Current Policy # or Text Section: Section 6 Transportation; policy 6.01 to policy 6.22
Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further

Applicant Narrative:
Please see Attachment C: Community Cycles Change Request

Screening Analysis:

—— CRITERIA #1 — CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS Yes No
Accessible & Connected, Economically Vital, Environmentally Sustainable, Healthy and Socially Thriving, X
Livable, Responsibly Governed, Safe

CRITERIA #2 — WITHIN THE POLICY LEVEL SCOPE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Yes No
Is the request within the policy level scope of the Comprehensive Plan? X

Can the scope of the impact of the potential change be accommodated within the Comprehensive Plan X
update process and timeline?

CRITERIA #4 — CONSISTENCY WITH PROPOSED PLAN DIRECTION Yes No
Is the request consistent with the latest Comprehensive Plan policy and new draft Future Land Use Map X
direction?

Z CRITERIA #3 — CAPACITY FOR TIMELY ANALYSIS Yes No
1

Staff Recommendation: Yes, consider further
Staff recommends further consideration of this request. The request demonstrates strong alignment with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
2025 Update goal to prioritize equitable, multimodal transportation, safety, emissions reduction, and reduced single-occupancy vehicle travel. The
request identifies meaningful opportunities to strengthen active mobility outcomes and reflects strong familiarity with the existing plan framework.

However, because the comprehensive plan policies are undergoing substantial revision — including consolidation, modification, and removal of
some policies — not all proposed language edits can be evaluated or incorporated in a direct, one-to-one manner. Additionally, portions of the
request that call for funded or operational programs (e.g., creation of a dedicated TDM fund, development of a Transit Strategic Plan, updates to
the Design and Construction Standards) fall outside the vision-level scope of the Comprehensive Plan update and are more appropriately
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addressed through future implementation, budgeting, or operational planning processes. Staff recommends consideration of applicable vision-

level policy direction within the submitted request.
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Section 6

TRANSPORTATION

The vision is to create a safe, accessible and sustainable multimodal transportation system
connecting people with each other and where they want to go. The system should be safe,
equitable, reliable, comfortable, and provide travel choices and support clean-airand-the city,
county, and state's air quality and climate commitment.

The transportation system should accommodate increased person trips by providing travel
choices and by reducing single-occupant automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).
Plans should also prepare the community for future technology changes, such as electric/low
emission vehicles, autonomous vehicles, and demographic and social shifts, such as an aging
community, and increasing bicycle use, micromobility and car sharing.

A mature community like Boulder has little opportunity, desire or ability to add road capacity, as
widening streets and building new roads weuld-have significant negative environmental,
community-character and financial and societal impacts. Consequently, the strategies of all the
city's strateqic plansthe-city's Transportation-MasterPlan-(FMP) center on maintaining a safe,

comfortable, attractive and efficient system for all modes of transportation.

A reimagined transportation system is not built in response to the current conditions, but is
designed to shape public travel choices by providing options to single-occupancy vehicles that
are at least as efficient, safe, comfortable, and cost-effective as driving. This policy goal requires
a_ commitment of money, road space, and time to implement, and must be a vision shared
across jurisdictions and departments.

The policies in this section generally reflect the focus areas of the city's TMP and the adopted
Boulder County Transportation Master Plan (TMP), including:

[0 Complete Transportation System;

U Regional Travel;

"1 Funding & Investments;

[ Integration of Land Use & Transportation with Sustainability Initiatives; and

[J Other Transportation Policies.

Complete Transportation System
6.01 All-Mode Transportation System & Safe and Complete Streets
The Boulder Valley will be served by an integrated all-mode transportation system, developed

cooperatively by the city and county. The city's and county's transportation system focuses on
moving people, and is based on complete streets reflecting the unique contexts of urbaner
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wrban, suburban, and rural areas. These streets include completed networks for each mode,
making safe and convenient connections between modes, providing seamless connections
between the city and county systems and promoting access and placemaking for the adjacent
land uses and activities. Improvements to urban travel corridors will recognize pedestrian travel
as the primary mode of transportation and preserve or improve the safety of all modes of
transportation. For more suburban and rural parts of the Boulder Valley, the transportation
system is focused on sustainable mobility through development of a safe, multimodal system,
enabling ereating-the complete trip regardless of mode and investing in key regional
transportation corridors.

6.02 - Equitable Transportation

The city and county will equitably distribute transportation investments and benefits in service of
all community members, particularly vulnerable populations, ensuring that all people benefit
from expanded mobility options. Providing more transportation options - like walking, biking,
transit and shared options - in areas where people are more reliant on various modes will have
a greater benefit to overall mobility. New transportation technologies and advanced mobility
options provide Boulder with an opportunity to expand affordable transportation choices to those
who need them the most, including those who cannot use existing fixed route transit such as
service and shift workers. Investments and policies will also consider modal equity, prioritizing
modes that have historically received less investment and physical space.

6.03 Low Stress Walk and Bike Network

The city and county will create a connected walking and cycling network for people of all ages
and abilities to travel along and across streets safely and comfortably. The safe network shall
include providing safe access to destinations within a development such through parking lots.
The county has a goal to develop a low stress, -direct, and all-season bike network between
communities within the county. Low stress walk and bike networks will attract a broader
population of people because walking and bicycling will be more safe, comfortable, efficient, and

fun.as-confidentand-comfortable—pedestrians—and-—ecyclists. These walk and bike networks

also support the city and county Vision Zero safety goals.

6.04 Renewed Vision for Transit

The city and county will integrate transit investments and improvements to address service,
capital infrastructure, policies, programs and implementation_through a Transit Strategic Plan..
These activities will expand the Community Transit Network (CTN) and improve regional transit
service and connections outside the city, such as bus rapid transit (BRT) along state highways
and regional key corridorseerrider, as identified in the Northwest Area Mobility Study.

6.05 Reduction of Single Occupancy Auto Trips

The city and county will support and promote the greater use of multimodal travel options to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and single-occupancy automobile travel. The city will
continue progress toward its specific objective to reduce vehicle miles of travel (VMT) 20
percent from 1994 levels through the year 2030 within the Boulder Valley to achieve
transportation and GHG reduction goals. The county's goal is to reduce VMT to 2005 levels,
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and to achieve regional air quality goals and state greenhouse gas reduction targets. The city
and county will include other communities and entities (especially trip origin communities such
as Longmont, Lafayette, Louisville and Erie) in developing and implementing integrated travel
demand management (TDM) programs, new mobility services, -all-season bicycle commuting
facilities, and improved local and regional transit service. The city will require TDM plans &
enforcement for allapplicable residential and commercial developments within the city to reduce
the vehicle miles traveled and single-occupant vehicle trips generated by the development and
will develop and adopt strategies and incentives for VMT reduction for existing residential
properties and businesses in the appropriate Departmental Strategic Plans.

6.06 Transportation System PrioritiesOptimization
The transportation system serves people using all modes, and maintaining safety is its highest

priority. Other goals including GHG reduction and VMT reduction are also to be considered, but
will always be secondary to safety.i ici

6.07 Integrated Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Programs

The city and county will cooperate in developing comprehensive Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) programs for residents and employees, which include incentives, such as
developing a fare-free local and regional transit system; promoting shared-use mobility,
ridesharing, bikesharing, carsharing, vanpools and teleworking; and supporting programs for
walking and biking, such as secured long-term bike parking (including retroactively-applied bike
parking requirements). The city will employ strategies such as shared, unbundled, managed and
paid parking (i.e., "Shared Unbundled, Managed, and Paid" - "SUMP" principles) to re?ect the
real cost of Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) travel. The city will require TDM plans for
applicable residential and commercial developments._In order to optimize return on TDM
investment, the city will implement an optional TDM cash-in-lieu program, to allow investments
to be made where they are most effective.

6.08 Accessibility and Mobility for All

The city and county will continue development of a complete all-mode transportation system
equitably accommodating all users, including people with mobility impairments, youth, older
adults, non- English speakers and low-income persons. This will include increased support for
mobility services for older adults and people with disabilities, reflecting the expected increases
in these populations. Efforts should focus on giving people options to live well without a car and
may include prioritizing affordable & frequent public transportation and transit passes, youth
fares, new technologies such as electric bikes, addressing barriers to using mobility devices in
public spaces, on-demand mobility services and prioritizing connections between multimodal
transportation and affordable housing to facilitate affordable living.

6.09 Transportation Safety
The city and county recognize safety for people of all ages using any mode within the
transportation system (i.e., walking, bicycling, transit riding and driving) as a fundamental goal.
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The city's and county's Vision Zero policies aim to eliminate traffic deathsdeathes and severe
injuries involving people using all modes of travel, focusing on crash trends and mitigation
strategies identified in the Safe Streets Boulder Report and on-going local, regional and
statewide safety assessments. Improving travel safety is based on a holistic pre-emptive
application cembinatien of a Safe System approach. thefourE's:-Engineering-Education;
o —— ion and relies upon our wh e-safe- To
achieve Vision Zero, improvement of our infrastructure is critical in achieving safety and shall be

referenced in all of Boulder’s applicable Strategic Plans. the-fourE's-approach-helps-ensure-we

Regional Travel

6.10 Regional Travel Coordination

Local transportation and land use decisions have regional transportation impacts. The city and
county will work to develop regional consensus for multimodal improvements to regional
corridors through working with the Colorado Department of Transportation, the Regional
Transportation District (RTD), Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), Northwest
Mayors and Commissioners Coalition and other providers to develop high-quality, high-
frequency regional transportation options, including improvements identified in the Northwest
Area Mobility Study (NAMS), FasTracks arterial bus rapid transit (BRT) service, managed lanes
and commuter bikeways between communities; and to set land use policies that will focus
development around these improvements in order to maximize their benefits for the region. The
city and county will continue development of first- and last-mile connections to local systems
and longer-term transit planning.

6.11 Regional Transit Facilities

The city will develop and enhance the regional transit anchors that serve the primary attractors
and employment centers, including -ef Downtown Boulder, the University of Colorado campuses
and Boulder Junction adjacent to the Boulder Valley Regional Center. In particular, Boulder and
Boulder County shall prioritize amenity-rich development along existing and projected transit
routes, emphasizing goods and services for residents and employees in emerging transit-
oriented development projects. Developing "Mobility Hubs" and first and last mile connections to
these facilities is a priority to support employees commuting into and throughout Boulder and
Boulder County and to reduce single-occupancy auto travel and congestion on regional roads.

Funding & Investment
6.12 Investment Priorities

To protect previous investments and ensure safe and efficient use of existing travel corridors,
the city will prioritize investments for travel safety for people using all modes, such as Vision
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Zero improvements; system maintenance, such as street and bridge repair; and system
operations, such as signal enhancements. The city will give medium priority to system efficiency
and optlmlzatlon such as enhancement of pedestrlan blcycle and transit systems; electrical

: roadway speed
management, and person--carrying capacity |mprovements (rather than adding capacity for
vehicles). Where possible, investments will be designed to minimizelewerlong-term
maintenance costs, such as by narrowing motor vehicle travel routesstreets, directing larger or
heavier vehicles to restricted routes, and accommodating smaller, lighter vehicles where
possible when repaving or reconstructing. Lower priority will be given to investments in quality of
life improvements, such as sound walls. The county will prioritize transportation investments
based on several criteria, including; multimodal operational efficiency, safety, partnership
opportunities, maintenance, and resilience. The city and county will manage and price any
additional significant regional single-occupancy vehicle road capacity to provide reliable and
rapid travel times for transit, high-occupancy vehicle lanes and other carsharing options.

Integration of Land Use & Transportation with Sustainability Initiatives

6.13 Access Management & Parking

The city considers vehicular and bicycle parking as a component of a total access system for all
modes of transportation (bicycle, pedestrian, transit and vehicular). Such parking will be
consistent with the desire to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel, balance the use of public
spaces, consider the needs of residential and commercial areas and address neighborhood
parking impacts. The city will accommodate parking demands in the most efficient way possible
with the minimal necessary number of new spaces and promote parking reductions through a
variety of tools, including parking maximums, shared parking, unbundled parking, parking
districts and transportation demand management programs. The city will implement appropriate
pricing on all publicly-owned parking, both off-street and on-street, to avoid externalizing the
costs of pricing and raise revenue from a valuable city resource. Any such pricing will be crafted
in such a Wav as to be equitable and proqresswe to the extent feasible. lh&eﬁy—vw”—e*pand—and

6.14 SafetyTransportation Impacts Mitigated
Safetylranspertanerker—trafﬂe |mpacts from a proposed developmethaLeaHseeuﬂaeeeptable

will be
mitigated. AII development will be deS|gned and burlt to be multlmodal and pedestrlan -oriented
and include TDM strategies to reduce the vehicle miles traveled generated by the development.

Supporting these efforts, new development will provide continuous multimodal networks through
the development and connect these systems to those surrounding the development. The city
and county will provide tools and resources to help businesses manage employee access and
mobility and support public-private partnerships, such as transportation management
organizations, to facilitate these efforts.

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review Page 109 of 135



Attachment C - Change Request #34

6.16 Integrated Planning for Regional Centers & Corridors

Land use in and surrounding the three intermodal regional centers (i.e., Downtown Boulder, the
University of Colorado and the Boulder Valley Regional Center, including at Boulder Junction)
will support their function as anchors to regional transit connections and Mobility Hubs for
connecting a variety of local travel options to local and regional transit services. Community
Hubs shall be integrated into the planning of these services.

The land along multimodal corridors, the major transportation facilities that provide intra-city
access and connect to the regional transportation system, will be designated as multimodal
transportation zones where transit service is provided on that corridor and the highest intensity
of land use is allowed. In and along these corridors and centers, the city will plan for a highly
connected and continuous transportation system for all modes, identify locations for mixed- use
and higher-density development integrated with transportation functions, emphasize high-
quality urban design and pedestrian experience, develop parking maximums and encourage
parking reductions.

6.17 Complete Missing Links

The city's and county's goal is to complete missing links in trails, paths and sidewalks, including
connections to all transit stops. The city and county will work to complete missing links
throughout the transportation grid through the use of connection plans and at the time of parcel
redevelopment;-as-appropriate. Of particular interest are missing bicycle facilities and sidewalk
links that connect to transit stops, recognizing that for some members of the community and
workforce, transit is the primary travel option. As city streets or County roads are maintained,
achieving complete streets must be mandatedaddressed.

6.18 Transportation Facilities in Neighborhoods

The city will strive to protect and improve the quality of life within city neighborhoods while
developing a balanced multimodal transportation system. The city will improve neighborhood
prioritize-improvements-to access by walking and rollingalt-medes and increase safety within
neighborhoods by controlling vehicle speeds and prioritizingpreviding multimodal connections
over vehicle mobility. The city and county will design and construct new transportation facilities
to minimize noise levels to the extent practicable. Neighborhood access to transit, walking, and

biking facilities will be prioritized.reeds-and-goals-willbe-balanced-against-the-community
necessityorbenefitofa-transportation-improvement. Additionally, the city will continue its

neighborhood parking permit (NPP) programs to seek to balance access and parking demands
of neighborhoods and adjacent traffic generators.

6.19 Transportation Infrastructure to Support Walkable 15-Minute Neighborhoods

The city will identify 15-Minute Neighborhood centers and develop specific plans for each to
ensure that they are easily and safely accessible by foot, bicycle, and where applicable, transit.
Such plans will provide direct linkages to the existing and planned cycling and pedestrian
networks that permit seamless access to central amenities without a decrease in real or

perceived user safety. These plans will extend eentinue-to-build-improvements-to-transportation
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m#astruetu%euwnhm approxmately a one- quarter-mlle waJk radius where reS|dents and
employees can fulfill more of their daily needs through safe, healthy and convenient walking and
biking. Such infrastructure also has health and fuel consumption-reducing benefits. The city will
require private development to support walkable and bikeable neighborhood access through its

TMP, development code, and review processes.

The city and county will amend zoning rules to allow small “bodega” types of retail and
professional businesses within residential neighborhoods so that residents can easily walk or
use other non-automobile mobility devices to acquire basic necessities and simple amenities of
common life.

6.20 Neighborhood Streets & Alleys Connectivity

The city recognizes neighborhood streets and alleys as part of the public realm and will plan a
well-connected and fine-grained pattern to facilitate public access, promote safe and convenient
travel for all, disperse and distribute vehicle traffic and maintain safe street characteristics
charaeter and community cohesion. The city recognizes alleys in historic districts as particularly
important for maintaining the permeability of such neighborhoods by and eharacterand
providing travel routes for pedestrians and bicycles.

6.21 Mobility Hubs

As guided by the TMP, the city will establish Mobility Hubs that provide seamless integration
between transit and pedestrian and bicycle facilities, car/ridesharing and a context- appropriate
parking supply for people of all physical abilities. The city will encourage Mobility Hubs
associated with neighborhood centers to emphasize excellent pedestrian infrastructure within a
quarter mile —to-hal-mile-walk shed, connections to the bicycle network and high-quality urban

ameneliesdesign-otstructuresand public spaces,

Other Transportation Policies

6.22 Improving Air Quality & Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Both the city and county are dedicatedeemmitted to reductions in GHG emissions, with the city
committing to an 80 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2050 and the county committing to a
45% reduction by 2030 and a 90% reduction by 2050. The city and county are also committed
to reducing emissions that lead to ozone and particulate matter levels that currently exceed EPA
air quality standards. The city and county will design the transportation system to minimize air
pollution and reduce GHG emissions by incentivisingprometing the use of active transportation
(e.g., walking and bicycling) and low-emission transportation modes and infrastructure to
support them, reducing auto traffic, and encouraging the use of fuel-efficient and clean-fueled

vehicles that demonstrate air pollution reductions-ard-maintaining-acceptable-traffic-flow.

Boulder Municipal Airport is a general aviation airport that has been in existence since 1928.
The airport will continue to ensure it meets the needs of the community by providing a safe
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environment for aviation-business-and-business-related-travel; scientific and research flights,
recreation and tourism, flight training and vocational education, aerial fire-fighting, emergency
medical flights as well as flood and other disaster-related support for the city and county. The
city will seek to mitigate noise, safety and other impacts of airport operation while assuring that
new development in proximity will be compatible with existing and planned use of the airport. At
the time of the next Airport Master Plan, the city will work with the community to reassess the
potential for developing a portion of the airport for housing and neighborhood-serving uses, with
multimodal transportation options.

6.24 Emergency Response Access

The city and county will continue to assess and develop solutions to coordinate transportation
policies, infrastructure planning and response plans in the event of a disruption or emergency.
The city and county will balance the need for efficient emergency services response times with
the imperative for street designs that increase overall resident safety and access, and reduce
the rate of traffic crashes that directly impact residents and visitors on a regular basis, outside of
emergency or disaster conditions.

Additional policies

1. In order to improve safety, comfort, and efficiency for pedestrians, the city will update its
Design and Construction Standards to widen sidewalk standards, specify that
intersection corner radii be minimized, and require bulbouts or neckdowns at all
pedestrian crossings where on-street parking is present or lane width allows.

2. Recent private and public developments have avoided creating public streets because
the DCS allowable street designs are not consistent with current desires for safe, calm,
people-centric streets. The city will update its DCS to allow much greater flexibility in
street design in achieving these goals.

3. The city will create a Transportation Demand Management fund and an in-lieu payment
schedule for new development, and allow the option for development to meet its TDM
requirements via a fee in lieu of on-site TDM implementation. The fund will be used to
reduce SOV trips and meet other Transportation Master Plan goals by the most efficient
means necessary.

4. By dramatically reducing the time cost of driving, the advent of autonomous vehicles
threatens to significantly increase motor vehicle congestion. The city will proactively
implement requlations and incentives to ensure that streets remain usable by all, and in
particular to ensure that transit remains an efficient and desirable choice.

4-5. The city departments of Transportation, Public Works, and Parks and Recreation
will create a program to repurpose underutilized street space and parking as green
infrastructure such as bioswales, micro-parks, and stormwater absorbers. These will be
designed to reduce stormwater runoff, mitigate the urban heat island effect, add green
space, and calm traffic.

26. The city will create a comprehensive traffic signals policy, in order to ensure
consistency of signals decisions with BVCP, TMP, and Vision Zero; fransparency of
decision-making regarding signals; and equity of signals treatment for all modes,
locations, and populations. The policy will address signals warrants (where signals are,
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and where signals are not, to be used for traffic control); signal design; and signal
operation (including conditions under which signals should be coordinated versus free-
running, signal cycle length and progression speed, use of pushbuttons for pedestrian
service versus automatic pedestrian service, and transit priority policy).

3.7. As e-bikes become cheaper and facilities like the Highway 119 MUP come online,
planning should anticipate and accommodate a major shift toward individual e-mobility
devices over car use.

Map A-2 (Land Use Map)

Historically and currently, the land use map has, as its name suggests, exclusively shown land
use designations, with no regard for transportation facilities. However, transportation and land
use are inextricably linked, and the best planning results from considering them in concert, each
affecting the other. We therefore suggest that a land use and transportation map should replace
the exclusively-land use map. Not every street and sidewalk need be featured, but major
transportation facilities (streets, transit routes, pedestrian and bicycle facilities) should be shown
so that the relationship between those and the land use is more apparent and easily
understood. (See also current policy 6.15)
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From: Johnson, Kristofer
To: David W. Foster
Cc: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan; Ranglos, Christopher; Harvey, Amelia
Subject: RE: Form letter from Planning & Development services about a rezoning request at my address
Date: Monday, January 5, 2026 12:22:13 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
Hi David,

Thank you for your email regarding Community Change Request #10 for the south side of Sioux Drive.
|l understand your concern, particularly given that the request includes your property and was not
submitted by you. | appreciate the opportunity to clarify how this process works and to respond to
your questions.

Regarding how the request came to include multiple properties, staff followed up with the
community member who submitted the land use change request to clarify (not suggest) the
geographic extent of the request, as this was not inherently clear in the original submission. The
requester confirmed that their request would apply to the south side of Sioux Drive between Pawnee
Drive and Thunderbird Drive.

This request for a land use change as part of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan update is
different than a rezoning request, but they are easily confused, so | will offer an explanation. The land
use defined in the Comprehensive Plan describes a future vision for an area that may evolve over the
next 20 years. It does not change the zoning of an individual property (ie, the legal code that regulates
uses, building dimensions, etc.) and does not guarantee that change will indeed occur. During a
Comprehensive Plan update, any community member may request a land use change to any
property, or group of properties, in the city. Staff review these requests for consistency with the
plan’s policies and eventually Planning Board and City Council will decide whether or not to approve
a change. Rezoning is different in that it is typically done as part of a redevelopment application on an
individual property and can only be requested by the property owner or developer.

The intent of the notification you received is to ensure that property owners who did not submit a
request themselves are made aware of requests potentially applying to their properties in advance of
the scheduled public hearings.

To address your remaining questions:
1. How to submit feedback and meeting logistics
® \Ne encourage you to submit your feedback in writing by email so that it can be included in

the Planning Board and City Council memo packets which will be distributed to them on

January 12 and 15 respectively. If you wish to send written comments, here are some

details:

O Before 8:00 am, Jan 12 — please send comments to

future@bouldercolorado.gov and staff will include them in both Planning Board
and City Council memo packets. Note, we will go ahead and include your
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original email in the packet.
O After 8:00 am, Jan 12, and up to 24 hours in advance of the Planning Board
meeting on Jan 20, you can contact Planning Board directly at

boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov. Up to 24 hours in advance of the

City Council meeting on Jan 22, you can contact City Council directly at this
website: https://bouldercolorado.gov/contact-city-council-and-staff.
® You are also encouraged to attend the public hearings and provide comments directly to
the Planning Board and City Council. Here are more details:

O Planning Board on Jan 20 begins at 6:00 pm and is hybrid (you can attend in-
person or via Zoom). There are other items earlier on the agenda, so we
anticipate the item regarding Community Change Requests will begin around
7:30 pm. There will be an opportunity for public comments after the staff

presentation. You can learn more about participating in Planning Board public

hearings here: https://bouldercolorado.gov/public-participation-planning-

board-meetings.
O City Council on Jan 22 begins at 5:30 pm and is also hybrid (in-person or via

Zoom). There are also earlier agenda items, so we expect to begin the
Community Change Request item to start around 6:30 pm. You can learn more
about participating in City Council meetings here:
https://bouldercolorado.gov/services/participate-city-council-meetings. Note,
you must register to speak on public hearing items at City Council. You can
do that here:

https://bouldercolorado.formstack.com/forms/sign_up_for_public_hearing.

2. Clarification regarding rezoning language in the notification letter

® The request under consideration is for a land use designation change as part of the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan update. Itis not a rezoning request and does not change the
current zoning or development regulations for your property, or any others. The sentence in
the letter stating that “only property owners who voluntarily choose to pursue a rezoning
could initiate future changes to their own properties” is intended to clarify that even if a
land use designation were to change, only a property owner may initiate a rezoning
application for their own property. Any rezoning would require a separate, voluntary
application by the property owner and would be subject to its own public review and

approval process.

One final note of clarification is that the public hearings scheduled for Jan 20 and Jan 22 are only to
review the list of requested changes received by staff and determine which of them should be
considered further. Planning Board and City Council will not be approving or denying the change
itself, only whether or not it should be studied more as part of the Comprehensive Plan update.

Item 5A - BVCP Community Change Requests Review Page 115 of 135



Attachment D - Public Comments

Your feedback is an important part of the public process, and we appreciate you taking the time to
share your perspective. Please feel free to reach out to me directly if you have additional questions.

Best regards,
ki
Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA

Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

City of Boulder
=-# Planning & Development Services

O: 303-441-4277
johnsonk3@bouldercolorado.gov

Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan <future@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 2, 2026 8:47 AM

To: David W. Foster <fosterdavidw@yahoo.com>

Subject: Re: Form letter from Planning & Development services about a rezoning request at my
address

Hello David,

Thank you for reaching out with your questions. | wanted to confirm that we have received your
message.

Due to the holidays, staff availability has been limited this week. However, | am working on
getting answers to your questions and expect to be able to follow up early next week.

Thank you for your patience!

Sincerely,

Amelia Harvey
Project Coordinator
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She/her/hers

City of Boulder and Boulder County Planning Team

www.aboulderfuture.org

future@bouldercolorado.gov

FUTURE

BOULDER VALLEY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Yy - BOULDER
Boulder
'y County

bouldercolorado.gov | bouldercounty.gov

From: David W. Foster <fosterdavidw@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, December 29, 2025 5:32 PM

To: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan <future@bouldercolorado.gov>

Subject: Form letter from Planning & Development services about a rezoning request at my address

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.

Hello, I received a letter dated Dec 1, 2025 and postmarked Dec 20, 2025
about a request to rezone my property at 4790 Sioux Dr. The letter is
unsigned, but gave this email address for further questions.

I went to the ABoulderFuture.org and eventually was able to find that my
address was included in Request #10

I did not make this initial request, but found the requestor who told me it
was only for his property, not for the entire block. But then "somebody"
called him to ask if he wanted to expand the request to the entire block
and he said yes. Is it really that easy to include whatever addresses you
want??

I am not in favor of this ill-advised request #10, I likely only represents
the desires of the owner of a single property.

My remaining immediate questions are:

1. How can I submit my feedback, besides attending/calling the Jan
20 Planning Board meeting, then the Jan. 22 city council meetings. The
times of these meeting is not listed! With 25 requests submitted, how can
I know when Request #10 is discussed?
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2. What does the sentence from the letter "....only property owners who
voluntarily choose to pursue a rezoning could initiate future changes to
their own properties"” mean? Certainly a non-owner has already initiated
future changes in request #10!

Regards,
David Foster
303 818 8380
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From: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan

To: Margaret LeCompte

Cc: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan; Ranglos, Christopher

Subject: RE: A question about your notice to Property Owners and an alleged request for a change in property zoning
Date: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 8:43:10 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Hi Margaret,

Thank you for your email regarding Community Change Request #10 for the south side of Sioux Drive.
| understand your concern, particularly given that the request includes your property and was not
submitted by you. | appreciate the opportunity to clarify how this process works and to respond to
your questions. The intent of the notification you received is to ensure that property owners who did
not submit a request themselves are made aware of requests potentially applying to their properties
in advance of the scheduled public hearings.

This request for a land use change as part of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan update is
different than a rezoning request, but they are easily confused, so | will offer an explanation. The land
use defined in the Comprehensive Plan describes a future vision for an area that may evolve over the
next 20 years. It does not change the zoning of an individual property (ie, the legal code that
regulates uses, building dimensions, etc.) and does not guarantee that change will indeed occur.

During a Comprehensive Plan update, any community member may request a land use change to any
property, or group of properties, in the city. Staff review these requests for consistency with the
plan’s policies and eventually Planning Board and City Council will decide whether or not to approve
a change. Rezoning is different in that it is typically done as part of a redevelopment application on an
individual property and can only be requested by the property owner or developer.

The request under consideration is for a land use designation change as part of the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan update. Itis not a rezoning request and does not change the current zoning or
development regulations for your property, or any others. The sentence in the letter stating that “only
property owners who voluntarily choose to pursue a rezoning could initiate future changes to their
own properties” is intended to clarify that even if a land use designation were to change, only a
property owner may initiate a rezoning application for their own property. Any rezoning would require
a separate, voluntary application by the property owner and would be subject to its own public review
and approval process.

We encourage you to submit your feedback in writing by email so that it can be included in the
Planning Board and City Council memo packets which will be distributed to them on January 12 and
15 respectively. If you wish to send written comments, here are some details:
® Before 8:00 am, Jan 12 — please send comments to future@bouldercolorado.gov and staff
willinclude them in both Planning Board and City Council memo packets. Note, we will go
ahead and include your original email in the packet but you are welcome to send additional

comments.
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® After 8:00 am, Jan 12, and up to 24 hours in advance of the Planning Board meeting on Jan
20, you can contact Planning Board directly at

boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov. Up to 24 hours in advance of the City

Council meeting on Jan 22, you can contact City Council directly at this website:

https://bouldercolorado.gov/contact-city-council-and-staff.
You are also encouraged to attend the public hearings and provide comments directly to the Planning
Board and City Council. There is no need to attend the County meetings as they will not be reviewing
this request since itis in the city. Here are more details on the city meetings:
® Planning Board on Jan 20 begins at 6:00 pm and is hybrid (you can attend in-person or via
Zoom). There are other items earlier on the agenda, so we anticipate the item regarding
Community Change Requests will begin around 7:30 pm. There will be an opportunity for

public comments after the staff presentation. You can learn more about participating in

Planning Board public hearings here: https://bouldercolorado.gov/public-participation-

planning-board-meetings.
® (City Council on Jan 22 begins at 5:30 pm and is also hybrid (in-person or via Zoom). There

are also earlier agenda items, so we expect to begin the Community Change Request item
to start around 6:30 pm. You can learn more about participating in City Council meetings
here: https://bouldercolorado.gov/services/participate-city-council-meetings. Note, you

must register to speak on public hearing items at City Council. You can do that here:
https://bouldercolorado.formstack.com/forms/sign_up _for public_hearing.

One final note of clarification is that the public hearings scheduled for Jan 20 and Jan 22 are only to
review the list of requested changes received by staff and determine which of them should be
considered further. Planning Board and City Council will not be approving or denying the change
itself, only whether or not it should be studied more as part of the Comprehensive Plan update.

Your feedback is an important part of the public process, and we appreciate you taking the time to
share your perspective. Please feel free to reach out to me directly if you have additional questions.

Best regards,
kj
Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA

Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

City of Boulder
%.# Planning & Development Services

O: 303-441-4277
johnsonk3@bouldercolorado.qov
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Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Margaret LeCompte <margaret.lecompte@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, January 5, 2026 7:59 PM

To: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan <future@bouldercolorado.gov>

Subject: A question about your notice to Property Owners and an alleged request for a change in
property zoning

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Dear Planning and Development Team;

On December 24th | received a notice from your department dated December 1, saying that "a
community change request has been submitted for your property as part of the 2025 update to
the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. Our records indicate that you did not submit this
request directly." Thatis absolutely correct. Not only did | not submit such a request, | knew
absolutely nothing about it.

What | do not understand is the following statement: "the proposed land use change could
affect the types of uses allowed on your property in the future, however only property owners
who voluntarily choose to pursue a rezoning could initiate changes to their own
properties." [My emphasis added] | have learned that the individual who requested the change
did so because it would change the zoning on both his and my property from R-1 to a higher
density that would allow multi-unit uses---duplexes, triplexes and small apartment buildings. |
am completely puzzled. If | have not initiated and do not want and, in fact, am deeply opposed
to, such "upzoning," how is it that somebody else can request it for my property, especially
without my knowledge or consent?

My second question is, what recourse do | have to protest this action, which | view as deeply
destructive to the fabric of my neighborhood and its quality of life? | plan to appear at the
meetings of the City of Boulder Planning Board on Jan 20 and the Boulder City Council on Jan
26, since | live in the city, and | plan to object strongly to this action. Are there other avenues
open for us to speak to this action?

My further question is: should | also appear at the County meetings on the 21st and 27th?

Thank you for your attention.

Margaret LeCompte
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290 Pawnee Drive
Boulder CO 80303
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From: Bridget Gordon

To: boulderplanningboard

Subject: Boulder Country Club

Date: Friday, January 16, 2026 9:38:55 AM

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Dear Boulder Planning Board,

Upon first glance, your proposed BVCP looks fair enough except for two major issues.

Number one, is that you have the Boulder Country Club golf course colored green. This is a private golf course that
costs, say upwards of ~$10,000 to join (with an additional annual minimum) . Non-members are not allowed on this
"green" space. Can you please gray that green space out on your map or change it to reflect a private country club?
It is not a public park that is welcome to "all users", as you state in your definition of parks. Thank you very much
for your attention to this important matter.

Once you change this coloring, you will see that Gunbarrel has a dearth of parks welcoming to "all users." This
should really be addressed before building more density in Gunbarrel. The library has been much appreciated as the
only true gathering space in Gunbarrel. It probably should have been three times the size, but many of us appreciate
it.

The second major issue is your suggestion to build 5 story buildings. Please do not do that anywhere in Boulder,
including Gunbarrel. Our views are so important. Thank you!

Kind regards,
Bridget Gordon

7057 Indian Peaks Trail
Boulder, CO 80301
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From: David W. Foster

To: boulderplanningboard; Adams, Taishya; Benjamin, Matthew; Brockett, Aaron; Kaplan, Rob; Marquis, Tina;
Schuchard, Ryan; Speer, Nicole; Wallach, Mark; Winer, Tara

Subject: Community Change Request #10 and LUR2025-00056

Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 11:05:18 PM

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Dear Council and Board members:

I am writing regarding a Community Change Request to the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan, request #10, covering 1 block of Sioux Dr. This
request is to modify BVCP "Land-Use" from Low Density Residential to
Medium Density Residential, ultimately to allow rezoning from the present
Residential Estate (RE) to some Medium Density (RM1), multi-family
zoning.

Talking with my owner-resident neighbors, none of us were consulted
before the applicant made this request. None of the owner-residents
support this request.

The Change Request is intimately coupled to the Land Use Request
LUR2025-00056. As you likely know, this is a request to make an
175,000sq. ft., 55ft tall addition to Frasier Meadows Manor (FMM)
retirement home on the North side of Sioux Drive, privatizing and
throttling a city street, and purchasing and razing a majority portion of
Mountain View United Methodist Church. If the LUR is allowed, it will result
in a continuous single structure, 1/4mile in length, from Thunderbird Drive
to Pawnee Drive. Obviously, such a man-made monstrosity is
incompatible with our very modest(~1500sq. ft. footprint, 1 to 1.5 story,
with mature landscape) homes on the South side of Sioux Dr.
Appropriately, Boulder Municipal Code 9-2-14(h)(3)(A)(V) forbids such
incongruities: "If the project is adjacent to a zoning district of lower
intensity in terms of allowable use, density, massing, or scale, the project
is designed with an appropriate transition to the adjacent properties....".
If the FMM addition is approved, it will result in perhaps the largest
single structure in Boulder, being directly across the street (with bare
minimum 25ft. setback) from some of the smallest, most modest homes in
Boulder. It is my suspicion that the Change Request is a deliberate
attempt by FMM to create the required transition by allowing replacing our
homes with Multi-Family units. Of course, I cannot prove this suspicion,
but the Change Request aligns perfectly with FMM's insular, parochial
ambitions of unchecked expansion. Furthering my suspicions, FMM has
quietly acquired 4 of the 14 homes on our block, which are now poorly
maintained rentals. Explanations for these acquisitions, and their future,
have been vague and inconsistent.

The Concept Review (LUR2024-00066) for the addition, was "called-up" by
the City Council, February 20, 2025. The design was generally considered
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boxy, institutional and inappropriate (my summary of views expressed by
Council), and referred to the Design Advisory Board. There were minor
changes to the addition between these LUR's. DAB looked at the more
recent LUR, but shockingly, generally claimed to like the design. Itis
troubling to consider how DAB would make such claims, when the addition
is incontestably monstrous, hideous, overbearing, inappropriate and just
plain ugly. Besides wisely moving the parking garage entrance,
architectural changes between LUR's were minor, moving only the top-
story back a few feet, adding a little more glass. Still one continuous
structure, connected to the existing structure.

How moving the top-story back could be considered an appropriate
transition, is unfathomable. I suspect there is a negotiating strategy in
play, asking for everything, then "graciously" acceding to taking almost
everything. An appropriate transition should not merely be some slight,
incremental improvement to an egregious discontinuity. Vile and ruthless,
if true. Boulder deserves better than this.

Boulder is world-renown, and is arguably one of the most beautiful cities in
the World. There is no other place I would rather live. Set against the
awe-inspiring backdrop of the Flatirons, all of us residents are obliged to
insist that the man-made structures, to our best ability, be compatible to
this landscape. The proposed LUR2025-00056 addition is diametrically
opposed to this obligation. This institutional, nay penitentiary-al
architecture appears to be a race to the bottom with the Wil-Vil towers.

At least Wil-Vil has some consistency in architecture, while FMM is a
hodgepodge of random architectural styles...consistent only in their
ugliness. I'm sure the interior of the addition is planned to be attractive,
even opulent, but most of us Boulder residents will live on the outside. The
existing FMM building is the unhappy result of 1950's Urban Planning. Any
changes to the existing building should focus on making it more
compatible with our landscape, not further violating it. (Sympathies to
the Boulder Associates Architects, they were given an impossible task).

One final point, FMM obviously has near infinite financial resources (move-
in fees can exceed $1.1million per unit) and influence, while its neighbors
to the South, are all of modest means (to put it mildly). This creates a
completely asymmetric dynamic that needs to be addressed at a very
fundamental level. I would encourage city government to strive for some
legal/organization means to help reduce this and future asymmetries.
Perhaps the creation of neighborhood advocacy board, or offering some
low-cost legal counsel? I appreciate all the efforts that City Staff, Planning
Staff, Planning Board, and City Council are making to this end, but it
doesn't seem to be sufficient, in this extreme case. Let's all work together
to continue to make Boulder the best place in the World to live, and never
give up!

Thank you for caring for our beautiful city,
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David Foster
4790 Sioux Drive, Boulder
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From: Kurt Nordback

To: boulderplanningboard

Subject: Fw: BVCP policy suggestions

Date: Saturday, January 17, 2026 5:29:00 PM

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Dear Planning Board colleagues,

Below please find some possible new BVCP policies for your consideration. These did not get
included in the packet, so | wanted to send them on directly in advance of our meeting for possible
discussion and consideration.

Yours,

——————— Forwarded Message -------

From: Kurt Nordback <kurt.nordback@protonmail.com>

Date: On Wednesday, October 22nd, 2025 at 11:17 AM

Subject: BVCP policy suggestions

To: Johnson, Kristofer <JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov>, Horn, Sarah
<horns@bouldercolorado.gov>

Dear Kristofer and Sarah,

Following are some suggested BVCP policy additions. | hope that it's still possible to
get these included in the general list, which as | understand it the four bodies will be
receiving later this fall.

Thanks very much.

Kurt Nordback

Built Environment

1. In order to reduce the cost and risk of development, while maintaining
appropriate control to ensure that Boulderites' interests are protected, the city
will simplify and streamline the site review process and criteria, and continue
to make them more deterministic and objective.

2. The city will modify the community benefit criteria to allow by right fourth and
fifth stories on buildings that exceed the height limit if they meet an increased
inclusionary housing requirement.

3. The city will create a mechanism that allows new development to contribute to
additional or better public open space, rather than requiring private open
space that does not benefit the general public. Options will include payment of
a public open space excise fee or dedication of land of equivalent value for
future park space.

4. The city will review all of its existing parking (structured parking, on-street
parking, and city lots including those managed by Community Vitality, Parks
and Recreation, and Open Space and Mountain Parks) to consider its most
beneficial use in pursuit of BVCP policies and the Sustainability, Equity, and
Resilience framework, and it will take actions to repurpose parking space
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where that is deemed appropriate, and to ensure that SUMP (shared,
unbundled, managed, priced) policies are followed for space that is
determined should remain as parking.

5. As climate change leads to increasing heat in our region, with attendant
negative impacts on energy consumption and human health, access to shade
is becoming as important as access to sun, and the city's solar regulations,
including such permitting hurdles as solar-shadow analysis, may be becoming
outdated. The city will review its solar regulations, including provisions in the
site-review criteria, for consistency with current and coming needs in light of a
changing climate.

Natural Environment
1. Front and side landscaping is often underutilized, requires significant water
resources for irrigation, and can lead to additional runoff of pesticides and
fertilizers. The city will reduce or eliminate its front and side setbacks for
development in order to minimize these harms.

Housing

1. The city will implement policies to discourage the elimination of existing
housing units through redevelopment or reconfiguration without replacing them
in equal number.

2. Lot-size minimums effectively impose a minimum size and price on new
development, particularly of housing, and by spreading out the city they make
achieving 15-minute neighborhoods and transportation goals more difficult.
The city will reduce or eliminate lot-size minimums on residential zone districts.

3. Row houses are a family-friendly housing typology that allows for efficient land
use and fee-simple ownership without the overhead and costs of an HOA.
However, Boulder has a very limited supply of this "missing middle" type. The
city will incentivize the construction of row houses by allowing zero foot
setback on adjacent lots being developed with the required fire separation
wall.

Energy, climate, and waste
1. Electrification of heating systems is necessary to meet the city's The city will
investigate the possibility of providing ground-source geothermal energy as a
utility, including using ground-source wells placed in the street right-of-way
when possible, such as during street reconstruction.

Local Governance & Community Engagement
1. Widespread disasters, specifically floods and fires, have always been a

significant risk in Boulder, and that risk is growing as the climate changes and
extremes increase. While devastating to the community, such disasters are
also opportunities for a more radical rethinking of the form, makeup, and
operation of an area of the city than is possible as a result of smaller-scale
change. However, doing so in the immediate aftermath of a disaster, when
there is a natural desire to rebuild as quickly as possible, is difficult. To avoid
this quandary but take advantage of the opportunities disasters present, the
city will undertake systemic meta-planning for the aftermath of a widespread
disaster, to provide a framework so that these opportunities, tragic though they
be, are not lost.
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From: elizabeth@elizabethblackart.com

To: boulderplanningboard

Subject: Please support my BVCP change request (#27)
Date: Saturday, January 17, 2026 9:56:50 AM

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Hello Planning Board,

| have submitted a change request for the BVCP. Itis #27 in your packet, and reads:

Boulder’s Ag-water delivery system depends on 160-year-old legacy irrigation ditches,
which present many opportunities for system upgrades to minimize water loss and
maximize the yield of dwindling water supplies. The City and County will partner with
local ditch companies, farmers and ranchers to upgrade our Ag-water delivery systems
to maximize Ag-water efficiencies, and to ensure the survival of viable agriculture in the
Boulder Valley.

Agriculture in the Boulder Valley, especially the way that City residents imagine it, simply
cannot survive without supplemental irrigation water. Climate Change is getting worse,
droughts will increase in frequency and severity, water supplies will become less firm
and more stressed, and California and Arizona will keep sucking as much water as they
can out of Colorado. We need to start yesterday to upgrade our Ag-water delivery
systems.

Staff says that my change request is consistent with Comp Plan goals and direction, but
that it should be denied . They cite 3 reasons, which | would like to address one-by-one.

#1. “Specific elements of the change request... fall outside the scope of the
Comprehensive Plan’s vision-level framework” | can only assume staff is referring to
my explanation which follows the change request language and which is carefully
written in the conditional tense. | described possible actions which the City and County
could possibly consider in my explanation. However, there are many other possible
actions which you might like more. | am not proscribing the actions in my explanation,
just offering them as examples of possibilities. However, the fact remains that our local
farmers and ranchers need the City and County’s help to survive looming water
shortages. Like they say, “Talk is cheap; it takes money to buy whiskey” and it takes
water to grow crops.

#2. “Policies related to supporting private ditch infrastructure are more appropriately
considered at a countywide scale” Certainly looming Ag-water shortages must be dealt
with on a county-wide scale, but they also need to be dealt with on a City and Boulder
Valley scale. There are approximately 10 irrigation ditches which originate in and flow
through the City of Boulder. Approximately 30 irrigation ditches supply water to 6600
acres (10.3 square miles) of City OSMP agricultural lands. According to the web, City
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staff help to manage approximately 70 different ditches that cross OSMP lands across
the broader Boulder area. The City has a whole lot of skin in this game too. Thisis a
pressing need which BOTH the City and the County must address.

#3. “No capacity for timely analysis”. I’'m not sure what kind of timely analysis is needed
here; the facts are straight forward. Itis a well-known fact that crops need water and
that the Ag sector uses far more water than municipalities. Itis also a fact that the Ag
sector is where efficiency upgrades will save you the most water, and where you will get
the most gallons saved per buck. City and County staff have declared that Climate
Change is worsening and droughts will become more frequent. Boulder Valley residents
strongly support local agriculture and local food. Ag needs water to survive and there
will be less of water in the future, so we need to make sure that we minimize Ag-water
waste and maximize efficiencies. These incontrovertible facts do not need a bunch of
“timely analysis”.

Our current drought is shaping up to be a doozy. Snowpack in the South Platte drainage

is currently in the 7th percentile, well down into the red danger zone. The Upper
Colorado River Basin which supplies Boulder Reservoir, Gross Reservoir, and much of

our summer water is in even worse shape, in the 0 percentile, well below the red danger
zone. California and Arizona are gathering their litigators to come after Colorado’s water
in the Colorado River Compact negotiations. Our farmers are twitchy about looming
water shortages, and so should we all be. Farmers are talking about which fields to
fallow this year because there won’t be enough water for all. Ranchers are trying to
figure how much stock they must sell to keep their remaining animals fed and watered.
It’s going to be a long, hard, dry summer and fall.

Please recognize the realities of our natural world and the people, plants and animals
that live in it. Without supplementalirrigation, our Ag-lands will rapidly desertify, losing
CO2 to the atmosphere as climate change intensifies, and will produce more dust
storms, grass fires, soil erosion and reflected heat. Please support my change request to
the BVCP so that our citizens can continue to reap the benefits of well-irrigated Ag-
lands: local food, cooling of neighboring urban heat islands, wildlife habitats, soil carbon
sequestration and pastoral views.

Thank you for your consideration, Elizabeth Black
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From: Kurt Nordback

To: Laura Kaplan

Cc: Johnson, Kristofer; boulderplanningboard; Ranglos, Christopher; Horn, Sarah; Mueller, Brad; King, Kathleen;
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan

Subject: Re: BVCP policy suggestions

Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 12:33:11 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Yes, thanks, this is very helpful.
The IGA does say this about the update process:

"Proposed changes from the public, staff and approval bodies will be reviewed by the city
Planning Department, which will prepare a recommendation in consultation with the county Land
Use Department on which proposals should go forward and which proposals should receive no
further consideration. The bodies will consider all requests for changes together with the

staff recommendations at initial public hearings and will compile a list of proposed changes to
be considered during the update...." (Thanks to Laura for pointing this out.)

So | just want to be sure that consistent with this, Planning Board and Council amendment
suggestions get adequate time for consideration, including staff review, and therefore | sent my
ideas out for the board's perusal.

Kurt

On Tuesday, January 20th, 2026 at 9:48 AM, Laura Kaplan <laura.kaplan.pb@gmail.com>
wrote:

Thank you for this information, Kristofer. Very helpful!
Laura

On Tue, Jan 20, 2026 at 8:32 AM Johnson, Kristofer
<JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Good morning Planning Board members,

I hope you had a nice long weekend! I am writing this morning to hopefully clear up
any confusion about tonight’s item regarding the Community Change Requests and
in response to Member Nordback’s email below and an email from Vice-Chair
Kaplan yesterday at 5:00 pm.

The item before you this evening is not to discuss or decide on the substance of the
land use or policy changes proposed by community members. It is simply to review
the entire list of submissions and determine which of them warrant further review by
staff. Staff have proposed a recommended list based on a set of screening criteria that
is outlined in your packet. Your decision tonight is to decide whether you agree with
staff’s recommended list, or if you want to add or remove any requests. The
evaluation of the merits of each request that moves forward will occur as part of the
draft review in March.

To clarify, Member Nordback’s policy suggestions were not included in the packet as
they were submitted outside of the Community Change Request window and this
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item is specific to those requests received through the formal process via the online
application. In separate communication, staff confirmed that his suggestions were
passed on to the project team in October and are being considered alongside other
community feedback received through the process. In response to Vice-Chair
Kaplan’s email, it will be most appropriate and effective for Planning Board to offer
comments and revisions during the review of the draft plan in March.

We will work closely with Chair McIntyre and Vice-Chair Kaplan at the agenda
meeting today so they can be prepared to help run a smooth meeting with clear
expectations for your role on each agenda item. Also note we are finalizing responses
to Vice-Chair Kaplan’s questions regarding the Area III-Planning Reserve this
morning and will send an email by noon.

Please reach out to me directly with any further questions. Thanks!
kj
Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA

Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

/~» City of Boulder
‘@ Planning & Development Services

O: 303-441-4277

Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Kurt Nordback <kurt.nordback@protonmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, January 17, 2026 5:29 PM

To: boulderplanningboard <boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: BVCP policy suggestions

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Dear Planning Board colleagues,

Below please find some possible new BVCP policies for your consideration. These
did not get included in the packet, so | wanted to send them on directly in advance
of our meeting for possible discussion and consideration.

Yours,

Kurt
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From: Kurt Nordback <kurt.nordback@protonmail.com>

Date: On Wednesday, October 22nd, 2025 at 11:17 AM

Subject: BVCP policy suggestions

To: Johnson, Kristofer <JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov>, Horn, Sarah
<horns@bouldercolorado.gov>

Dear Kristofer and Sarah,

Following are some suggested BVCP policy additions. | hope that it's
still possible to get these included in the general list, which as |
understand it the four bodies will be receiving later this fall.

Thanks very much.

Kurt Nordback

Built Environment

1. In order to reduce the cost and risk of development, while
maintaining appropriate control to ensure that Boulderites'
interests are protected, the city will simplify and streamline the
site review process and criteria, and continue to make them
more deterministic and objective.

2. The city will modify the community benefit criteria to allow by
right fourth and fifth stories on buildings that exceed the height
limit if they meet an increased inclusionary housing
requirement.

3. The city will create a mechanism that allows new development
to contribute to additional or better public open space, rather
than requiring private open space that does not benefit the
general public. Options will include payment of a public open
space excise fee or dedication of land of equivalent value for
future park space.

4. The city will review all of its existing parking (structured parking,
on-street parking, and city lots including those managed by
Community Vitality, Parks and Recreation, and Open Space
and Mountain Parks) to consider its most beneficial use in
pursuit of BVCP policies and the Sustainability, Equity, and
Resilience framework, and it will take actions to repurpose
parking space where that is deemed appropriate, and to ensure
that SUMP (shared, unbundled, managed, priced) policies are
followed for space that is determined should remain as parking.

5. As climate change leads to increasing heat in our region, with
attendant negative impacts on energy consumption and human
health, access to shade is becoming as important as access to
sun, and the city's solar regulations, including such permitting
hurdles as solar-shadow analysis, may be becoming outdated.
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The city will review its solar regulations, including provisions in
the site-review criteria, for consistency with current and coming
needs in light of a changing climate.

Natural Environment

1. Front and side landscaping is often underutilized, requires
significant water resources for irrigation, and can lead to
additional runoff of pesticides and fertilizers. The city will
reduce or eliminate its front and side setbacks for development
in order to minimize these harms.

Housing

1. The city will implement policies to discourage the elimination of
existing housing units through redevelopment or reconfiguration
without replacing them in equal number.

2. Lot-size minimums effectively impose a minimum size and price
on new development, particularly of housing, and by spreading
out the city they make achieving 15-minute neighborhoods and
transportation goals more difficult. The city will reduce or
eliminate lot-size minimums on residential zone districts.

3. Row houses are a family-friendly housing typology that allows
for efficient land use and fee-simple ownership without the
overhead and costs of an HOA. However, Boulder has a very
limited supply of this "missing middle" type. The city will
incentivize the construction of row houses by allowing zero foot
setback on adjacent lots being developed with the required fire
separation wall.

Energy, climate, and waste

1. Electrification of heating systems is necessary to meet the city's
The city will investigate the possibility of providing ground-
source geothermal energy as a utility, including using ground-
source wells placed in the street right-of-way when possible,
such as during street reconstruction.

Local Governance & Community Engagement

1. Widespread disasters, specifically floods and fires, have always
been a significant risk in Boulder, and that risk is growing as the
climate changes and extremes increase. While devastating to
the community, such disasters are also opportunities for a more
radical rethinking of the form, makeup, and operation of an area
of the city than is possible as a result of smaller-scale change.
However, doing so in the immediate aftermath of a disaster,
when there is a natural desire to rebuild as quickly as possible,
is difficult. To avoid this quandary but take advantage of the
opportunities disasters present, the city will undertake systemic
meta-planning for the aftermath of a widespread disaster, to
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provide a framework so that these opportunities, tragic though
they be, are not lost.

Laura Kaplan
Planning Board member
Boulder, Colorado
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City of Boulder
City Council Agenda ltem

Meeting Date: January 20, 2026

Agenda Title

Consideration of a motion to determine if there is sufficient community need as defined
in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to warrant further consideration of a Service
Area Expansion Plan for the Area lll-Planning Reserve.

Staff Contact

e Sarah Horn, City Planner Senior, Planning & Development Services
e Brad Mueller, Planning & Development Services Director

Draft Motion Language

Planning Board may consider this matter in the form of one of the following motions:

e Motion to find that the identified community needs are not of sufficient priority per
the criteria described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to warrant
further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan at this time.

OR

e Motion to find that the following identified community needs are of sufficient
priority per the criteria described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to
warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan:

. (Planning Board, please add the identified

community needs that you find to be of sufficient priority to warrant consideration

of an Expansion Plan).
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Executive Summary

This memo provides Planning Board with an overview of community needs identified
during the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan) update. The
identification of these needs and subsequent analysis were informed by community
feedback, staff research and a review of relevant state, regional and local sources.
While a wide range of community needs have been discussed during the update
process, this memo focuses on those most closely related to land use and the potential
expansion of the current city Service Area.

Planning Board is being asked to determine whether the identified community needs are
of sufficient priority to warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan,
which is Step 3 of the Service Area Expansion process. The Analysis section of this
memo describes staff’'s evaluation in detail and is guided by criteria established in the
existing Comprehensive Plan:

In order to initiate a service area expansion plan there must be sufficient community
need. In determining whether there is sufficient community need, the city will consider
the following factors:

a) Community Value: Expansion will address a long-term community value as
articulated in the Comprehensive Plan.

b) Capacity: The need for a service area expansion cannot be met within the
existing Service Area because there is not suitable existing or potential
land/service capacity.

¢) Benefit: Expansion will benefit the existing residents in the Boulder Valley and
will have a lasting benefit for future generations.

The definition of what constitutes “need” was deliberately designed to be broad, giving
council substantial discretion in making this determination. While staff has offered a
rationale for identifying and evaluating needs using the criteria above, the final
determination rests with Planning Board and City Council. Additional details on the
definitions and analysis are provided in the Analysis section of this memao.

If both Planning Board and City Council determine that the identified needs are of
sufficient priority, staff will schedule a future meeting to consider initiating a Service Area
Expansion Plan for the Area lll-Planning Reserve (Planning Reserve). If either body
determines the identified needs are not of sufficient priority to warrant preparation of a
Service Area Expansion Plan, the Area IlI-Planning Reserve process will pause and
may be restarted during a future mid-term or major Comprehensive Plan update.

Staff will present the same information to City Council and request a determination at
their February 12, 2026 meeting.
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Planning Board Action Options

Option Outcome

The Area lll-Planning Reserve process
will pause and may be restarted at the

next mid-term or major Comprehensive
Plan update.

Adopt motion finding there is not sufficient
community need to warrant further
consideration of an expansion plan.

Adopt motion finding there is sufficient
community need to warrant further
consideration of an expansion plan.
Planning Board will need to add language
identifying the specific community needs
that are of sufficient priority to warrant
preparation an expansion plan.

Process of considering expansion of the
city’s Service Area into the Area IllI-
Planning Reserve would continue. Staff
will schedule follow-up meetings
regarding timing to consider initiation of
a Service Area Expansion Plan.

Staff will return to Planning Board and
Refer back to staff City Council with additional information
at a future date as requested.

Alignment with City Plans & Planning Board and City Council
History

Sustainability, Equity and Resilience (SER) Framework and Citywide
Strategic Plan Alignment

SER Framework Goal Area

The Comprehensive Plan update reflects all Sustainability, Equity and Resilience (SER)
Framework goals and will establish overarching policy direction related to each of the
seven goal areas.

The identified community needs are included in the Analysis section of this memo.
These needs directly relate to the following SER Framework goal areas:

Safe

Healthy & Socially Thriving
Livable

Environmentally Sustainable
Responsibly Governed
Economically Vital

Ul e
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Citywide Strategic Plan

Preparation of the Comprehensive Plan update implements multiple Citywide Strategic
Plan Strategies and Actions related to the SER Framework goals. The updated
Comprehensive Plan will guide future development of the next Citywide Strategic Plan
scheduled for 2026.

Staff Notes

A further description of how the identified needs relate to the SER goal areas listed
above is included in the Analysis section of this memo.

Alignment with Additional City Plans

If Planning Board and City Council determine a Service Area Expansion Plan is
warranted, the Comprehensive Plan could include policies or other direction to guide a
future planning process. Any subsequent consideration of an Expansion Plan would
inform and influence various department plans, the city budget and the Capital
Improvements Program.

Planning Board & City Council History

A process for changing land from Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area Il (which allows for
annexation) was established in 1995. It is called the Service Area Expansion process
and is defined in the Comprehensive Plan. It was created to ensure that any potential
expansion of the city is methodical and transparent.

Step 1 of the Service Area Expansion process — the preparation of an Urban Services
Study which provides a technical analysis of the approximate feasibility, phasing and
potential costs of extending urban services into the Planning Reserve was reviewed by
Planning Board on October 22, 2024, and accepted by Council on November 7, 2024.
Per Comprehensive Plan guidance, that study was intentionally completed ahead of this
major update to ensure that any consideration of the Planning Reserve occurs within
the broader context of community priorities.

Key Urban Services Study Actions:

e October 22, 2024 Planning Board Information Item: Review of Area llI-Planning
Reserve Urban Services Study

e November 7, 2024 City Council Consent Item: Consideration of a motion {o
accept the Area lll-Planning Reserve Urban Services Study dated Nov 7, 2024

Following acceptance of the Urban Services Study, Planning Board and Council voted
to consider Service Area expansion into the Planning Reserve as part of the major
update to the Comprehensive Plan through an identification and evaluation of
community needs (Step 2 of the Service Area Expansion process).
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Key Community Needs Study Actions:

e November 14, 2024 Special Meeting: Joint Public Hearing with Planning Board to
consider initiating an Area llI-Planning Reserve Community Needs Study

e November 19, 2024 Planning Board Vote: Continued Public Hearing to consider
a motion to find that there is interest in considering a Service Area expansion into
the Area lllI-Planning Reserve as part of the 2025 major update to the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan

e November 21, 2024 City Council Vote: Continued Public Hearing to consider a
motion to find that there is interest in considering a Service Area expansion into
the Area lllI-Planning Reserve as part of the 2025 major update to the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan

Analysis

A major component of staff's work for the Comprehensive Plan update is identifying
community needs and evaluating how city direction through policy and land use
decisions can help meet these needs in sustainable, equitable and resilient ways. One
issue that is often at the forefront of these updates is how to use land in the most
equitable, efficient and sustainable ways possible.

Planning Areas

The Planning Areas concept is a foundational element of the Comprehensive Plan. The
Plan establishes Areas [, Il, and Ill, and describes where urban development can occur
in the Boulder Valley. Together with the plan’s joint city and county decision-making
structure, it sets Boulder apart from many other communities in Colorado and across
the country.

Areas | & Il (Service Area)

e Area I: Land within the city of Boulder where the full range of urban services are
provided and urban development is focused.

e Area ll: Land under Boulder County jurisdiction adjacent to Area | that is eligible
for future annexation. Following annexation, new urban development may occur
here with the availability of adequate facilities and services.

Together, Areas | and Il form the Service Area. The urban services provided within Area
| include public water, public sewer, stormwater and flood management, urban fire
protection and emergency medical care, urban police protection, multimodal
transportation and developed urban parks.
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Areallll

Area lll was established in 1977 to protect Boulder’s rural character and direct urban
development to the Service Area.

Within Area lll, the approximately 500-acre Planning Reserve is the only portion of Area
[l where future Service Area expansion may be considered. Expansion may be pursued
only if community needs cannot be met within Areas | and Il and if expansion addresses
a long-term community value expressed by the Comprehensive Plan and will benefit
both existing and future generations.

The Comprehensive Plan outlines a multi-step process for any potential change from
Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area Il, which is a prerequisite for annexation. This
process ensures that any expansion is careful, deliberate, and aligned with community
priorities, which are reassessed and updated at each Comprehensive Plan major
update. Given the scale and long-term impact of a potential expansion into the Planning
Reserve, aligning this discussion with the larger Comprehensive Plan process is
essential for responsible and community-informed decision making for the future of the
Boulder Valley.

Area lll-Planning Reserve Service Area Expansion Process

The Service Area expansion process includes three steps.

Step 1: Urban Services Study - COMPLETE

The Urban Services Study provided high-level analysis of the types of infrastructure,
phasing and costs needed to serve the Planning Reserve. Planning Board reviewed the
study in October 2024 and City Council accepted it in November 2024.

Step 2: Identification & Evaluation of Community Needs - IN PROCESS

Planning Board and City Council determined there was interest in continuing the
Service Area Expansion process by directing staff to proceed with Step 2 as part of the
Comprehensive Plan update. Staff have completed their work on this step and have
referred the needs to Boulder County in advance of this public hearing as required by
the Comprehensive Plan (see Attachment A: Area llI-Planning Reserve Community
Needs Assessment: Boulder County Referral Response). Planning Board and City
Council will use this information to determine if the needs are of sufficient priority to
warrant future consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan.

Step 3: Service Area Expansion Plan - TO BE DETERMINED

If one or both bodies determine there is not sufficient need, the process will pause and
may be restarted at the next mid-term or major Comprehensive Plan update. If both
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bodies determine there is sufficient need, then the third and final step of the process,
preparation of a Service Area Expansion Plan, may be considered.

If both bodies find sufficient need, staff will schedule future meeting(s) after completion
of the Comprehensive Plan for the bodies to consider the initiation of a Service Area
Expansion Plan. Work on an Expansion Plan would not begin until after completion of
the Comprehensive Plan update and is anticipated to be similar in scope to a
subcommunity or large area planning process.

Initiating a Service Area Expansion Plan is a city-only decision. Approval of a Service
Area Expansion Plan is a city and county decision and requires public hearings and
review by four bodies including:

e City Planning Board

e City Council

e Boulder County Planning Commission
e Board of County Commissioners

If an Expansion Plan is approved, all or portions of the Planning Reserve designation
could be changed from Area Ill to Area Il, making properties within these areas eligible
for annexation.

Identification and Evaluation of Community Needs (Step 2)

Identifying Community Needs

In addition to broad community engagement performed as part of the Comprehensive
Plan update, staff consulted multiple local, regional and state resources to identify and
inform potential community needs.

State of Colorado Resources

SB24-174: Beginning in 2026, local and regional planning commissions must consider
the following reports, where applicable and appropriate, when adopting or amending a
comprehensive plan:

1. State of Colorado Strateqic Growth Report
2. State of Colorado Vital Landscapes and Resources Report
3. Colorado Water Plan

Regional Resources

Boulder participates in the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), a
planning organization where local governments collaborate to establish guidelines, set
policy and allocate funding in the areas of transportation, personal mobility, growth and
development, and aging and disability resources. Boulder and Boulder County work
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collaboratively to manage the health and wellness of the community. The Planning
Reserve is located in unincorporated Boulder County.

DRCOG MetroVision

DRCOG Regional Housing Needs Assessment

DRCOG Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy

DRCOG Periority Climate Action Plan

Boulder County Comprehensive Plan

Boulder County Transportation Master Plan

Boulder County Regional Housing Partnership Expanding Access to Diverse
Housing for Our Community (Regional Housing Plan)

Noakr®ODb =

Local Resources

There are multiple local planning documents that guide the future of city assets and
investments. Additionally, the BVCP major update process has included collecting a
wide range of community voices, describing needs and wants for the future.

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan

City of Boulder Sustainability, Equity and Resilience Framework

City of Boulder Department Plans

Community Engagement conducted as part of the update to the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan

BN =

Community needs identified through engagement and review of the resources noted
above are summarized below, grouped by the Comprehensive Plan update Areas of
Focus. A summary of community feedback related to each need is also included.

Housing Choice & Opportunity

Community Need: DRCOG suggests the city should accommodate approximately 9,500
additional housing units by 2032. The city also has a goal for 15% of all homes to be
affordable for low-, moderate-, and middle-income households by 2035.

Community Feedback

Many community members support increasing the local housing supply, especially when it
provides more options that are affordable to more people. In a recent survey and
complementary questionnaire, a majority of community participants identified single unit
attached (such as duplexes, townhomes, etc.), cottage courts, and accessory dwelling units
as the types of homes that people would like to see more of in Boulder. Some community
members are concerned that increasing housing supply could strain resources and have
negative impacts on existing residents. For more detailed information on community
preferences related to housing, refer to the 2025 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Update
Statistically Valid Survey Report of Results.

Community Need Source: DRCOG Regional Housing Needs Assessment; Regional Housing Plan
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Safety

Community Need: New Fire-Rescue storage facility for reserve engines and equipment.

Community Feedback
Community members are concerned about wildfire protection, response and recovery.

Community Need Source: Boulder Fire-Rescue Plan (2020)

Multigenerational Multicultural Community

Community Need: Affordable Continuum of Care facilities

Community Feedback

Today, there are only 48-assisted-living beds certified for Medicaid and nearly 3,000 residents
of Boulder County living in long-term care (includes assisted living and nursing homes).
Community members have consistently raised the lack of affordable housing available to the
community’s aging population as an issue. People would like to see more affordable options
that offer a range of services in one place. The concept of a city-supported program that
offers a range of services in one place was explored through the city’s work with the
Bloomberg Initiative, Innovation Track.

Community Need Source: Bloomberg-Harvard City Leadership Initiative; Aging Well in Boulder County
Data Report (2024)

Multigenerational Multicultural Community

Community Need: Regional park land in the Area llI-Planning Reserve is needed to continue
to meet Level of Service standards for the 2040 anticipated population.

Community Feedback

Access to parks, open space and recreational opportunities is widely supported by community
members. Access to nature and recreation is consistently identified as a priority for Boulder
community members.

Community Need Source: Boulder Parks and Recreation Plan (2022)

Food Systems

Community Need: Small-scale farming options for local producers.

Community Feedback
Community members have expressed a need for smaller-scale options to practice farming
and contribute to locally grown food sources.

Community Need Source: Comprehensive Plan Community Feedback
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Climate Action

Community Need: Renewable energy generation to support the city’s move to zero-emission
electricity with an increased emphasis on infrastructure resilience and transitions away from
fossil fuel.

Community Feedback

Throughout the process, community members have provided a great deal of feedback on the
desire for the Comprehensive Plan to address our changing climate. Comments collected
represent interests in climate change mitigation and adaptation, natural resource protection,
and building resilience into many aspects of planning for the future. Some considerations
include the need to reduce fossil fuel dependence, improve water and natural resource
management, and prepare for the effects of a changing climate, particularly increasing
frequencies of wildfire. Many emphasize environmental justice as a critical lens for guiding all
government efforts. They also call for cross-sector solutions spanning transportation,
agriculture, energy, and urban development.

Community Need Source: City of Boulder Climate Action Plan

Evaluating Community Needs

There are three criteria the city must consider when reviewing community needs before
initiating a Service Area Expansion Plan. The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
states:

In order to initiate a service area expansion plan there must be sufficient community
need. In determining whether there is sufficient community need, the city will consider
the following factors:

a) Community Value: Expansion will address a long-term community value as
articulated in the Comprehensive Plan.

b) Capacity: The need for a service area expansion cannot be met within the
existing Service Area because there is not suitable existing or potential
land/service capacity.

c) Benefit: Expansion will benefit the existing residents in the Boulder Valley and
will have a lasting benefit for future generations.

Using these criteria, staff assessed the identified needs. A description of how each
criterion was used in the analysis is provided below. Each letter in the following table
corresponds to these.

a) Community Value: Community Value identifies the goal area in the SER
Framework that broadly represents the values currently expressed in the
Comprehensive Plan or that have been raised during this update process.

b) Capacity: Capacity describes the ability of the current Service Area (Areas | and
II) to accommodate the identified need. Capacity of the Planning Reserve to
address the need is also described.
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c) Benefit: Benefit describes the potential cost/benefit to the community and
additional items to consider regarding expansion into the Planning Reserve and
the influence that it may have on the community members of the Boulder Valley.

Community Need: Housing Choice & Opportunity

Approximately 9,500 additional housing units by 2032

a) Community
Value

b) Service Area
Capacity

b) Planning
Reserve
Capacity

c) Benefit

Livable

Based on staff modeling of the existing Comprehensive Plan land use
map, there is surplus capacity within the Service Area to
accommodate more than 10,000 additional housing units. There is
also capacity to accommodate more than 10,000 additional housing
units when existing zoning is modeled, even when only focused on
locations within %2 mile from a transit corridor.

This capacity may be increased further based on updated policies
and land use changes in the updated Comprehensive Plan. It would
take a significant amount of time to develop new units and will partly
depend on market forces. The affordability of new housing units will
depend on the availability of various subsidies (financing, land,
partnerships, etc.).

The Area llI-Planning Reserve Urban Services Study evaluated
several conceptual scenarios that accommodated a range of total
housing capacity of 4,300 to 8,700 units.

The city currently owns a 30-acre parcel that could enable the
creation of affordable or other types of housing that addresses this
community need. Additionally, the city could mandate and/or
subsidize private development in the Planning Reserve to create
additional affordable housing.

Most city-owned land in the Planning Reserve is currently limited to
park uses. The city has limited direct land ownership outside of these
lands and the 30-acre parcel noted above. Meeting this need would
more than likely largely depend on private development. Extension of
infrastructure and development of future land uses could take at least
15-30 years to realize.
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Community Need: Safety

New Fire-Rescue storage facility for reserve engines and equipment

a) Community
Value

Safe; Responsibly Governed

b) Service Area

There are suitable sites within the Service Area to accommodate this
need. There is no site currently identified. This need can also be met by

Capacity sites outside of the Service Area that are also outside of the Planning
Reserve.
b) Planning
Reserve There is space within the Planning Reserve to accommodate this need.
Capacity
Community members could benefit from services provided by well-
resourced Fire-Rescue program, wherever it is located.
c) Benefit

It is unlikely that expansion into the Planning Reserve is necessary to
meet this need.

Community Need: Multigenerational Multicultural Community

Affordable Continuum of Care facilities

a) Community
Value

Livable; Healthy & Socially Thriving

b) Service Area

There are suitable sites within the Service Area to accommodate this

Capacity need. There is no site currently identified.
b) ;Iannlng There is space within the Planning Reserve to accommodate this
eserve need
Capacity '
Community members could benefit from having more continuum of
care options located within the city especially as the city population
ages.
c) Benefit

The long schedule for extension of infrastructure and development in
the Planning Reserve could extend the timeline for realizing benefits
related to this more immediate need.
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Community Need: Multigenerational Multicultural Community

Regional park land to continue to meet Level of Service standards for 2040 population

projections

a) Community
Value

Livable; Healthy & Socially Thriving

b) Service Area

There are not suitable city-owned sites within the Service Area to
accommodate the need for a large regional park, identified as
necessary to maintain current parkland levels of service by 2040 in
the 2022 Parks & Recreation Department Plan. A few privately owned
sites that are large enough with consolidated ownership, such as the

Capacity former IBM campus, do exist within the Service Area and could
conceptually address this need. While these privately owned sites are
conceivably large enough, they have not been evaluated for suitability
of a regional park or for feasibility of acquisition.

b) Planning City-owned properties purchased with Parks and Recreation funding
Reserve are available in the Planning Reserve and have already been
Capacity identified to accommodate this need.

Park development could potentially occur more quickly than other
land uses if funding were prioritized toward extension of needed
infrastructure and creation of a new regional park. Community
: members would benefit from having additional park and recreation
c) Benefit

space that helps meet established Level of Service standards.

City infrastructure and services would need to be extended to serve a
regional park within the city Service Area.
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Community Need: Food Systems

Small-scale farming options for local producers

a) Community
Value

Healthy & Socially Thriving; Economically Vital

b) Service Area
Capacity

There are suitable sites within the Service Area to accommodate
small-footprint agricultural production, such as community gardens,
vertical farming and indoor greenhouses, however cost of land or
industrial space may be prohibitive. There are not suitable sites within
the Service Area to accommodate traditional agricultural operations,
which traditionally have been identified to be located within Area IllI-
Rural Preservation and not within the Service Area.

b) Planning
Reserve
Capacity

There is space within the Planning Reserve to accommodate this
need, however the 1993 Area Ill Planning Project determined that the
Planning Reserve area does not have high value for agricultural
purposes, which was in part why it was selected as the Reserve.
Boulder County Comprehensive Plan maps confirm that the area is not
identified as having significant agricultural lands of local, statewide, or
national importance.

c) Benefit

Expanding small and traditional larger scale farming options and
increasing land for local food producers could benefit community
members.

It is unclear if expansion into the Planning Reserve is necessary or
beneficial based on the low agricultural value of the land. This type of
use is also already accommodated outside the Service Area in Area
llI-Rural Preservation. The city owns and manages most of the
agricultural land in the county that could be used for this need more
effectively.
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Community Need: Climate Action

Renewable energy generation to support the city’s move to zero-emission electricity with an
increased emphasis on infrastructure resilience and transitions away from fossil fuel

a) Community

Environmentally Sustainable
Value

There are not suitable sites within the Service Area to accommodate

b) Service Area utility-scale renewable energy generation. Smaller, neighborhood-

CEIpEE] scale projects are possible, but may be limited.
b) :E:enrl\:‘eg There is space within the Planning Reserve to accommodate
Capacit this need.
pacity
Community members could benefit from expanding renewable energy
generation. Renewable energy use can help maximize utility bill
savings and transitioning to renewable energy can help improve the
overall health, resilience and economics of community members.
c) Benefit

Utility-scale renewable energy uses are typically located in more rural
areas and may be better coordinated through public service utilities
and other partners. It is unclear whether expansion into the Planning
Reserve is necessary or beneficial to meet this need.

Equity Analysis

Throughout this Comprehensive Plan update process, staff have prioritized engagement
with historically excluded community members to ensure broader input into city
decision-making. Staff have met several times with Community Connectors-in-
Residence and employed the Rapid Response Equity Assessment to analyze both
policy and future land use direction. These tools have helped the project team
determine how recommendations can be most reflective of the entire community while
addressing needs of the community’s most vulnerable members.

Fiscal Note

There are no specific fiscal impacts at this time related to the determination of sufficient
need. All related work has been accounted for within the approved budget as part of the
annual budget development.

Climate, Resilience, and Sustainability Considerations

There are no material climate, resilience or sustainability impacts associated with this
step.
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Community Engagement

Identifying community needs has been central to our engagement strategy, since the
Comprehensive Plan update process began in October 2024. Staff have engaged
community members, partner agencies, city and county staff, advisory boards, our
county partners, Planning Board, Council, and the Boulder County Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners, and have worked intentionally to
deepen trust and participation among historically excluded groups.

Engagement has helped clarify the issues community members face, the changes they
hope to see, and how land use and policies can reflect both long-held values and
evolving needs.

More information about community engagement is available here: Information Packet
11/14/2025 - BVCP Summer 2025 Engagement Summary.

Workplan Considerations

If Planning Board and City Council find sufficient community need per the criteria
described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to warrant further consideration of
expanding the Service Area, staff will schedule one or more meetings in the future to
consider initiation of a Service Area Expansion Plan. This effort will require additional
staff time and would be scheduled after adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in order to
keep current workplan items on schedule.

Next Steps for Planning

If Planning Board and City Council determine there is sufficient need to warrant further
consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan, these are the next steps:

1) Staff will schedule a meeting after the Comprehensive Plan adoption process is
complete at the request of Planning Board and City Council to determine if they
want to initiate a Service Area Expansion Plan.

2) If Planning Board and City Council decide to initiate an Expansion Plan
immediately, staff could return to the two bodies in late 2026/early 2027 with a
Service Area Expansion Plan draft scope, estimated budget and schedule.

3) Staff would solicit and procure a team of consultants and work on an Expansion
Plan could begin in early to mid-2027.

If either Planning Board or City Council do not find sufficient community need to move
forward, the Area llI-Planning Reserve process will pause and can be restarted during
the next mid-term or major Comprehensive Plan update.
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Accessibility Statement

The City of Boulder is committed to digital accessibility. Some content may not be fully
accessible due to technical limitations or issues. For alternate formats or
accommodations, please visit Accessibility | City of Boulder or contact
accessibility@bouldercolorado.gov.

Attachments

A: Area llI-Planning Reserve Community Needs Assessment: Boulder County Referral
Response

B: Public Comments
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TO: Kristofer Johnson, Comprehensive Planning Manager

FROM: Hannah Hippely, Long Range Planning Division Manager
RE: Community Needs Related to Area lllI-Planning Reserve
DATE: January 7, 2026

The county appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft needs assessment memo
prepared by city staff as part of the service area expansion process for the Area Ill Planning
Reserve. The decision to initiate a service area expansion plan is a city only decision and we
appreciate the consideration of these comments as part of that deliberation. At this time, it
does not appear that the identified needs are of sufficient priority to initiate a Service Area
expansion plan.

If the identified needs are of sufficient priority to initiate a service area expansion plan is
determined based on the criteria found in the amendment procedures of the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Development Plan Intergovernmental Agreement. These criteria include:
a. Community Value: Expansion will address a long-term community value as
articulated in the Comprehensive Plan.
b. Capacity: The need for a service area expansion cannot be met within the existing
Service Area because there is not suitable existing or potential land/service capacity.
c. Benefit: Expansion will benefit the existing residents in the Boulder Valley and will
have a lasting benefit for future generations.

The identified community needs in the draft memo are:

e approximately 9,500 additional housing units by 2032,

e anew fire-rescue storage facility for reserve engines and equipment,

e affordable Assisted Living Facility / Assisted Living options certified for Medicaid,

e regional park to meet Level of Service standards for 2040 population projections,

e small-scale farming options for local producers,

e renewable energy generation to support the city’s move to zero-emission electricity
with an increased emphasis on infrastructure resilience and transitions away from
fossil fuel.

Each expressed need does appear to align ideologically with an expressed community value
and can meet criterion a when considered in that way. Decision makers may also want to
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consider how strongly linked the identified need is to the outcomes of the associated value.
For example, how critical is the fire-rescue storage facility to the city being safe and
responsibly governed?

Each identified need is also examined against the capacity criterion b; the ability for the
identified need to be met within the existing service area. Without access to the analysis,
we cannot comment on the conclusions in the memo and for the purposes of this referral
accept them at face value. Needed housing, fire-rescue storage facility, and assisted living
options are all able to be located within the existing service area and do not meet this
criterion. The current Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan process underway should help
define the community vision around where these needs should be located within the service
area.

Utility scale renewable energy and agricultural operations were found to meet criterion b,
not able to be located within the existing service area. Utility scale renewable energy
projects are often developed in rural areas without the benefit of urban facilities and
services. Agricultural activity also typically does not require urban services and facilities. It
does not seem necessary to plan for the extension of services for uses that do not require
them and only seems reasonable to consider a service area expansion when there are needs
that require services to be provided.

The incapacity for a regional park to be located within the service areais not clear. The ability
to locate this within the service area and the needs for services should be better understood
before initiating a service area expansion for this purpose.

Decision makers may want to consider if land and service availability, obstacles that can be
addressed by service area expansion, are a primary impediment to the stated need. For
example, the Area lll Rural Preservation area is specifically intended to preserve lands for
agricultural uses and the City of Boulder owns and manages the majority of the agricultural
land in Area lll. Forthe small-scale farming needs that cannot be accommodated within the
existing service area the city may consider increasing access to city owned and managed
agricultural lands in Area lll for small producers. This need could be addressed through
changes in land management practices and without changes to the Planning Reserve.
Another example is that current Medicaid reimbursement rules impact the ability of
organizations to provide these options more significantly than land availability. Having more
land available through changes in the Planning Reserve will not change this underlying cost
structure.

In considering if the expansion of services benefits the existing residents of the Boulder
Valley and if it would have a lasting benefit for future generations, it is found to not benefit
existing residents due to the timeline of development, but that future generations may
benefit once the development is complete. Unless there are significant shifts in how the
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physical development of land occurs this is likely be the conclusion for many needs and it
may be impossible for any need to meet this criterion.

After review of the provided memo, we conclude that the identified needs, neither
collectively nor individually, meet the criteria and necessitate the initiation of a service area
expansion plan.

Should the city find sufficient need to initiate a service area expansion plan we look forward
to continued collaboration in the development of that plan.
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17 January 2026

TO:

Members of the Boulder City Council

and Planning Board.

RE: Consideration of the Planning Reserve.

Recently, | have read a number of comments expressing disappointment over the
proliferation of large corporate or institutional, for-rent apartment buildings. These have
become the default production housing offering here and around the country. A recent
CNU session branded this product as “density without urbanism”... lacking the variety
and vitality of real cities.

Yet, we used to build beautiful districts with walkable streets. | would like to share some
brief thoughts on how historical small lot, walk up, row housing can solve the challenge
presented in HB24-1313 to create delightful, transit oriented neighborhoods again.

Concurrently | also note that the housing market lacks any for-sale, missing-middle
“starter homes”. Entry level home ownership is simply unavailable for large segments of
our workforce. Property values are simply too high in town.

Background
There are potentially conflicting goals described the 20 January Planning Board packet.
On the one hand:

“Community Need: DRCOG suggests the city should accommodate approximately 9,500 additional
housing units by 2032. The city also has a goal for 15% of all homes to be affordable for low-, moderate-,
and middle-income households by 2035.”

But on the other hand:

Community Feedback

Many community members support increasing the local housing supply, especially when it provides more
options that are affordable to more people. In a recent survey and complementary questionnaire, a
majority of community participants identified single unit attached (such as duplexes, townhomes, etc.),
cottage courts, and accessory dwelling units as the types of homes that people would like to see more of
in Boulder.

In the first statement, new housing presumably would be located along transit corridors
per HB24-1313 which stipulates compact walkable neighborhoods of at least 40
dwelling units per acre.

But the second statement’s reference to “duplexes, townhomes, cottage courts...and
ADUSs” suggests a more modest intensity. My concern is such lower density infill cannot
either cover the high cost of in-town land or provide the ridership to justify frequent BRT
service as intended in the State transit district legislation.
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An Infill Example

When HB24-1313 became law, | did a quick sketch showing what 40 d.u./acre within
350 feet each side of a major street like Broadway might look like. | assumed that
recently approved single-stair walk up stacked flats to be the the best option. These 3
story “six packs” share a central stair with through apartments each side with windows
front and back. Cascading densities with alley cottages and courts transition to existing
single family lots beyond the blocks either side of a BRT route.

There are both opportunities and challenges suggested in this drawing. Most
importantly, existing lot lines are retained. Incremental, fine grained, “mom and pop”
redevelopment can occur. Unlike the large, ubiquitous, corporate or institutional rental
projects, party wall row housing is particularly suited as small lot for-sale “starter”
homes. These can be offered in a variety of configurations: as fee simple town houses,
stacked flats, single stair walk up studios, accessory lockouts, etc. shown below:

The challenge arises in the effect of land costs on total cost. Rule of thumb might place
land cost at, say, 25% of sale price. Single family lots in town can start at well over $1
million. While the “duplexes and ADUs” desired in the survey might be a better use than
single family ranch burgers; per the example, $4 million total sales divided only two
ways is still unaffordable for most. The land cost drives up the price.

Thus, the open land in the Planning Reserve becomes an important factor in any
calculation to achieve affordable home ownership anywhere close to Boulder.
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We need a different model. Call it small-scale or “funky”— a fine grain of streets,
blocks and lots make neighborhoods that people like. Traditional town layout and small
lot ownership promote a level of resilience, agility and adaptability as well. Over
decades, these neighborhoods have absorbed appropriately scaled redevelopment a
few lots at a time. Change is incremental.

+ Avariety of housing types can serve a diversity of living situations.

+ Arange of unit sizes correlates to a range of building cost. The rich and not-so rich
live in the same block.

+ For -Sale “Starter Homes” might constitute some portion of a block.
+ Affordable or subsidized units can be dispersed among the market rate properties.

+ Multiple projects create street interest that enhances walkability.
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CITY PARK
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+ Afine-grain urban fabric often implies diverse ownership,. This contrasts with
coarse-grain development, where a few large entities own entire blocks.

+ Multiple lots give a neighborhood agility to adapt incrementally and absorb change.
The urban form can evolve organically over time.

+ Afine-grain district is more economically resilient.

« There is a broad range of possible development scenarios. The entire property could
be held developed by a single entity. But smaller parcels such as a whole block, or
several rows, or a lot or two might also be split off.
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+ The plat of land subdivision outlives ownership. Shown is Prospect in Longmont.

LU

LT

In conclusion: there are many who desire the autonomy and pride of home ownership.

land of the

Planning Reserve is an opportunity to not only increase supply but also broaden

housing choices .

vacant

Currently, infill housing is beyond their financial means. The

Thank you for your service,

Paul A. Saporito
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Architecture + Urban Design

Full disclosure: though | have worked all over Boulder for five decades with many folks and continue to do so as sport, these
suggestions are my entirely my own and should not be considered representative of any property interests..
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From: Macon Cowles

To: boulderplanningboard

Subject: Further consideration of a Service Area Expansion
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 4:38:52 PM

Attachments: 260119 Email to PB re Further Consideration of SAE.pdf

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.

Dear colleagues,

| advocate here for a Yes vote on further consideration of a Service Area Expansion. | am
also attaching the text and links in an attached pdf, in case that is easier for you to use.

In the Statistically Valid Survey reported last fall, at pp. 5 and 15, 61%-82% or our
residents favor building the following housing types: attainable single units with
accessory dwelling units and duplexes, townhomes and cottage courts in low
density neighborhoods. That type of product is vanishingly rare anywhere in Area | or
Area ll. For the last ten years, 2015-2025, the Community Profile reports that there have
been 3300 apartments or condos and 420 detached units permitted in Boulder. But only
13 detached residential units between 1,200 sqg. ft. and 1,800 sq. ft. have been built and
sold within that period of time. The rest were large, deluxe and expensive—a style of

luxury that is way beyond what people are asking for.

So when staff says without analysis that 9500 units by 2032 can be built within the urban
growth boundary, we can all see what type of units they will be: apartments and very
large, luxury houses.

The Planning Reserve is the only place where we can build modest sized, attainable for-
sale housing of the type that people in the survey said they wanted. You and the Council
control the output, control what gets built and where.

Please vote "Yes” for further consideration of a Service Area Expansion in the Planning

Reserve.

I am firmly convinced that we should actually expand the Service Area only if we can
create fabulous housing, in a next generation, 15-minute neighborhood—a prototype, a
pilot project in a small part of the Planning Reserve that would prove the concept: that
we can create attainable places that people can imagine living for a lifetime. And so if |
were able to vote with you, | would fill in the blank line on the “Yes, further
consideration” motion on p. 19 of the packet with the bold face print below:

Motion to find that the following identified community needs are of sufficient
priority per the criteria described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to

Item 5B - Area III Planning Reserve Community Needs Review Page 28 of 43


mailto:macon.cowles@gmail.com
mailto:boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbouldercolorado.gov%2Fmedia%2F19156%2Fdownload%3Finline&data=05%7C02%7Cremket%40bouldercolorado.gov%7Cb8e5289d269e48453cef08de57b3e471%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C639044627321314998%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VtamINn1utgrtGduOemF2oHLX%2FguiUDmclCKSwa0TRk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbouldercolorado.gov%2Fboulder-measures%2Fabout-us-boulder-community-profile&data=05%7C02%7Cremket%40bouldercolorado.gov%7Cb8e5289d269e48453cef08de57b3e471%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C639044627321341367%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jIHRUCre0DPh4biWrMMZQ6NQYBDV0V51WfvcjJIEFgY%3D&reserved=0

Planning Board, City of Boulder
January 19, 2026

Re: Further consideration of a Service Area Expansion
From: Macon Cowles

Dear colleagues.

In the Statistically Valid Survey reported last fall, at pp. 5 and 15, 61%-82% or our
residents favor building the following housing types: attainable single units with
accessory dwelling units and duplexes, townhomes and cottage courts in low
density neighborhoods. That type of product is vanishingly rare anywhere in Area | or
Area ll. Forthe last ten years, 2015-2025, the Community Profile reports that there
have been 3300 apartments or condos and 420 detached units permitted in
Boulder. But only 13 detached residential units between 1,200 sq. ft. and 1,800 sq.
ft. have been built and sold within that period of time. The rest were large, deluxe
and expensive—a style of luxury that is way beyond what people are asking for.

So when staff says without analysis that 9500 units by 2032 can be built within the
urban growth boundary, we can all see what type of units they will be: apartments
and very large, luxury houses.

The Planning Reserve is the only place where we can build modest sized, attainable
for-sale housing of the type that people in the survey said they wanted. You and the
Council control the output, control what gets built and where.

Please vote "Yes” for further consideration of a Service Area Expansion in the
Planning Reserve.

I am firmly convinced that we should actually expand the Service Area only if we can
create fabulous housing, in a next generation, 15-minute neighborhood—a
prototype, a pilot project in a small part of the Planning Reserve that would prove
the concept: that we can create attainable places that people can imagine living for
a lifetime. And so if | were able to vote with you, | would fillin the blank line on the
“Yes, further consideration” motion on p. 19 of the packet with the bold face print
below:

Motion to find that the following identified community needs are of sufficient
priority per the criteria described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
to warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan: to
construct attainable single units with accessory dwelling units and
duplexes, townhomes and cottage courts.

Just as the Comp Plan contains Principles for developing CU South and guiding its
annexation, at pp. 126-127, you could do the same in the current update to the



https://bouldercolorado.gov/media/19156/download?inline

https://bouldercolorado.gov/boulder-measures/about-us-boulder-community-profile



BVCP. Adopt principles for any future Service Area Expansion that will inform the
“further consideration” so it will bring us to a next generation neighborhood. Here
are a few suggestions for setting the table, adding conditions to the Motion:

e Create an Innovation Team—similar to Boulder’s participation in the
Bloomberg initiative to handle the project

e Be efficient and fast in deploying resources so that the planning
project lasts months, not years (The City’s eleven years and counting
for Alpine-Balsam and 47 staff members work on the East Boulder
Subcommunity Plan is the antithesis of efficient and fast.)

e |dentify a small area of private land in Planning Reserve for a pilot, a
proof of concept. Consider using a small amount of park land only for
purposes associated with adjacent housing in the pilot.

e Add property owners to [-Team after pilot area is chosen

e Thel-Team’s imagination and design should not be hidebound by Title
9 and existing Design and Construction Standards

e Reimagine housing and transportation solutions

Thank you for listening, and for your continued service.

Hoam,

Macon Cowles






warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan: to

construct attainable single units with accessory dwelling units and duplexes,
townhomes and cottage courts.

Just as the Comp Plan contains Principles for developing CU South and guiding its

annexation, at pp. 126-127, you could do the same in the current update to the BVCP.
Adopt principles for any future Service Area Expansion that will inform the “further
consideration” so it will bring us to a next generation neighborhood. Here are a few
suggestions for setting the table, adding conditions to the Motion:

e Create an Innovation Team—similar to Boulder’s participation in the Bloomberg
initiative to handle the project

o Be efficient and fast in deploying resources so that the planning project lasts months,
not years (The City’s eleven years and counting for Alpine-Balsam and 47 staff
members work on the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan is the antithesis of efficient and
fast.)

e Identify a small area of private land in Planning Reserve for a pilot, a proof of concept.
Consider using a small amount of park land only for purposes associated with adjacent
housing in the pilot.

o Add property owners to I-Team after pilot area is chosen

e The [-Team’s imagination and design should not be hidebound by Title 9 and existing
Design and Construction Standards

e Reimagine housing and transportation solutions

Thank you for listening, and for your continued service.

Macon Cowles

Boulder, Colorado
macon.cowles@gmail.com
(303) 447-3062
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From: Johnson, Kristofer

To: boulderplanningboard

Cc: Mueller, Brad; Horn, Sarah; Davison, Mark; Rhodes, Ali; Firnhaber, Kurt; Sugnet, Jay; Pahoa, Kalani; Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan

Subject: FW: Area III Expansion question

Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 11:38:16 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Response to Laura Kaplan Questions.pdf

Hello Planning Board members,

Please see attached for responses to questions from Vice-Chair Kaplan last week. Thanks to
Parks, HHS, and P&DS staff jumping in quickly to assist.

We look forward to the discussion this evening!

Kj

Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA
Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

City of Boulder
% Planning & Development Services

O: 303-441-4277
johnsonk3@bouldercolorado.gov

Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Laura Kaplan <laura.kaplan.pb@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, January 16, 2026 12:04 PM

To: Johnson, Kristofer <JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov>

Cc: boulderplanningboard <boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov>; Horn, Sarah
<horns@bouldercolorado.gov>; Davison, Mark <DavisonM@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Area Ill Expansion question

One more!

7. Some folks have compared the Planning Reserve to an opportunity like Holiday, to
master plan something creative and special. Could you please provide some
background on Holiday's development and why the city was able to do master planning
there, and how that compares to the Area lll Planning Reserve? | do note that the City
was the owner of the property, per this case study, but were there any other factors that
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City of Boulder
Planning & Development Services





January 20, 2026 Planning Board Public Hearing

ltem #2: Consideration of a motion to determine if there is sufficient
community need as defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to
warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan for the Area llI-
Planning Reserve.

Staff Response to Laura Kaplan Questions

| appreciate the information and am glad to hear that Parks is developing additional indicators
that take into account (among other things) proximity to Open Space, given that our 45,000
acres of Open Space and its 155 miles of trails are not included in the current Level of Service
acreage analysis.

Across the country, urban parkland Levels of Service (LOS) do not consider proximity to or quantity
of nearby natural lands, regardless of who owns or operates them because thriving communities
need both passive and active recreation. Both types of activity support a healthy city, but key
distinctions mean they are measured separately.

Boulder’s Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) system is unique in that it is provided by the city.
Natural land systems intended for conservation, agriculture, and/or passive recreation exist all over
the country, however, are more often provided by counties, states, the federal government, and
non-profit conservation organizations.

Boulder’s open space system was originally designed to conserve land for wildlife and passive
recreation and to serve as a buffer between Boulder and nearby development. While most of
OSMP-managed lands are open to the public (with some areas requiring off-trail permits and/or
subject to seasonal wildlife closures), Boulder’s Charter limits human use of OSMP lands to
agricultural and passive recreation purposes (e.g. hiking, running, birdwatching, photography and
where designated horseback riding, fishing and biking). The Charter also states that OSMP land
may not be improved after acquisition unless such improvements are necessary to protect or
maintain the land or to provide for passive recreational, open agricultural, or wildlife habitat use of
the land. Importantly, OSMP lands cannot host competitive events. This means that amenities like
a dog park, tennis courts, and a recreation center are not currently possible on OSMP lands, nor are
activities like a cross-country race, a soccer tournament, or tennis lessons.

Boulder’s well-planned urban parks system is designed to promote close-to-home health and well-
being while building social capital. Levels of Service for Urban Parks nationally and in Boulder
consider all the urban parkland land for more active recreation along with the ability to develop
supporting facilities and amenities. Based upon analysis for the 2022 BPR Plan, the city must
develop all currently owned parkland, including land in the Planning Reserve, to maintain the
existing Level of Service for the Boulder community based on population estimates for 2040.





Could staff also please provide information about the purchase of the 189-acre parcel in the
Planning Reserve? Specifically, what year was the purchase, what was the purchase price,
what sources of funding contributed in what amounts, and any ordinance, legal document,
agreement, or policy that specifies the future use of the parcel.

The city and the Boulder Municipal Property Authority (BMPA) purchased the Planning Reserve park
site in 1999. BMPA is often used as a funding agency for the purchase of land for the benefit of the
City.

Staff would need additional time to research the purchase price, as the Planning Reserve park site
was assembled through several purchases. The city purchased the property in the late 1990s with
funds from a 0.25 sales and use tax and bonding measure that was approved by voters in 1995. The
short title from the ballot measure of Ordinance 5740 provides that the funds are to be used, in
part, for park land acquisition. There are no additional limitations on the disposition of land in the
ballot measure, or the 1998 amendments to the ballot measure in Ordinance 5999. Further, there
are no outstanding bond commitments from the 1995 ballot measure, so in turn, no bond
covenants that would encumber the property.

“Park land," “park property," and "recreation facilities"” are defined in Boulder Charter § 154 as
“all lands donated to the city for park or recreation purposes, acquired by the city through
purchase, dedication, deed, or condemnation for park or recreation purposes, or purchased or
improved in whole or in part with funds from the permanent park and recreation fund.”

If the city wanted to use these lands for uses other than parks and recreation purposes, it would
need to follow the procedures in the city charter related to the disposition of park land. Boulder
Charter § 162 provides that “park lands may be disposed of by the city council, but only upon the
affirmative vote of at least four members of the parks and recreation advisory board. An advisory
recommendation, which shall not be binding on the council, shall be obtained from the planning
board prior to the disposition or lease of park lands.” Additionally, because the land was purchased
using proceeds from a sales and use tax and bonding measure that was primarily for the acquisition
of park land for active and recreational uses, a change in how that land is used would require a
process to determine how and how much payment must be refunded.

Other considerations related to this site include:

o Following the approval of the ballot item, a site selection process was initiated and
ultimately the city purchased the Valmont Park site and Area Ill-Planning Reserve land. The
Planning Reserve site was prioritized because of its large expanse of land that would allow a
comprehensive park with a variety of amenities together and serve a broad cross section of
the community with flexible, multiple use facilities. Since the original planning and
purchase 30 years ago, the Planning Reserve site has always been dedicated as a critical
location for the city to expand its portfolio of parks and recreation assets to meet
community needs and parks levels of service.
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e By design and classification, city and regional parks serve the entire community, as well as
the surrounding county, and draw visitors to Boulder. Regional parks are generally large
tracts of land that provide space for high-intensity recreational activities, as well as natural
areas set aside for their scenic qualities and passive recreational opportunities.

e Valmont City Park, with 173 acres, is the only example of a large urban park in Boulder. The
Boulder Reservoir is the only regional park operated by BPR and provides a mix of developed
and natural areas that attract visitors from well outside the city limits.

1. Staff's analysis says "Based on staff modeling of the existing Comprehensive Plan land use
map, there is surplus capacity within the Service Area to accommodate more than 10,000
additional housing units. There is also capacity to accommodate more than 10,000 additional
housing units when existing zoning is modeled, even when only focused on locations within 72
mile from a transit corridor." Can you share this modeling with us? In each of these cases (land
use map and zoning within 1/2 mile from transit corridors), where are you seeing the 10K units
being built?

Staff perform analyses to determine the potential theoretical capacity for housing and other uses
as aregular part of planning efforts such as area and subcommunity plans, in response to state
legislation like the Transit Oriented Communities bill (HB24-1313), and as part of the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan update.

The 2015 Future Land Use map modeling examined the potential dwelling unit capacity of the
future land use designations within the service area applying the following criteria:

e Average density based on the composition of zoning districts within each land use
designation

o Average mix of residential types and non-residential uses for each land use

e Average unit sizes for different residential types, e.g. single-unit, multi-unit, etc.

o Development capacity reduction for flood constraints and on-site open space

o Developed at 75% of land use capacity after development capacity reductions

The outcome of the land use modeling confirms that under the current 2015 Comprehensive Plan
future land use map, there is capacity for more than 10,000 units. Staff are continuing to model the
potential of the new proposed future land use framework and more information will be available as
part of the draft review in March.

Staff have also examined potential capacity by analyzing existing zoning in the city. Potential zoning
capacity represents a reasonable calculation of growth based on observed densities of typical
redevelopment scenarios and other assumptions. Recently, staff analyzed properties that met the
following criteria to estimate potential redevelopment capacity:

e Within %2 mile of a transit corridor
e Currently a non-residential use





e Atleast1acreinsize
e 25-50-year-old primary building
o Developed at 50% or less based on current zoning allowances

The outcome of this scenario identified 50 properties, which staff considered the most reasonable
as it limited the number of redevelopment sites and identified those sites that may have the
greatest likelihood of changing in the future, and resulted in a potential zoning capacity estimate of
an additional approximately 6,700 housing units. However, minor adjustments to the
redevelopment criteria, such as adding parcels smaller than 1 acre or including properties that are
developed at more than 50% of current zoning allowance, led to substantial increases to zoning
capacity with estimates as high as an additional 40,000 or more units. This zoning analysis was also
performed prior to recent updates like the Family-friendly Vibrant Neighborhoods ordinance that
expanded zoning capacity in certain areas of the city.

Note, both of these analyses are based on many assumptions and should be considered with some
caution as itis impossible to determine capacity with absolute certainty. Note, too, the important
consideration that this estimates a theoretical “build-out” capacity, not a likely scenario projection,
and that the rate and likelihood of properties being redeveloped in this matter are influenced by
individual property ownership preferences, overall market conditions, public sentiment, practical
logistical limitations for providing additional public services, and demographic shifts.

2. Staff's analysis says "It would take a significant amount of time to develop new units and
will partly depend on market forces." | understand that it's impossible to predict the future and
| appreciate the challenges of trying to do so. However, if we just look at past trends and the
current rates of development, about how many years would it take to reach 10K new units, and
what mix of housing types could be expected? Are we looking at mostly large apartment and
condo buildings?

Staff did not perform a specific analysis on housing types as that wasn’t part of determining
whether additional land is needed to address the housing shortage goal identified by DRCOG
(approximately 9500 units). As far as the time it would take to achieve that goal, it is really difficult
to estimate as it depends on many factors that are outside the city’s control like market demand,
interest rates, labor availability, overall economic health, etc. Historically, the city has permitted
approximately 400 units per year on average, so that could indicate it may take upwards of 25 years
to develop that much housing. However, there have been several policy and zoning changes made
recently, or that are currently in the works, to create greater flexibility for a variety of residential uses
and help make project reviews more effective and efficient, so it is very possible that annual
approvals could increase over time.

3.1did not see an analysis of the need specifically for middle housing types or middle- income
affordable units. One reason that folks have argued for opening the planning reserve at this





time is that it may be the city's best opportunity to gain missing middle housing types and/or
middle income permanently affordable units that are so difficult to obtainin Areall. It has
been suggested that this could be achieved through some combination of use of city-owned
land (including the 189-acre parcel in addition to the 30-acre parcel) and/or annexation
agreements. What are the prospects for attaining middle housing types and middle-income
affordable units within the service areavs. area IlI?

Staff have not analyzed or pre-determined what types of uses would be most appropriate in the
Planning Reserve as that is something to be addressed through a future Service Area Expansion
Plan. Most of the city-owned land is dedicated for park uses and development in the Planning
Reserve will primarily occur on private land. Annexation agreements provide an opportunity to
leverage affordable housing contributions above and beyond our standard Inclusionary Housing
requirements and could conceptually include expectations around middle housing. It should be
noted however that newly developed middle housing types are rarely affordable for middle income
households to buy since homebuyers are willing to pay a premium for new construction. Therefore,
while the Planning Reserve may yield more missing middle housing types, staff cautions against
assuming that the Planning Reserve will yield significantly more middle-income housing.

A challenge presented by the Planning Reserve in comparison to the existing Service Area is that
there is no infrastructure in place. Substantial market rate development will be required to fund
infrastructure improvements where those funds might otherwise have been available to subsidize
higher levels of affordable housing if infrastructure was already in place. As an example, the 30-
acre parcel overseen by Housing & Human Services would require some market rate housing to
help subsidize the affordable homes and even more to pay for the infrastructure upgrades needed
to service the area. It would be financially infeasible for that property to be entirely affordable, or
even middle-income.

4. Related to #3, what is the city's power to compel development of middle housing types and
middle-income affordable units through the Area lll process? Do we have the legal ability,
through the comp plan, to get different outcomes (in terms of housing types and affordable
units) in Area lll vs. a typical Area Il annexation? I'm thinking here about the policy we just saw
inthe Comp Plan 1.17(c) where properties that were moved east of the blue line had unique
development restrictions placed upon them via the Comp Plan. Using that as a model, could
there be a new Comp Plan policy that directs a higher level of middle housing types or middle-
income affordability for properties annexed from Area lll (or some similar mechanism) to
direct future development of Planning Reserve parcels to meet that community need?

The Service Area Expansion Plan could include more direct policy language to guide future
annexations within this area and the types of preferred, or even required, uses. However, staff
recommend caution with requiring specific uses as many uncontrollable market forces and events





can significantly influence the feasibility of specific outcomes. It is also worth noting that the types
of outcomes the city would like to see can also change over time.

Staff do not recommend including policies in the Comprehensive Plan that specifically reference or
limit the types of uses that can be considered for the Planning Reserve as that would be more
appropriate to address through the Service Area Expansion Plan.

5. Related to #4, could staff please remind us how the Area Ill initiation process relates to
annexation agreements? My rough understanding is that if PB and CC vote to proceed to the
next step, staff would at a later date initiate a service area expansion plan, which is similar to
an area plan or subcommunity plan. | assume that at some point, Planning Reserve lands in
Area lll would be moved to Area ll, and I'm guessing that would happen in conjunction with
adopting the service area expansion plan - but please correct me if I'm wrong! Is there any
ability through that process to ensure that we would get different, creative outcomes from
annexation of private property in Area I11? Or would Area lll properties just become like any
other Area Il property, legally speaking?

Any change from Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area |l may only occur after, or concurrent with,
adoption of a Service Area Expansion Plan (often casually referred to as “Step 3”). The Expansion
Plan would guide the phasing of expansion and identify if a portion or all of the Planning Reserve
should be changed from Area lll to Area Il. Area Il properties in this location would be treated the
same as other Area Il lands. However, the goals and policies of the Service Area Expansion Plan
would guide annexation agreements and could influence desired outcomes, . Asis currently the
case, annexations would be initiated generally by private property owners and will need to meet
annexation criteria at that time, including the requirement for 1/6 contiguity to existing city limits.

6. Finally, if there is interest in pursuing a disposal process for the 189 acre city parcel (or part
of it) to enable housing to be built there, how and when would that decision be made, and how
would that process take place in conjunction with the preparation of the service area
expansion plan? (This is assuming that using this parcel for housing could be part of the
justification for opening the Planning Reserve).

Initiation of a Service Area Expansion Plan process is a city decision (Planning Board and City
Council) whereas adoption of the Expansion Plan is a city and county decision which includes the
four Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan adopting bodies (City Council, Planning Board, the
Boulder County Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners). The Service Area
Expansion Plan would evaluate options and determine the goals and policies for development of
the Planning Reserve. If the Expansion Plan included direction to repurpose a portion, or all, of the
park land for alternative uses, then a disposal process would be an implementation step initiated
after adoption of the Expansion Plan.





7. Some folks have compared the Planning Reserve to an opportunity like Holiday, to master
plan something creative and special. Could you please provide some background on Holiday's
development and why the city was able to do master planning there, and how that compares
to the Area lll Planning Reserve? | do note that the City was the owner of the property, per this
case study, but were there any other factors that contributed to our ability to do master
planning there?

The city purchased the 30-acre Holiday property after the drive-in closed in the early 1990s. It was
then annexed and sold to Boulder Housing Partners (BHP). This annexation allowed for more
flexibility to determine uses on the site, and the area was under the control of one lead developer,
BHP, which enabled a singular implementation of the North Boulder Subcommunity Plan’s vision
for the area.

New zoning districts (i.e., RMX-2 and MU-1) were created to implement the North Boulder
Subcommunity Plan and are largely unique to the Holiday development. RMX-2 is a unique zone in
that it has a special density bonus section based on the proposed amount of affordability. It also
requires a diversity of housing types based on site size (e.g., the larger the site, the more housing
types that are required). The approved Holiday Site Review included a collection of different
typologies at different scales and characters each with different design guidelines and street
sections. The construction drawings and permits that followed Site Review were then reviewed
against those guidelines. The Armory development, which is in the same area but technically fell
under a separate Site Review and development process, was implemented in a very similar manner
to the overall Holiday development.

The large Holiday site being under one lead developer enabled effective implementation of the Plan
while also achieving architectural diversity through use of different builders. The Area lllI-Planning
Reserve site is likely to follow a similar planning process as that of Holiday and other planned
areas, but the implementation will likely be more like that of other general locations around the city,
where a design vision and standards are realized in a variety of ways. Area lll is fundamentally
different than the Holiday site in that it has significantly more individual property owners, and itis
unclear if these owners would be willing to redevelop or sell to a consolidated ownership entity.
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contributed to our ability to do master planning there?

On Fri, Jan 16, 2026 at 11:56 AM Laura Kaplan <laura.kaplan.pb@gmail.com> wrote:

Thank you, Kristofer. Understood! | appreciate staff's work on this.

| have a few more questions - apologies for the late hour especially given the holiday.

1. Staff's analysis says "Based on staff modeling of the existing Comprehensive Plan
land use map, there is surplus capacity within the Service Area to accommodate more
than 10,000 additional housing units. There is also capacity to accommodate more
than 10,000 additional housing units when existing zoning is modeled, even when only
focused on locations within 2 mile from a transit corridor." Can you share this
modeling with us? In each of these cases (land use map and zoning within 1/2 mile
from transit corridors), where are you seeing the 10K units being built?

2. Staff's analysis says "It would take a significant amount of time to develop new units
and will partly depend on market forces." | understand that it's impossible to predict
the future and | appreciate the challenges of trying to do so. However, if we just look at
past trends and the current rates of development, about how many years would it take
to reach 10K new units, and what mix of housing types could be expected? Are we
looking at mostly large apartment and condo buildings?

3. 1 did not see an analysis of the need specifically for middle housing types or middle
income affordable units. One reason that folks have argued for opening the planning
reserve at this time is that it may be the city's best opportunity to gain missing middle
housing types and/or middle income permanently affordable units that are so difficult
to obtainin Area I. It has been suggested that this could be achieved through some
combination of use of city-owned land (including the 189 acre parcel in addition to the
30 acre parcel) and/or annexation agreements. What are the prospects for attaining
middle housing types and middle income affordable units within the service area vs.
area lll?

4. Related to #3, what is the city's power to compel development of middle housing
types and middle income affordable units through the Area lll process? Do we have
the legal ability, through the comp plan, to get different outcomes (in terms of housing
types and affordable units) in Area lll vs. a typical Area Il annexation? I'm thinking here
about the policy we just saw in the Comp Plan 1.17(c) where properties that were
moved east of the blue line had unique development restrictions placed upon them
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via the Comp Plan. Using that as a model, could there be a new Comp Plan policy that
directs a higher level of middle housing types or middle income affordability for
properties annexed from Area lll (or some similar mechanism) to direct future
development of Planning Reserve parcels to meet that community need?

5. Related to #4, could staff please remind us how the Area lll initiation process
relates to annexation agreements? My rough understanding is that if PB and CC vote
to proceed to the next step, staff would at a later date initiate a service area expansion
plan, which is similar to an area plan or subcommunity plan. | assume that at some
point, Planning Reserve lands in Area Il would be moved to Area ll, and I'm guessing
that would happen in conjunction with adopting the service area expansion plan - but
please correct me if I'm wrong! Is there any ability through that process to ensure that
we would get different, creative outcomes from annexation of private property in Area
11?7 Or would Area lll properties just become like any other Area Il property, legally
speaking?

6. Finally, if there is interest in pursuing a disposal process for the 189 acre city parcel
(or part of it) to enable housing to be built there, how and when would that decision be
made, and how would that process take place in conjunction with the preparation of
the service area expansion plan? (This is assuming that using this parcel for housing
could be part of the justification for opening the Planning Reserve).

Many thanks! Looking forward to an interesting conversation on Tuesday. Hope
everyone has a great holiday weekend!
Laura

On Thu, Jan 15, 2026 at 2:26 PM Johnson, Kristofer
<JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Hi Laura,

We will gather up the information and have more details for you by Tuesday. We’ll try to
get aresponse out prior to the meeting, but with the Monday holiday, we may just need to
address the question during the meeting.

Best,

kj

Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA
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Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

7~ City of Boulder
k@ Planning & Development Services

O: 303-441-4277

Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Laura Kaplan <laura.kaplan.pb@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2026 2:03 PM
To: Johnson, Kristofer <Johnsonk3@bouldercolorado.gov>

Cc: boulderplanningboard <boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov>; Horn, Sarah
<horns@bouldercolorado.gov>; Davison, Mark <DavisonM@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Area Ill Expansion question

Thank you, Kristofer and your colleagues at Parks. | appreciate the information and
am glad to hear that Parks is developing additional indicators that take into account
(among other things) proximity to Open Space, given that our 45,000 acres of Open
Space and its 155 miles of trails are not included in the current Level of Service
acreage analysis.

Could staff also please provide information about the purchase of the 189 acre
parcel in the Planning Reserve? Specifically, what year was the purchase, what was
the purchase price, what sources of funding contributed in what amounts, and any
ordinance, legal document, agreement, or policy that specifies the future use of the
parcel.

Many thanks,
Laura

On Thu, Jan 15, 2026 at 10:04 AM Johnson, Kristofer
<JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Hi Laura,

Thank you for the question. We reached out to our BPR colleagues and you are looking
at the correct section of the plan. The language in the plan states ...

When compared to national benchmark communities, NRPA Agency Performance Review
data, and the Trust for Public Land (TPL) overall ParkScore® median, Boulder is keeping
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pace in parkland per capita, and in some cases provides above average amounts of urban
parkland. If BPR develops all of its existing parkland (specifically undeveloped acreage),
and 2040 population projections are on target, the city will maintain current LOS by 2040,
providing the same amount of parkland per 1,000 community members. p. 29-30 (see
attached chart)

They also provided this additional information ... With the high price of land in Boulder and
the city’s growth boundary limiting development, and limited funding sources, adding new
parkland is currently not feasible. Given the projected population growth, and limitations
around adding parkland, each developed park will need to handle an increased number of
users, requiring more amenities and higher levels of maintenance. Moving forward, BPR will
use additional metrics in tandem with acres per 1,000 residents to measure LOS. These
additional indicators will be tailored to the Boulder community, and will consider, among
other things, proximity and ease of access to parks and recreation services, proximity to Open
Space & Mountain Parks (OSMP) land, the size and types of amenities serving various
populations, equity, and tree canopy coverage.

Note that when BPR refers to the need to “develop all of its existing parkland” as parks,
that includes the roughly 190 acres of land purchased with Parks funding in the Area lll-
Planning Reserve.

We are working with BPR staff and a few other department colleagues to confirm their
availability for the meeting on Tuesday. If they are unavailable, our team will coordinate
with appropriate staff ahead of the meeting to be prepared for questions.

Thanks!

kj

Kristofer Johnson, AICP, PLA
Comprehensive Planning Manager
(Pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

/& City of Boulder
& Planning & Development Services

0O: 303-441-4277

Department of Planning & Development Services
1739 Broadway | Boulder, CO 80302

bouldercolorado.gov

From: Laura Kaplan <Jaura.kaplan.pb@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2026 2:14 PM
To: Johnson, Kristofer <JohnsonK3@bouldercolorado.gov>; Horn, Sarah

<horns@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: boulderplanningboard <boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov>
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Subject: Area Ill Expansion question

External Sender Notice This email was sent by an external sender.
Hi Kristofer and Sarah,

For our discussion of Area lll expansion on Tuesday, could someone please direct
me to the part of the 2022 Parks Department Plan that discusses the need for a
new large regional park? | see the Level of Service discussion on p.30 of the plan
that discusses developing all currently available acres but | do not see anything
specific to the type of facilities needed, or specifically the need for a large regional
park.

Also, will someone from Parks be available on Tuesday to answer questions?

Many thanks,

Laura Kaplan
Planning Board member
Boulder, Colorado

Laura Kaplan
Planning Board member
Boulder, Colorado

Laura Kaplan
Planning Board member
Boulder, Colorado

Laura Kaplan
Planning Board member
Boulder, Colorado
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January 20, 2026 Planning Board Public Hearing

ltem #2: Consideration of a motion to determine if there is sufficient
community need as defined in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to
warrant further consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan for the Area llI-
Planning Reserve.

Staff Response to Laura Kaplan Questions

| appreciate the information and am glad to hear that Parks is developing additional indicators
that take into account (among other things) proximity to Open Space, given that our 45,000
acres of Open Space and its 155 miles of trails are not included in the current Level of Service
acreage analysis.

Across the country, urban parkland Levels of Service (LOS) do not consider proximity to or quantity
of nearby natural lands, regardless of who owns or operates them because thriving communities
need both passive and active recreation. Both types of activity support a healthy city, but key
distinctions mean they are measured separately.

Boulder’s Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) system is unique in that it is provided by the city.
Natural land systems intended for conservation, agriculture, and/or passive recreation exist all over
the country, however, are more often provided by counties, states, the federal government, and
non-profit conservation organizations.

Boulder’s open space system was originally designed to conserve land for wildlife and passive
recreation and to serve as a buffer between Boulder and nearby development. While most of
OSMP-managed lands are open to the public (with some areas requiring off-trail permits and/or
subject to seasonal wildlife closures), Boulder’s Charter limits human use of OSMP lands to
agricultural and passive recreation purposes (e.g. hiking, running, birdwatching, photography and
where designated horseback riding, fishing and biking). The Charter also states that OSMP land
may not be improved after acquisition unless such improvements are necessary to protect or
maintain the land or to provide for passive recreational, open agricultural, or wildlife habitat use of
the land. Importantly, OSMP lands cannot host competitive events. This means that amenities like
a dog park, tennis courts, and a recreation center are not currently possible on OSMP lands, nor are
activities like a cross-country race, a soccer tournament, or tennis lessons.

Boulder’s well-planned urban parks system is designed to promote close-to-home health and well-
being while building social capital. Levels of Service for Urban Parks nationally and in Boulder
consider all the urban parkland land for more active recreation along with the ability to develop
supporting facilities and amenities. Based upon analysis for the 2022 BPR Plan, the city must
develop all currently owned parkland, including land in the Planning Reserve, to maintain the
existing Level of Service for the Boulder community based on population estimates for 2040.
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Could staff also please provide information about the purchase of the 189-acre parcel in the
Planning Reserve? Specifically, what year was the purchase, what was the purchase price,
what sources of funding contributed in what amounts, and any ordinance, legal document,
agreement, or policy that specifies the future use of the parcel.

The city and the Boulder Municipal Property Authority (BMPA) purchased the Planning Reserve park
site in 1999. BMPA is often used as a funding agency for the purchase of land for the benefit of the
City.

Staff would need additional time to research the purchase price, as the Planning Reserve park site
was assembled through several purchases. The city purchased the property in the late 1990s with
funds from a 0.25 sales and use tax and bonding measure that was approved by voters in 1995. The
short title from the ballot measure of Ordinance 5740 provides that the funds are to be used, in
part, for park land acquisition. There are no additional limitations on the disposition of land in the
ballot measure, or the 1998 amendments to the ballot measure in Ordinance 5999. Further, there
are no outstanding bond commitments from the 1995 ballot measure, so in turn, no bond
covenants that would encumber the property.

“Park land," “park property," and "recreation facilities"” are defined in Boulder Charter § 154 as
“all lands donated to the city for park or recreation purposes, acquired by the city through
purchase, dedication, deed, or condemnation for park or recreation purposes, or purchased or
improved in whole or in part with funds from the permanent park and recreation fund.”

If the city wanted to use these lands for uses other than parks and recreation purposes, it would
need to follow the procedures in the city charter related to the disposition of park land. Boulder
Charter § 162 provides that “park lands may be disposed of by the city council, but only upon the
affirmative vote of at least four members of the parks and recreation advisory board. An advisory
recommendation, which shall not be binding on the council, shall be obtained from the planning
board prior to the disposition or lease of park lands.” Additionally, because the land was purchased
using proceeds from a sales and use tax and bonding measure that was primarily for the acquisition
of park land for active and recreational uses, a change in how that land is used would require a
process to determine how and how much payment must be refunded.

Other considerations related to this site include:

e Following the approval of the ballot item, a site selection process was initiated and
ultimately the city purchased the Valmont Park site and Area Ill-Planning Reserve land. The
Planning Reserve site was prioritized because of its large expanse of land that would allow a
comprehensive park with a variety of amenities together and serve a broad cross section of
the community with flexible, multiple use facilities. Since the original planning and
purchase 30 years ago, the Planning Reserve site has always been dedicated as a critical
location for the city to expand its portfolio of parks and recreation assets to meet
community needs and parks levels of service.
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e By design and classification, city and regional parks serve the entire community, as well as
the surrounding county, and draw visitors to Boulder. Regional parks are generally large
tracts of land that provide space for high-intensity recreational activities, as well as natural
areas set aside for their scenic qualities and passive recreational opportunities.

e Valmont City Park, with 173 acres, is the only example of a large urban park in Boulder. The
Boulder Reservoiris the only regional park operated by BPR and provides a mix of developed
and natural areas that attract visitors from well outside the city limits.

1. Staff's analysis says "Based on staff modeling of the existing Comprehensive Plan land use
map, there is surplus capacity within the Service Area to accommodate more than 10,000
additional housing units. There is also capacity to accommodate more than 10,000 additional
housing units when existing zoning is modeled, even when only focused on locations within 72
mile from a transit corridor." Can you share this modeling with us? In each of these cases (land
use map and zoning within 1/2 mile from transit corridors), where are you seeing the 10K units
being built?

Staff perform analyses to determine the potential theoretical capacity for housing and other uses
as aregular part of planning efforts such as area and subcommunity plans, in response to state
legislation like the Transit Oriented Communities bill (HB24-1313), and as part of the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan update.

The 2015 Future Land Use map modeling examined the potential dwelling unit capacity of the
future land use designations within the service area applying the following criteria:

e Average density based on the composition of zoning districts within each land use
designation

o Average mix of residential types and non-residential uses for each land use

e Average unit sizes for different residential types, e.g. single-unit, multi-unit, etc.

o Development capacity reduction for flood constraints and on-site open space

o Developed at 75% of land use capacity after development capacity reductions

The outcome of the land use modeling confirms that under the current 2015 Comprehensive Plan
future land use map, there is capacity for more than 10,000 units. Staff are continuing to model the
potential of the new proposed future land use framework and more information will be available as
part of the draft review in March.

Staff have also examined potential capacity by analyzing existing zoning in the city. Potential zoning
capacity represents a reasonable calculation of growth based on observed densities of typical
redevelopment scenarios and other assumptions. Recently, staff analyzed properties that met the
following criteria to estimate potential redevelopment capacity:

e Within %2 mile of a transit corridor
e Currently a non-residential use
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e Atleast1acreinsize
e 25-50-year-old primary building
o Developed at 50% or less based on current zoning allowances

The outcome of this scenario identified 50 properties, which staff considered the most reasonable
as it limited the number of redevelopment sites and identified those sites that may have the
greatest likelihood of changing in the future, and resulted in a potential zoning capacity estimate of
an additional approximately 6,700 housing units. However, minor adjustments to the
redevelopment criteria, such as adding parcels smaller than 1 acre or including properties that are
developed at more than 50% of current zoning allowance, led to substantial increases to zoning
capacity with estimates as high as an additional 40,000 or more units. This zoning analysis was also
performed prior to recent updates like the Family-friendly Vibrant Neighborhoods ordinance that
expanded zoning capacity in certain areas of the city.

Note, both of these analyses are based on many assumptions and should be considered with some
caution as itis impossible to determine capacity with absolute certainty. Note, too, the important
consideration that this estimates a theoretical “build-out” capacity, not a likely scenario projection,
and that the rate and likelihood of properties being redeveloped in this matter are influenced by
individual property ownership preferences, overall market conditions, public sentiment, practical
logistical limitations for providing additional public services, and demographic shifts.

2. Staff's analysis says "It would take a significant amount of time to develop new units and
will partly depend on market forces." | understand that it's impossible to predict the future and
| appreciate the challenges of trying to do so. However, if we just look at past trends and the
current rates of development, about how many years would it take to reach 10K new units, and
what mix of housing types could be expected? Are we looking at mostly large apartment and
condo buildings?

Staff did not perform a specific analysis on housing types as that wasn’t part of determining
whether additional land is needed to address the housing shortage goal identified by DRCOG
(approximately 9500 units). As far as the time it would take to achieve that goal, it is really difficult
to estimate as it depends on many factors that are outside the city’s control like market demand,
interest rates, labor availability, overall economic health, etc. Historically, the city has permitted
approximately 400 units per year on average, so that could indicate it may take upwards of 25 years
to develop that much housing. However, there have been several policy and zoning changes made
recently, or that are currently in the works, to create greater flexibility for a variety of residential uses
and help make project reviews more effective and efficient, so it is very possible that annual
approvals could increase over time.

3.1did not see an analysis of the need specifically for middle housing types or middle- income
affordable units. One reason that folks have argued for opening the planning reserve at this
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time is that it may be the city's best opportunity to gain missing middle housing types and/or
middle income permanently affordable units that are so difficult to obtainin Areall. It has
been suggested that this could be achieved through some combination of use of city-owned
land (including the 189-acre parcel in addition to the 30-acre parcel) and/or annexation
agreements. What are the prospects for attaining middle housing types and middle-income
affordable units within the service areavs. area IlI1?

Staff have not analyzed or pre-determined what types of uses would be most appropriate in the
Planning Reserve as that is something to be addressed through a future Service Area Expansion
Plan. Most of the city-owned land is dedicated for park uses and development in the Planning
Reserve will primarily occur on private land. Annexation agreements provide an opportunity to
leverage affordable housing contributions above and beyond our standard Inclusionary Housing
requirements and could conceptually include expectations around middle housing. It should be
noted however that newly developed middle housing types are rarely affordable for middle income
households to buy since homebuyers are willing to pay a premium for new construction. Therefore,
while the Planning Reserve may yield more missing middle housing types, staff cautions against
assuming that the Planning Reserve will yield significantly more middle-income housing.

A challenge presented by the Planning Reserve in comparison to the existing Service Area is that
there is no infrastructure in place. Substantial market rate development will be required to fund
infrastructure improvements where those funds might otherwise have been available to subsidize
higher levels of affordable housing if infrastructure was already in place. As an example, the 30-
acre parcel overseen by Housing & Human Services would require some market rate housing to
help subsidize the affordable homes and even more to pay for the infrastructure upgrades needed
to service the area. It would be financially infeasible for that property to be entirely affordable, or
even middle-income.

4. Related to #3, what is the city's power to compel development of middle housing types and
middle-income affordable units through the Area lll process? Do we have the legal ability,
through the comp plan, to get different outcomes (in terms of housing types and affordable
units) in Area lll vs. a typical Area Il annexation? I'm thinking here about the policy we just saw
inthe Comp Plan 1.17(c) where properties that were moved east of the blue line had unique
development restrictions placed upon them via the Comp Plan. Using that as a model, could
there be a new Comp Plan policy that directs a higher level of middle housing types or middle-
income affordability for properties annexed from Area lll (or some similar mechanism) to
direct future development of Planning Reserve parcels to meet that community need?

The Service Area Expansion Plan could include more direct policy language to guide future

annexations within this area and the types of preferred, or even required, uses. However, staff
recommend caution with requiring specific uses as many uncontrollable market forces and events
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can significantly influence the feasibility of specific outcomes. It is also worth noting that the types
of outcomes the city would like to see can also change over time.

Staff do not recommend including policies in the Comprehensive Plan that specifically reference or
limit the types of uses that can be considered for the Planning Reserve as that would be more
appropriate to address through the Service Area Expansion Plan.

5. Related to #4, could staff please remind us how the Area Ill initiation process relates to
annexation agreements? My rough understanding is that if PB and CC vote to proceed to the
next step, staff would at a later date initiate a service area expansion plan, which is similar to
an area plan or subcommunity plan. | assume that at some point, Planning Reserve lands in
Area lll would be moved to Area ll, and I'm guessing that would happen in conjunction with
adopting the service area expansion plan - but please correct me if I'm wrong! Is there any
ability through that process to ensure that we would get different, creative outcomes from
annexation of private property in Area I11? Or would Area lll properties just become like any
other Area Il property, legally speaking?

Any change from Area llI-Planning Reserve to Area |l may only occur after, or concurrent with,
adoption of a Service Area Expansion Plan (often casually referred to as “Step 3”). The Expansion
Plan would guide the phasing of expansion and identify if a portion or all of the Planning Reserve
should be changed from Area lll to Area Il. Area Il properties in this location would be treated the
same as other Area |l lands. However, the goals and policies of the Service Area Expansion Plan
would guide annexation agreements and could influence desired outcomes, . Asis currently the
case, annexations would be initiated generally by private property owners and will need to meet
annexation criteria at that time, including the requirement for 1/6 contiguity to existing city limits.

6. Finally, if there is interest in pursuing a disposal process for the 189 acre city parcel (or part
of it) to enable housing to be built there, how and when would that decision be made, and how
would that process take place in conjunction with the preparation of the service area
expansion plan? (This is assuming that using this parcel for housing could be part of the
justification for opening the Planning Reserve).

Initiation of a Service Area Expansion Plan process is a city decision (Planning Board and City
Council) whereas adoption of the Expansion Plan is a city and county decision which includes the
four Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan adopting bodies (City Council, Planning Board, the
Boulder County Planning Commission and the Board of County Commissioners). The Service Area
Expansion Plan would evaluate options and determine the goals and policies for development of
the Planning Reserve. If the Expansion Plan included direction to repurpose a portion, or all, of the
park land for alternative uses, then a disposal process would be an implementation step initiated
after adoption of the Expansion Plan.
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7. Some folks have compared the Planning Reserve to an opportunity like Holiday, to master
plan something creative and special. Could you please provide some background on Holiday's
development and why the city was able to do master planning there, and how that compares
to the Area lll Planning Reserve? | do note that the City was the owner of the property, per this
case study, but were there any other factors that contributed to our ability to do master
planning there?

The city purchased the 30-acre Holiday property after the drive-in closed in the early 1990s. It was
then annexed and sold to Boulder Housing Partners (BHP). This annexation allowed for more
flexibility to determine uses on the site, and the area was under the control of one lead developer,
BHP, which enabled a singular implementation of the North Boulder Subcommunity Plan’s vision
for the area.

New zoning districts (i.e., RMX-2 and MU-1) were created to implement the North Boulder
Subcommunity Plan and are largely unique to the Holiday development. RMX-2 is a unique zone in
that it has a special density bonus section based on the proposed amount of affordability. It also
requires a diversity of housing types based on site size (e.g., the larger the site, the more housing
types that are required). The approved Holiday Site Review included a collection of different
typologies at different scales and characters each with different design guidelines and street
sections. The construction drawings and permits that followed Site Review were then reviewed
against those guidelines. The Armory development, which is in the same area but technically fell
under a separate Site Review and development process, was implemented in a very similar manner
to the overall Holiday development.

The large Holiday site being under one lead developer enabled effective implementation of the Plan
while also achieving architectural diversity through use of different builders. The Area lllI-Planning
Reserve site is likely to follow a similar planning process as that of Holiday and other planned
areas, but the implementation will likely be more like that of other general locations around the city,
where a design vision and standards are realized in a variety of ways. Area lll is fundamentally
different than the Holiday site in that it has significantly more individual property owners, and itis
unclear if these owners would be willing to redevelop or sell to a consolidated ownership entity.
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