CITY OF BOULDER

DATE:

? PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA
‘\

March 24, 2026

\*op Bo\,&/ TIME: 6:00 PM

PLACE: Hybrid Meeting

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

AEEFOREP

The February 3, 2026 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.
The May 27, 2025 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.

The November 18, 2025 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.
The December 2, 2025 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.
The December 16, 2025 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.
The March 3, 2026 Planning Board meeting minutes are scheduled for approval.

4. CALL UP ITEMS

A.

CALL UP: Site Review for the partial redevelopment of the 1.88-acre property at 2717
Glenwood Drive. The existing 37-unit, L-shaped residential building would remain and a
new 22-unit residential building would be added on a portion of the existing parking lot
with new associated multi-modal infrastructure, gathering spaces, landscaping, and other

site improvements. This application is subject to potential call up on or before March 31,
2026.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

A.

AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council regarding
proposed Ordinance 8745, amending Title 9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10,
“Structures,” B.R.C. 1981, to fix errors, clarify existing code, and amend certain height,
use, form and general land use code standards, and setting forth related details.

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to rescind or amend the motion previously
adopted by the Planning Board on January 20, 2026, relating to a finding of whether the
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 for the Area III-Planning Reserve and potential consideration of new or
different action on the matter.

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

A.

Information Item: 2717 Glenwood Dr. Vacation 1% Reading (City Council Memo)

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 3, 2026
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)

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

Mark Mclntyre, Chair

Mason Roberts (virtual)

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
None

STAFF PRESENT:

Shannon Moeller, Planning Manager

Hella Pannewig, Senior Counsel

Charles Ferro, Development Review Senior Manager
Thomas Remke, Senior Operations Specialist

Brad Mueller, Planning and Development Services Director

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair, M. MclIntyre, 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 February 25, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.

M. Roberts noticed an error to correct in the draft minutes; M. MclIntyre tabled the approval to a
future meeting.

B. The April 15, 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/

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by K. Nordback to approve the April 15, 2025 Draft Planning
Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

C. The May 6, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by K. Nordback to approve the May 6, 2025 Draft Planning
Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

D. The January 20, 2026 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by MI Robles to approve the January 20, 2026 Draft Planning
Board Meeting Minutes. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

4. CALL UP ITEMS
There were no call up items to review.
5.PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. AGENDA TITLE: Concept Plan Review and Comment Request for a proposed redevelopment
of 3550 and 3850 Frontier Ave. as an urban neighborhood anchored by a 2,500-person capacity
events venue and rehearsal space, a hotel, approximately 500 apartments, 30,000 square-feet of
commercial uses such as restaurants, coffee shops, and retail, and structured parking. The
proposal would involve a rezoning and height modification. Reviewed under case no. LUR2025-
00086.

(00:19:40)
Staff Presentation: Shannon Moeller presented the item to the board.

(00:36:30)
Board Questions: Shannon Moeller, Charles Ferro, and Brad Mueller answered questions from
the board.

(01:09:20)
Applicant Presentation: Daniel Eisenman, Carly Sieff, and Danica Powell presented the item to
the board.

(01:29:20)
Board Questions: Daniel Eisenman, Carly Sieff, and Danica Powell answered questions from
the board.

(02:32:30)
Public Hearing:

In-Person:
1) Jan Burton



Virtual:
1) Lynn Segal

(02:40:00) Board break. Meeting resumes at (02:50:30).

Board Discussion:

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

Key Issue #2: Does the Board have feedback on the conceptual site plan and building design’s
consistency with the Site Review Criteria in 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981?

Key Issue #3: Does the Board have feedback on a preferred approach for rezoning the property
from IS-1/IS-2 to a new zoning district?

Key Issue #4: Other key issues identified by the Board.

(02:51:48) M. Roberts agreed with the applicant that this is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity, and
that's why he believes it's extremely important to anchor this project on the BVCP and the
TVAP. He stated that the MU-TOD framework is very clear that the goal of that use is to
transform existing, disparate uses into a mixed-use, transit-oriented neighborhood rich with
amenities and services. At a concept level, what matters most to him is whether the project is
structured to function as a neighborhood, not just as a collection of individual uses that may or
may not fully materialize over time. He understands the realities of phasing and market
conditions that were spoken to tonight. That said, he does have concerns about a scenario where
the initial phase delivers the entertainment and hotel components, while the residential elements
that are central to the MU-TOD vision are deferred or uncertain. From a neighborhood planning
perspective, housing is not just one use among many, it is the foundation that allows transit-
oriented development, local serving amenities, and strong TDM strategies to work. He is also
encouraged by the applicant's commitments related to parking supply and their focus on a strong
TDM strategy. As this moves forward, he would strongly encourage staff and the applicant to
treat TDM as foundational infrastructure, rather than as a mitigation measure added later in the
process. Regarding Key Issue #3, he does not have a preferred approach and will be looking to
hear more comments from staff around the solutions that they have.

(02:54:45) L. Kaplan said that she loves the overall concept of a project in an MU-TOD area that
fills the need for a performing arts venue, a practice space, adds needed hotel space, and creates a
walkable mixed-use neighborhood with varied housing units in an extremely connected part of
town, near future rail service, which is ripe for redevelopment and has this beautiful parks spine.
The concept checks a lot of boxes. She reviewed the TVAP and TVAP2 and agreed with staff
that the proposal is generally consistent with those plans as well as the BVCP. She noted that she
read the applicant statement with great interest. She appreciated the vision of creating “a real
Boulder neighborhood with a world-class performing arts and events venue, exceptional



placemaking, an energized streetscape, and great urban design and architecture.” She looks
forward to seeing the final design. She noted that in Concept Review, the Board looks at the
details that have been provided and gives input, especially to help the applicant foresee anything
that is not going to be smooth sailing if it comes back in Site Review. She said she would try to
address that here. She said the Board does this dispassionately, based on its reading of the code.
It does not depend on personal feelings about how cool the project is or personal opinions about
the applicant team. All projects are special and based on site-specific context. And also, all
projects are not special in terms of consistent application of the code. She noted that the project
team is asking for a lot of exemptions or flexibility. A non-comprehensive list includes
partnership on a flood project, the ability to do metro district financing, which staff has
previously said is not typically supported within city boundaries, though that may be changing,
changes or exceptions to the sign code, extension of the HOP, and some curb-cut exceptions for
a Mobility Hub, among other things. It may require a new flex zoning district or special
ordinance, since none of the city’s current zones will accommodate every feature laid out. She
noted that there are also many concessions requested in terms of the planning code and Site
Review criteria, including exemption from the normal community benefit cash-in-lieu; an
extremely flexible interpretation of the criteria for height benefit, such as the courtyard
requirement, rooflines that add detailing above the height limit, and a phasing plan that puts the
applicant’s most desired structures in place up front while not guaranteeing housing outcomes,
which, as M. Roberts pointed out, are central to the MU-TOD district in both the TVAP and the
land use code. She noted that some of this is not within the purview of the Planning Board, such
as the flood project, Metro District financing, HOP extension, or boring geothermal under
utilities, which the applicant indicated may require a code exception. She said she would not
comment further on those, as they are up to staff and Council. She would comment on the other
topics one at a time. She said staff did a stellar job commenting on the project, and she generally
supports all of staff’s comments. She deferred to her colleagues on transportation elements,
which she noted are not her area of expertise. On the sign code, she is not inclined to modify it
for this project, though she would consider any proposal brought forward. To justify that, the
applicant would need to explain why this project merits an exemption from the sign code that
applies to every other building in Boulder. On the Mobility Hub, she noted that it sounds like
staff is working with the applicants. If the team can work out a solution that benefits mobility
without unacceptable impacts, such as backed-up streets and dangerous intersections, she would
gladly support that. On zoning, she noted that MU-4 seems to be the closest fit and may be
obtainable with a few modifications. She does not see the use review issue as problematic in this
location, surrounded by major thoroughfares, the railroad tracks, and industrial buildings. She
noted that staff has said the square footage limit can be modified in Site Review. The major
hurdle seems to be the 2.0 FAR. She thinks that if the applicant addresses some of the other
concerns raised by staff—such as usability of open space, building facade lengths, appropriate
courtyards for the height modification, and varied building heights and rooflines—this may
naturally bring the FAR down to 2.0 for the MU-4 designation. She would like to see that
explored, and that would be her preference. She believes it would be the simplest solution and
seems very doable and that it is also consistent with the TVAP. She is not very amenable to the
argument that a zoning modification beyond MU-4 is required to comply with the TVAP. She
does not support creation of a new zone for this project, nor an ordinance that would effectively
jump the line of staff work for other needed updates, such as the East Boulder form-based code.
On height and community benefits, she is very glad staff will be bringing forward a code change



to create a pathway so that 55-foot-tall buildings do not have to have four or five stories. It seems
appropriate for a performing arts center to have fewer stories and still achieve that height, and
she is supportive of that. However, she is not so sure that being a for-profit performing arts
venue is a sufficient community benefit so that it would not have to pay the normal inclusionary
housing benefit. She does not think that is a precedent the city should set. As staff noted, no
alternative benefit package has yet been agreed to. The applicant can still propose one, but she
would be reluctant. She would want to see that when the code change is brought forward to allow
buildings not to be more than three stories at 55 feet, it includes a way for structures like this to
pay into the affordable housing program. She said she would personally be more apt to entertain
an alternative benefit proposal if the offer included a permanent, very low-cost performance or
rehearsal space for nonprofits, or if one or more retail spaces were designated as permanently
affordable arts space. That has not been done before and would require creativity to work out the
details, but she finds it intriguing and potentially something the city may want, either in addition
to or as an alternative to providing inclusionary housing. Regarding the extra Site Review criteria
for height, including building facade length and a courtyard not elevated above the first floor, she
is not especially flexible. She would be looking for the applicant to clearly meet the Site Review
requirements. This is her approach for all Site Review projects, as she has articulated in the past.
She generally only considers flexibility if there is some site-specific constraint that cannot be
readily overcome. She noted that project economics do not generally do that for her. On open
space, she agreed with staff that the applicant needs to pay close attention to how open space is
used. Utilities commented that structures, including boardwalks and playground equipment,
would not be allowed within detention or water quality pond easement areas. Structures are also
not allowed on top of storm sewer lines within public easements. This creates a challenge in
sharing that space with things that cannot exist in those required areas. She also agreed with
staff’s comment that some of these spaces are quite narrow. If the Paseo is shaded all winter, as
analysis may show, it may not be very usable at its current narrow width. She agreed as well with
staff comments about the survivability of trees and other landscaping. On roofline features above
55 feet, she understands the applicant’s position that this may be a matter of interpretation related
to hiding rooftop equipment but pointed out the city has never done that before. In terms of
consistency, she would have a hard time approving what has been designed. She agrees with
staff that varied rooflines need to be accommodated within the height limit. If the limit were 40
feet, applicants would want to go above it; if it were 60 feet, they would want to go above it.
Buildings need to be accommodated within the height limit approved by voters in 1971, unless
voters choose to change it. Regarding the phasing plan and scope of Site Review, she said there
is a lot of concern about the long vested rights period and the fact that the phasing does not
guarantee residential development, especially considering the reminder that any phase could be
the last phase. She advised the applicant to take that into consideration when returning for Site
Review. She understands the desire for flexibility, but noted that from long experience with
negotiation, giving one party everything it most wants up front is not a good negotiation strategy
for the other party. She would like to see the applicant come back with a proposal that gets to
residential much more quickly. She said the devil is in the details, and overall thinks this is a
wonderful project, looks forward to being able to approve it at Site Review, and hopes these
comments are helpful in bringing back something the Board can very easily say yes to.

(03:05:32) K. Nordback agreed with most of what he has heard already from Mason and Laura.
Starting with key issue number one, he stated that he agrees with Laura, and that Mason also said



this is a fantastic project. He stated that overall, the concept is wonderful. He noted that it seems
very consistent with MU-TOD land use and with the TVAP. He stated that he is very happy with
that and that he thinks it will be a great benefit to the city. Regarding the Comprehensive Plan, he
stated that his main concern relates to the Transportation Master Plan and the connection on the
west side of Foothills Highway to the south, specifically the multi-use path he asked about. He
stated that he thinks it is important that it be constructed, and he expressed concern that if it is
not built as part of this project, it will not get constructed. He noted that one of the big
constraints on the site is access to the south and west. He stated that there is currently no formal
way to get across the long expanse of railroad tracks. He shared that when he visited the site and
was heading to King Soopers, he crossed the railroad tracks, as any reasonably rational person
might do, though he joked not to tell BNSF. He noted that this informal access will not be
possible after development due to fencing and other barriers. He stated that providing access to
the south is really important, otherwise, people walking or biking would have to go to the east
side of Foothills to access the existing multi-use path or go all the way up to Junction Place. He
stated that having something more intermediate is important, that there is a reason it is in the
Transportation Master Plan, and that it should be part of this project. Regarding Key Issue #2, he
noted he would address that through the applicant’s questions. On rezoning, he stated that he
heard L. Kaplan say her preference would be to modify MU-4, and he stated that he agrees. He
noted that the zoning code is already very complicated and that he does not want to see another
zone district or a flex district that would make it unclear what is allowed. He stated that, if at all
possible, MU-4 should be modified to make this project a success, and he noted that doing so
would also set a precedent for the future. On the phasing and vesting plan, he stated that this is a
key concern. He stated that the city does not want to end up with a great event space and no
housing. He acknowledged that the applicant likely does not want that either, but he stated that
the city needs to figure out a way to maintain some control over that outcome. He stated that he
does not have a specific solution but that it will be a concern when the project returns for Site
Review. Regarding the height exemption, he stated that he may have a slightly different take
than Laura. He stated that, as he reads the Charter, what is requested appears consistent with the
Charter. He noted that it may not be consistent with the current code, but he stated that he thinks
that is something that could appropriately be changed. He stated that he agrees with changing the
code to allow going to 55 feet with fewer stories. He stated that signage is super complicated,
referencing Voodoo Donuts as an example. He stated that he does not support the very large sign
being requested. He noted that the application suggested people need to see it from Foothills, but
he stated that he is not sure about that. He stated that he is less amenable to changes to the sign
code. He noted that staff expressed serious concerns about the design of the mobility hub and
how it would affect mobility on Pearl Parkway and the effectiveness of the HOP. He stated that
he agrees that this is a big concern. He stated that the mobility hub, as currently designed, would
not be very successful and could be detrimental to the effectiveness of Pearl Parkway. He noted
the idea of mimicking the frontage road design west of the railroad tracks. He stated that while
that design has not been very successful, it might still be better than the current mobility hub
design. He stated that this element needs more work. He addressed the mid-block crossings. He
stated that he supports the mid-block crossing east of the railroad tracks. He noted that staff
raised reasonable concerns about the crossing at the railroad tracks and stated that while it would
be great to have it there, it would not be appropriate. He stated that the other crossing would be
appropriate. However, he noted that the code requires it to be a HAWK signal, and that the
renderings show an RRFB (Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon). He stated that a HAWK would



be much more prominent and advised the applicant to be aware of that. On reducing speeds on
Pearl Street, he stated that it would be great to reduce existing speeds, but he agreed with staff
that the current design does not reflect a 25-mile-per-hour design speed and would not ensure
that vehicles travel at 25 miles per hour. He noted that the DCS allows 10- and 11-foot lanes on
streets with transit and 9- and 10-foot lanes on streets without transit, and he stated that narrower
lanes would help. He observed that the plan shows 11-foot lanes and stated that narrower lanes
and significant trees placed close to the street would help reduce speeds. He noted that traffic
counts of 21,000 vehicles per day are within the threshold for a 4-to-3 conversion, though he
acknowledged that neither the applicant nor the city may want to pursue that. On additional curb
cuts, he noted that the plan shows three allowed at the west private street access. He stated that
because it crosses the multi-use path, he is concerned about allowing both an exit across the path
and a left turn in. He explained that vehicles tend to queue across multi-use paths, especially
when large numbers of people leave a venue at once and wait for traffic on Pearl Street,
potentially blocking the path. He stated that this is concerning. He also expressed concern about
the left turn in, referencing a similar design at Grandview near the convention center crossing the
multi-use path on the east side of Broadway. He noted that no one has been killed there so far,
but he stated that it is a dangerous design and not something he would support. On bike parking,
he noted the request to reduce requirements. He stated that reducing from two to one space for
studio and one-bedroom units might be appropriate, but not for larger units. He stated that short-
term bike parking placement depends on the details and could potentially be workable, but he
would need to see exactly where things are being placed. He urged the applicant to consider
whether the private streets could be further narrowed. He stated that he understands they are
intended for access to and from the venue, but generally traffic will be inbound before events and
outbound afterward. He stated that they could potentially function as queuing streets, which
would allow them to be narrower, provide more design flexibility, reduce impervious surface,
and still function adequately, since large volumes of traffic would not typically move in both
directions at the same time. He referenced the DCS access street typology calling for
approximately 26 feet curb face to curb face, including parking, and stated that even less could
be successful in this case. Overall, he stated that he agrees with nearly all of staff’s transportation
comments, except for the final comment about not building the multi-use path on the west side of
Foothills.

(03:18:39) J. Boone began by stating that he wanted to second L. Kaplan’s comments. He stated
that rather than repeat what she said, the Board should count him in support of all of it, because
he believes she articulated her points very well and he was supportive of basically everything she
said. He noted that there were a few items he wanted to underscore and a few additional things
he wanted to raise. He stated that one of the items he wanted to underscore was the 55-foot
height Charter limit. He noted that this is a hard, mandated maximum in Boulder. He explained
that while the Charter allows for limited appurtenances and associated shielding, those
allowances do not authorize extending rooflines, building mass, or other features that would
normally be considered part of the building above 55 feet. He stated that the proposed approach
of extending rooflines above 55 feet has no precedent in Boulder and is inconsistent with long-
standing interpretations of the Charter. He noted that this issue has been expressly raised as a
concern in prior design review proceedings. He recalled a prior project on Walnut, which he
believed was a Conscience Bay life sciences building, and stated that even in that case, the
discussion centered on ensuring that rooflines fit within the applicable height limits. He noted



that the applicant in that case acknowledged that requirement. He stated that, in his view, this
issue has already been deliberated and settled. He echoed Laura’s comments, stating that these
matters could be addressed through FAR and project design within an MU-4 framework. He
further stated that if the community wants to change the height limits in Boulder, that should be
put to a vote through a Charter amendment, but he stated that it is not appropriate to reinterpret
the Charter for this or other projects based on past interpretations and community expectations.
He stated that if the applicant wants to vary rooflines, he would suggest keeping them within the
50-foot height limit, noting that there is considerable flexibility within that limit. Regarding
zoning, he stated that he believes MU-4 is likely the most appropriate designation, echoing L.
Kaplan’s earlier comment. He stated that he was glad to hear that the number of stories within
the Performing Arts Center might be resolved by staff rather than through a height increase, and
he stated that he thinks that approach is appropriate. He stated that he believes it is a great project
overall. He noted that while it may not be within the Board’s purview, he is personally very
concerned about the absence of for-sale residential units. He stated that this has the potential to
be a great Boulder neighborhood and that it would be positive if Boulder residents had the
opportunity to own homes there in some form. He also expressed concern about phasing. He
stated that he is concerned that residential neighborhoods may never get built. He further stated
that he is concerned that the promise of an active Paseo could be undermined if only part of the
second phase is constructed, while the other side, commercial and retail uses, might not be built
for many years. He acknowledged that he understands the Paseo itself would be constructed, but
he noted that the surrounding activating uses may be delayed significantly. He encouraged the
developer to consider ways to create an active Paseo corridor in the first phase, even if that
requires rethinking how the project is sequenced. He noted that it sounds like there is already a
way to separate the hotel and residential components on what he understood to be Parcel 3, and
he encouraged the applicant to explore that further. He concluded by stating that beyond those
points, L. Kaplan’s comments covered his views, and he thanked the applicant for presenting
what he described as an overall great project.

(03:24:06) ml Robles began by stating that she agrees with just about everything that has been
said. She noted that given the level of detail already provided, and because she supports those
comments, she would not elaborate extensively. She stated that she had a few brief comments,
beginning with number one. She acknowledged that the zoning and phasing introduce a great
deal of complexity and with it, unknowns. She stated that she would be concerned about a
project that does not establish all the requirements of the guiding documents in a timely manner.
She noted that others have discussed the possibility of residential development lagging behind
the performing arts center and hotel, and she stated that she shares that concern. At the same
time, she stated that she appreciates the proposed site program and the intent to create an arts
district. Turning to number two, she stated that she would offer some general comments about
the site plan. She stated that she finds the landscaping proposal intriguing. She noted that the
outdoor interface component shows a great deal of promise, and she stated that she appreciates
the thoughtful and intentional experiences being proposed. On number three, she stated that she
agrees MU-4 appears to be the most promising zoning designation. She stated that she does not
believe a special district needs to be created. She stated that her primary comment relates to
number four and is directed toward placemaking. She reiterated that she agrees with the direction
of the interstitial spaces. However, she noted that her concerns relate to the architecture itself,
which she stated is unusual for her, as she does not typically focus on architectural critique. She



stated that the application places significant emphasis on placemaking and on creating something
that is about Boulder. She stated that what is currently shown appears to be a collection of
somewhat forgettable urban buildings and noted that they could be located anywhere. She
acknowledged that this may be due to existing unknowns. However, she stated that if the goal is
to develop this into a true Boulder place, then context should play a stronger role. She noted that
the site is within a long-standing industrial area and suggested that this history could inform
more specific placemaking strategies. She noted that the project must address real water issues
and suggested that water management could potentially be expressed in an experientially
meaningful way. She stated that she saw promising elements within the landscape proposal and
suggested that similar thinking could be translated into the buildings themselves. She noted that
she currently sees photovoltaic panels placed on the roof. She suggested that the design team
consider integrating such elements architecturally, rather than treating them as add-ons. She
stated that true sustainability is not a one-line statement, but rather integrated multifunctionality.
Overall, she stated that the intent of the project, the siting, and the way the user experience is
being shaped are all very promising. She noted that the team clearly has significant talent and
stated that she looks forward to seeing the continued development of the proposal.

(03:27:29) C. Hanson Thiem began by stating that this is a very complex proposal and
acknowledged that upfront, noting that she would not get into as much detail as some of her
colleagues and asked for understanding if she left out important items. On Key Issue #1
regarding compatibility with the BVCP and the Transit Village Area Plan, she stated that she
believes the concept checks almost all the boxes for compact, mixed-use, and transit-oriented
development that the BVCP and this area of the TVAP call for. She noted that it also addresses
BVCP economic policies related to industry clusters, tourism, and support for the arts, which are
specifically identified in the plan. She stated that it proposes a regional anchor for what planning
documents indicate should evolve into a new urban center in Boulder. She stated that, in her
view, the proposal is well aligned with those policy frameworks. She stated that at the time of
Site Review, if the applicant intends to receive credit for providing a mixture of housing types or
housing for a range of household types, she would expect to see that more clearly articulated
through site and building design elements. She noted that she is unsure how that interacts with
the proposed phasing plan, but she stated that she would want to see the BVCP analysis match
what is actually being presented in the design. On Key Issue #2, regarding the site plan and
building design, she stated that she typically focuses her comments on the site plan and on
producing what she perceives to be a high-quality public realm. She stated that she appreciates
design elements such as the Paseo that keep cars out of the center of the development and urged
the applicant to go further in that direction if possible. She referenced prior discussion about the
area along the rail corridor and stated that if that area is intended to function as public realm,
then circulation and streetscape design should discourage vehicular traffic, even if emergency
access must be maintained. She suggested considering controlled access to that road and
avoiding the inclusion of parking spaces within it. She emphasized that the Board will be looking
for high-quality open space at Site Review and stated that the rail corridor strip appears to be an
important component of that. She stated that a strong public realm should not include empty
storefronts. She noted that, to the extent zoning allows and in coordination with the city, the
proposal should ensure activation at the street level along both interior and exterior corridors.
She acknowledged concerns raised about the phasing of the Paseo in that regard.



She also noted that the Board has previously discussed the merits and requirements of ground-
level versus elevated open spaces. She noted that some elevated open spaces are shown in the
preliminary design and stated that there may be site-specific reasons for that; if so, she
encouraged the applicant to articulate those reasons at Site Review and to look for ways to
connect elevated spaces to ground-level open spaces. On transportation, she stated that the
proposed changes to Pearl Parkway are a critical component of the project’s success if it moves
forward. She stated that at build-out, this concentration of uses and activity will likely generate a
significant amount of vehicle traffic to a single site, despite strong multimodal planning and
TDM strategies. She emphasized that it is important to make the flow of traffic safer and less
hostile to people. She supported reducing speeds, adding signal control where feasible, investing
in safe crossings, and exploring stronger transit connections. She noted that the memo referenced
challenges related to queuing at the railroad crossing identified in the traffic study. She stated
that this will likely be an issue for any mixed-use, transit-oriented development in this area and is
therefore something worth working through as part of this proposal. On Key Issue #3, regarding
the approach to rezoning, she noted that the second phase of the TVAP was approved more than
two years ago and that compatible zoning for mixed-use transit-oriented development has not yet
been developed. She stated that staff indicated such zoning is not immediately forthcoming. She
stated that in this case, the city may need to be flexible, and based on her understanding of the
available pathways, she suggested that a special ordinance may be the appropriate direction.

She acknowledged that adopting a special ordinance while a proposal is already in the pipeline
can be complicated. She noted that there may be pressure to craft zoning rules to accommodate
everything the applicant is requesting, or conversely, to create rules specifically to address
perceived faults. She stated that she does not believe either approach is appropriate. She stated
that while the Planning Board may not have the authority to direct the city toward a particular
approach, she urged that the original intent of the TVAP be kept in mind, specifically to create
active, high-density, mixed-use areas within a connected part of the city. She stated that the city
should focus on regulating what truly matters to achieving that intent and be willing to let go of
what does not. She stated that whatever zoning rules or pathway are adopted, there should be
sufficient flexibility to allow for creative or even iconic architecture at the performing arts
facility. She noted that a city the size of Boulder has limited opportunities for highly visible
community hub buildings such as an event center, and she stated that the existing code does not
fully anticipate such structures. She acknowledged that this is understandable, given their rarity,
but stated that it would be a loss to force a singular structure like that into an overly prescriptive
framework. She expressed concern that applying MU-4 zoning across the entire site could create
that risk and noted that the city has an opportunity to do something different in this case.

She stated that given the transitional state of regulations in this area, her primary point is that
Boulder should be able to accommodate both a performing arts center and a mixed-use village
within one of its highest-intensity districts. She stated that when existing codes cannot readily
imagine that outcome, the city should work to find a way to make it possible. She noted that the
code was not designed for special-purpose buildings or large mixed-use zones and stated that this
should be recognized as a barrier to innovative development rather than something to double
down on in an area that the city has identified for change over the course of two decades. She
concluded by recommending flexibility.

(03:35:15) M. Mclntyre stated that C. Hanson Thiem had already said what he wanted to say,
and had done so with more detail and more effectively. He stated that when he looks at this



project and considers the vision contained in the current BVCP, he believes the proposal aligns
strongly with that vision. He stated that the city should not punish creative design and creative
elements. He noted that without someone truly wanting this, caring about it, and advancing a
clear vision, the city could end up with another well-developed area with significant housing that
is ultimately forgettable. He stated that without a project like this, the city would continue
relying on its limited existing event spaces, whether on campus, at the Dairy, or elsewhere. In his
view, this does not fulfill the artistic vision that the BVCP, the arts organizations, and the
broader arts community desire and deserve. He emphasized that local artists deserve more.

He stated that he fully believes the project fulfills the BVCP and TVAP plans. He also pointed
out that at the Board’s last meeting, it disapproved a service area expansion plan study into Area
III, partly on the basis that the city should focus on infill development rather than expanding
outward. He stated that this proposal represents infill development at its best. He noted that the
Board also expressed a desire not to develop Area III with “more of the same,” and he stated that
this project is not more of the same but rather infill development with a difference. He clarified
that he is not serving as a cheerleader but stated that when something special comes before the
Board, it should be acknowledged and accommodated. On site design and building design, and
consistency with site review criteria, he noted that this is a concept review and stated that this is
the most complete set of documentation he has ever seen at a concept review. He observed that
typically the Board is working with vague outlines and materials that are subject to
interpretation, and he commended the applicant for presenting a highly detailed concept
submission. He stated that he appreciates the way the buildings are oriented to the south, and the
way they have been articulated to create spaces. He acknowledged that some of those spaces are
elevated rather than at ground level but noted that they cannot all be at grade because of parking
constraints. He stated that it is not possible to have everything, and that when parking minimums
are eliminated, parking levels are determined by lenders, tax increment financing, and similar
constraints. He stated that in this case, open spaces are located where they are most usable and
accessible, which is above the parking. He stated that he appreciates the street cross-sections and
noted that it is time for the city’s DCS to catch up so that there is not continued tension between
private and public streets, access issues, and concerns about closing private streets. He stated that
the code and DCS need to catch up with the city’s goals. He also addressed the discussion about
narrow streets and shade. He noted that on one hand, the city wants narrow streets and slow
speeds, but on the other hand, there are concerns about shaded streets. He stated that it is not
possible to design narrow streets, tall buildings, and good density without creating shade. He
observed that shade is a reality. He pointed out that during this time of year, the southern two-
thirds of the downtown mall is in shade, yet snow is removed, sand and snowmelt are applied,
and it functions well. He noted that ski towns like Vail deal with snow and shade as a normal
condition. He stated that the city must decide what it wants between narrow, intimate streets with
maintenance to address shade, or wide, unshaded roads. He stated that he would choose narrow
streets and address maintenance as needed. Turning to the height limit and code issues, he noted
that the city has enshrined a 55-foot height limit yet has allowed what he described as
unattractive screening to extend 10 to 15 feet above that limit to conceal mechanical
appurtenances. He stated that in this case, the applicant is creatively attempting to work within
the charter and code to design roof forms that are more interesting and contribute to the aesthetic
quality of the building. He stated that requiring the applicant instead to return to a minimal
parapet and then erect a tall mechanical screen that becomes visible from a distance strikes him
as wrong. He stated that this presents an opportunity to examine how the code is interpreted, not



to change the charter, but to interpret the code in a way that allows for creativity and good
design. On zoning, he stated that, like C. Hanson Thiem, he supports creating a zoning district
that accommodates this proposal. He noted that he supports BVCP map changes that simplify
zones and stated that if an existing zone must be eliminated to create a new one, he would
support that. He stated that this project does not fit neatly into any zone currently on the books
and that it represents something special. He stated that the city should acknowledge that and
create something new, if necessary, rather than force-fitting the project into existing code and
then wondering why outcomes always look the same. He commended the applicant and stated
that the project represents an opportunity for the arts community and an opportunity to
demonstrate what Area III can become. He expressed hope that the project will move forward
and stated that while he hopes it does not take 20 years, he acknowledged that many great
projects take time to realize.

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 9:53 PM.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
May 27, 2025
Virtual 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

Mason Roberts

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

ml Robles

Mark Mclntyre, Chair

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Chris Hagelin, Transportation Principal Project Manager
Geoff Solomonson, City Planner

Karl Guiler, Development Code Amendment Manager

Hella Pannewig, Senior Counsel

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
Charles Ferro, Development Review Senior Manager
Thomas Remke, Senior Operations Specialist

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

. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
In Person: Nobody spoke.
Virtual:
1) Jan Burton
2) Lynn Segal
. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS

.PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS


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

a. AGENDA TITLE: Continued public hearing Item 5A from May 20, 2025. Continuation is limited
to the Access Management and Parking Strategy (AMPS) project. Request for Planning Board
guidance on the forthcoming Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance. The
opportunity for public testimony has closed and will not be reopened.

Item continued from 5/20/2025. Presentations, board questions, and public participation occurred at
the original hearing date.

Board Discussion:

(00:13:40)

K. Nordback noted that he had some concerns about a permanent requirement, as he could imagine
that things could be totally different 60 or 90 years from now, and not to have any mechanism for
changing this just seems a little bit odd. He also had concerns that anything above the Tier 0 level
should have parking that is priced. He thinks it's something that people aren't used to, and kind of a
new concept for a lot of developers, especially commercial developers. He thinks a hard and fast
requirement we didn't have to discuss would help a lot in making it actually happen. He feels that
that's a very effective way of changing travel behavior. Also, he noted that he could imagine a
developer spending a lot of money on a on a TDM Plan in an area like Gunbarrel and not being able
to achieve much difference in overall VMT, and questioned if that same money could be used much
more effectively elsewhere in the city, maybe to augment a different project in a place that is much
more transit rich. He imagines there could be either a cash-in-lieu program or a transfer of TDM
financial guarantee payments to other projects.

(00:19:40)

C. Hanson Thiem also addressed the proposal for ongoing Tdm contributions. She noted that she
started from appreciating that staff are considering lengthening that required commitment to
programs. She thinks that's incredibly important as residents and commercial tenants turn over, and
also as we go through exogenous events that can make alternative modes of transportation less
viable for people at these sites, including things like pandemic-related social proximity concerns,
supply chain interruptions, RTD service interruption, or others. She appreciated Kurt's suggestion to
add a sunset or review period with an on ramp. She was glad to see potential inclusions for physical
infrastructure in addition to programmatic elements in TDM including things like best-in-class bike
facilities, transit shelters and shared ride waiting areas. She noted that providing access to a mode
can only produce limited results if using that mode does not feel good, so it is important to think
about how users will experience the options that are available to them. She really hopes those
aspects will be kept in in and built on. She brought up the question of whether to provide exemptions
for affordable housing development, and she thought it was really striking to see some of the quite
negative comments in the outreach with community connectors and their communities. She thinks
that those comments capture that for a lot of people in affordable communities, they don't see current
transportation alternatives working for them, and she thinks that's really unfortunate, but that's a
reality that we must deal with. She noted that part of how we can make things work better for those
folks is to give them better access to services and not exclude them from things like TDM programes.
She noted that some of these folks potentially have the most to gain from having viable alternatives
to private cars. She thinks it would be an unfortunate outcome if we end up having to exempt these
projects from TDM. If there are ways to lessen the burden of affordability on those communities, but



really try to think of ways to keep those groups in the programs and the requirements, that would be
a good outcome.

(00:23:45)

M. Roberts appreciated comments from K. Nordback and C. Hanson Thiem. He noted that his
views differ a bit from what he’s heard on the perpetuity point. His understanding is that if the TDM
is required, it's because these buildings are asking for an exception or additional items within the
design that would trigger the additional community needs, and these buildings live on it to
perpetuity. Essentially, as he thinks, those community benefits should live on in perpetuity. That
doesn't mean there shouldn't be a revisiting of what the form of the TDM is, but he does think, if
we're looking for community benefit from these buildings, that community benefit should live for as
long as the building does. He thinks there's been a lot of ideas already suggested on how to make
sure that whatever those funds are spent on meets the community's needs where it is.

(00:27:00)

L. Kaplan noted that at the first hearing, they discussed the need to figure out a method for trip
generation for developments that aren't going to have a lot of cars parking on their property. She
noted that, originally, Staff had proposed that only Site Review projects would be subject to the
TDM ordinance, and they expanded it to ensure that all large projects are subject to the ordinance.
She expressed appreciation for this and hopes that doesn't change. She noted that the ordinance
currently gives the city manager rulemaking authority to set financial guarantee rates, adjust tier
thresholds, select required TDM plan elements and adjust vehicle trip generation targets. She
recalled a discussion at the prior hearing that that would have some public components to it and
potentially go through Planning Board and City Council oversight. She thinks that's important,
especially with a very new program like this that has traditionally been the purview of Site Review.
She thinks we might be able to eventually get to a point where it’s routinely administered, and we
don't need a lot of oversight. At least at the beginning, she would not support removing it from
Planning Board or Council oversight. She thinks we need to see how it's working for those large
developments in Site Review and how the program changes over time. She understands the logic of
not wanting to spend a lot of staff time and applicant time and money on doing this elaborate
planning process for small projects, and at the same time, for example, residential projects that have
less than 40 units, and noted that those folks should have access to TDM benefits just like large
projects. She wondered if there's some creative nexus with K. Nordback’s idea about a cash-in-lieu
program where there are some fees paid, and there are some benefits provided, but they don't have to
go through the entire process of vehicle trip generation reports and annual monitoring. She agreed
with the staff recommendation that the TDM annual financial guarantee levels should be based on
hard costs and hard costs only. She does like the idea that the annual financial guarantee is ongoing
for as long as it makes sense. She is agnostic about whether it is called perpetuity, for now, with the
understanding that things could change in the future but recognized the idea that perpetuity doesn't
really mean perpetuity in this case. Regarding basing the AFG on a per unit basis, she would be
interested in seeing staff explore either a square-footage or a number-of-bedroom trigger rather than
number of units. Regarding whether staff will apply a more prescriptive approach or be more
flexible and allow more customization based on those vehicle trip generation targets, she noted that
she ordinarily likes the idea of being flexible and results based but thinks that's a little difficult in
this case. She would personally vote for a more prescriptive approach and fine tune it later if the
analysis shows that there's a mismatch between expectations and results.



(00:32:00)

M. MclIntyre concurred with K. Nordback and C. Hanson Thiem on all their comments. He stated
that people who arrive to work or live at a smaller project also deserve TDM benefits that encourage
them to minimize single vehicle occupancy trips. He applauded the idea of exempting Tier 0 from
trip generation reports and studies, but at the same time a minimum level of compliance. He thinks
the tiered approach is fine and that bigger projects should contribute more, but stated that the
minimum level needs to apply just like we apply safety regulations and all sorts of other regulations
without regard to size. He added that the number of plans per year is low and so the percentages get
“wonky” at times, but when he looks at general commercial, where tier 0 would be 50% of the plans,
that seems like a very high percentage. He suggested continuing work on the tiers, because they have
broad general support, but making it more applicable in more situations, while not necessarily being
a huge burden for the lowest tier.

MI Robles thanked staff for their work. She thinks the likely elimination of on-site parking
requirements puts added pressure on TDM to be more comprehensive and consider things that might
not have been applicable before.

B. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and recommendation to City Council regarding Ordinance
8697, amending Title 4, “Licenses and Permits,” Title 9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10, “Structures,”
B.R.C. 1981, related to development activities, to correct errors and omissions, update graphics and
formatting, clarify standards and procedures, create consistency with certain state regulations, and
remove certain development restrictions to allow flexibility in project design and in certain locations; and
setting forth related details.

Staff Presentation: Geoff Solomonson presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: Geoff Solomonson, Karl Guiler, and Hella Pannewig answered questions from
the board.

Public Hearing: Nobody spoke.
Board Discussion:

(01:52:22)

L. Kaplan noted that she has some concerns about a few items that she thinks rise above the level
of a cleanup, or the kind of thing that could or should be done at an “Inform” level of public
engagement. She noted that she will be proposing a few amendments to the code to bring it back to
the level of code cleanup, and then, if there's not agreement on that, she may try again to say, “We
should just hold on to this and maybe consider it in a future process. That is not just a cleanup, but a
more intensive code revision.” She stated that her intent for tonight is to keep this at the level of the
quick code cleanups.

(01:53:27)

K. Nordback stated that excluding community benefit for hospital parking garages does not make
sense. He said hospitals and medical offices are a community benefit, but he is not convinced that
parking garages are and suggested excluding them. He said it is not clear why this is restricted to the



public zone, noting that if hospitals and medical offices are a community benefit in the public zone,
they should be in every zone district. He believes code should not be tailored for a particular project
or owner and supported rethinking and potentially removing the public-only restriction. He
expressed concern about requiring setbacks for a property to become a duplex, stating that it would
eliminate many historic buildings that do not meet newer, larger setbacks and that those properties
should not be punished by being prohibited from becoming duplexes. He believes the definition of
boarding house is very problematic and suggested eliminating it and incorporating the use into other
categories. He noted that property owners can already rent rooms by the bedroom and does not see
the need for boarding house to be a distinct use. If it remains, he said it needs a much clearer
definition. He agreed with concerns about changing the energy code for attached ADUS, stating that
it seems like a significant burden for just one portion of a potentially older house. He supported
removing it from this code cleanup process.

(01:57:37)

ml Robles said she is in a similar mindset to L. Kaplan, that most of the proposals fall under the
intention to clean things up and bring them back to their original spirit. She thanked staff for the
work and noted that the number of hours involved is not lost on her and that the code is a very
complex document. She agreed some items do not fall under simple code cleanup and would require
a larger process and more public involvement, and that she would bring those forward. She also
agreed that the ADU item is not a small issue and would raise it. She expressed concern about de-
emphasizing the capacity of area plans, especially with the East Boulder subcommunity plan just
beginning to shape what East Boulder will become. She said she hopes most of the ordinance can
remain as code cleanup while pulling out items that require a larger process and reiterated her
appreciation for the work.

(01:59:45)

J. Boone noted that he agreed with most what had been said. He noted that the concept of
“community benefit” relative to the hospital is very interesting, because it was a euphemism that had
been adopted. He explained that “community benefit” has defined parameters, and that a hospital or
medical offices are not considered community benefit under that definition. He stated that the trade-
off is essentially height for affordable housing, and that while a hospital might be thought of as a
community benefit, it is not as defined. He said he did not want that to be confused and noted he
thinks it is outside of code cleanup.

(02:01:05)

M. Roberts noted he was a little surprised by that distinction as well. He noted that businesses
provide a large variety of community benefits on their own. He suggested one could say restaurants
provide community benefit, so he would like to understand that a little bit more.

(02:06:00)

MOTION: C. Hanson Thiem made a motion seconded by M. Mclntyre that Planning Board
recommends that City Council adopt Ordinance 8697, amending Title 4, “Licenses and Permits,”
Title 9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10, “Structures,” B.R.C. 1981, related to development activities,
to correct errors and omissions, update graphics and formatting, clarify standards and procedures,
create consistency with certain state regulations, and remove certain development restrictions to
allow flexibility in project design and in certain locations, as amended by Planning Board below; and



setting forth related details. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(02:08:30)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by J. Boone to amend the ordinance to edit section
9-2-14(h)(4)(B)(1)(b)(4)(i) to include, “an inviting outdoor garden or landscaped courtyard is
provided, at or close to grade level” and strike, “and is not elevated above the building’s first story”
from (vii) in the same section. Planning Board voted 5-2 (C. Hanson Thiem and M. McIntyre
dissenting). Motion passed.

(02:28:05)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by ml Robles to amend the ordinance to read:
“Subcommunity and Area Plans or Design Guidelines: If the project is subject to an adopted
subcommunity or area plan or adopted design guidelines, the project is consistent with the applicable
site-specific guidance such as a transportation network plan, place type, character district, area
development guidelines, or similar. The project is generally consistent with overarching plan goals,
policies, or guidelines that apply to all sites covered by the applicable plan.” Planning Board voted
4-3 (C. Hanson Thiem, K. Nordback, M. Mclntyre dissenting). Motion passed.

(02:54:00)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by ml Robles to amend the ordinance regarding 9-
2-16 Form Based Code exceptions to make the section consistent with the previous change “the
project is consistent with the applicable site-specific guidance such as a transportation network plan,
place type, character district, area development guidelines, or similar. The project is generally
consistent with overarching plan goals, policies, or guidelines that apply to all sites covered by the
applicable plan.”. Planning Board voted 4-3 (C. Hanson Thiem, K. Nordback, M. McIntyre
dissenting). Motion passed.

(03:03:00)

MOTION: ml Robles made a motion seconded by M. Mclntyre to amend the ordinance to retain
the original language on Appendix C of the IPMC (c 101.1 Scope #3) to retain the SmartRegs
exception of attached accessory dwelling units as detailed in Section 9-6-3, "Specific Use Standards
Residential Uses," B.R.C. 1981. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(03:15:00)

MOTION: J. Boone made a motion seconded by M. McIntyre to remove the addition of (ix) under
9-2-14 Site Review. 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 10:10 PM.



APPROVED BY

Mark Mclntyre

Board Chair

DATE



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
November 18, 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

Mason Roberts

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
ml Robles

STAFF PRESENT:

Chandler Van Schaack, Development Review Planner Principal
Shannon Moeller, Planning Manager

Tina Dalton, City Planner Senior

Hella Pannewig, Senior Counsel

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
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: Nobody spoke.

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS
A. Call Up Item: Nonconforming Use Review to expand the existing Congregate Care use by
449 square feet, located in the RL-1 zone where such use is not allowed pursuant to Table 6-1.

The expansion involves an increase of 0.57% floor area to enclose an existing outdoor covered
walkway. The call up period expires on November 20, 2025. Address: 970 Aurora Ave


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

This item was not called up by the board.
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

a. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of the following related to an area of land at
5399 Kewanee Dr. and 5697 South Boulder Rd.:

1. Action on a proposed Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) land use map designation
change on the 19-acre portion of the property west of 55th Street from Low Density Residential to
Park, Urban and Other (PK-U/O) (LUR2025-00008); and

2. Recommendation on a petition to annex an approximately 24.04-acre area of land at 5399
Kewanee Dr. and 5697 South Boulder Rd., including 55th Street right-of-way, with an initial zoning
of Public (P) on 23.6 acres and an initial zoning of Residential — Low 2 (RL-2) on a 0.44-acre
portion of right-of-way (LUR2025-00003)

Staff Presentation: (00.11:00) Shannon Moeller presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: (00:26:30) Chris Hagelin and Ulla Hester answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation: (00.:29:30) Tina Dalton presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: (00:36:00) Tina Dalton answered questions from the board.

Public Participation:
In Person: Catherine Sundvall
Virtual: Nobody spoke.

Board Discussion:

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed annexation consistent with State Statutes and BVCP policies, including
BVCP policy 1.17, Annexation?

Key Issue #2: Does the proposed change to the BVCP Land Use Map from Low Density Residential to
Park, Urban, and Other (PK-U/O) meet the applicable criteria?

Key Issue #3: Is the proposed initial zoning of Public (P) and Residential — Low 2 (RL-2) consistent
with the initial zoning standards in the Boulder Revised Code?

(00:59:00)

M. Mclntyre believes the proposed annexation is consistent with the BVCP policies and state law. He
believes the land use map change meets the applicable criteria. He is also supportive of the proposed
initial zoning.



(01:01:00)

M. Roberts believes the annexation is consistent with state law and our BVCP policies. He noted that
he tends to focus a lot on our need for housing, but that it's pretty clear from everything that he read in
this packet that this site is not suited for that purpose. He believes that shifting land use to park, urban,
or other, lets us safeguard the critical habitat and provide flood mitigation for surrounding
neighborhoods. It also supports new recreational facilities for the community, which is another
important need. He is supportive of the initial zoning proposal.

(01:02:00)
K. Nordback agreed with M. McIntyre and M. Roberts and supported the proposal.

(01:03:25)

L. Kaplan acknowledged that annexation is not just a criteria-based decision, but it's also a negotiation
between the city and the property owner. And at this point, the city is the property owner, so it's a bit
weird to think of the city negotiating with itself. However, she noted that the city is comprised of many
facets and represents multiple interests, so she thinks it's appropriate to ask not just, “Does this proposal
meet the applicable criteria?”, but also, “Should we be seeking anything else in annexation to better
provide community benefit?”” Normally, the city first and foremost wants housing as a community
benefit with annexation per the BVCP and the city's established practice. She noted that many people
were hoping this site would be developed as housing, but that is a decision that has already been debated
and decided after years of hearing and study. She concludes that it would not be appropriate for Planning
Board to try to relitigate that. While she might wish that a few things had been done differently, this
hearing does not, for her, rise to the level of needing to correct an injustice or undo a dangerous
precedent. She believes the proposed land use and zoning are compatible with the surrounding area and
intended uses, and in particular, in conjunction with the East Boulder Community Center and Park. She
noted that the applicant appears to be mindful of community input, and that when the project goes
through Site Review, it will adequately consider flood water management, noise impacts and buffering
from the courts, and any alternate proposals. She noted that she agreed with all three key questions.

(01:06:15)
J. Boone agreed with colleagues and noted that M. Roberts’ comments resonated with him.

(01:06:30)

C. Hanson Thiem noted that, in terms of BVCP requirements for land use map changes and subsequent
zoning, she has been struggling with circularity that’s come up in the process. She noted that the board is
being asked to annex and zone to fulfill the purpose of this site as it was defined in the 2019 ordinance,
but the requirements of that ordinance were not, and still are not, consistent with the BVCP land use
map. She agrees that the BVCP supports floodplain management and stormwater control and noted that
those are important uses of this site. She thinks there is community benefit in providing space for a land-
intensive recreational need. She supports the land use map change, the annexation, and the rezoning as
it's proposed here, but thinks there's a lot in the historical process, including how this land was valued



for internal purchase in the city with designated funds, that has really over-determined the possible
outcomes here, so she will support it, but wanted to note that aspect of the history of the site.

(01:11:55)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. MclIntyre to approve the proposed Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan land us map change for the 19-acre portion of the property west of 55
Street known as 5399 Kewanee Dr. and 5697 South Boulder Rd. from Low Density Residential (LR) to
Park, Urban and Other (PL-U/O) incorporating this staff memorandum as findings of fact, pertaining to
case number LUR2025-00008. Planning Board voted 6-0. Motion passed.

(01:13:00)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. MclIntyre to recommend to City Council
approval of the proposed annexation of the property located at 5399 Kewanee DR. and 5697 South
Boulder Rd., including 55™ Street right-of-way, with an initial zoning of Public (P) on 23.6 acres and an
initial zoning of Residential — Low 2 (RL-2) on a 0.44-acre portion of right-of-way, under case number
LUR2025-00003, incorporating the staff memorandum as findings of fact. Planning Board voted 6-0.
Motion passed.

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

A. Council Letter Discussion

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:58 PM.

APPROVED BY

Mark Mclntyre

Board Chair

DATE



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
December 2, 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

ml Robles (virtual)

Mason Roberts

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Alex Pichacz, City Planner Senior

Chandler Van Schaack, Development Review Planner Principal
Kristofer Johnson, Comprehensive Planning Senior Manager
Hella Pannewig, Senior Counsel

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
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: Ed Byrne
Virtual: Lynn Segal

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
a. The March 4, 2025 Draft Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. Roberts to approve the March 4, 2025 Draft
Planning Board Minutes. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

b. The October 7, 2025 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/

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. Roberts to approve the October 7, 2025 Draft
Planning Board Minutes. Planning Board voted 6-0 (J. Boone abstaining due to absence at
October 7™ Meeting). Motion passed.

c. The October 28, 2025 Planning Board Minutes are scheduled for approval.

L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. MclIntyre to approve the October 28, 2025
Draft Planning Board Minutes. Planning Board voted 5-0 (K. Nordback and J. Boone
abstaining due to absence at October 28 Meeting). Motion passed.

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS
(00:15:00)

A. Call-Up Item: An expansion of a nonconforming use at 929 11th Street to convert an existing attached
garage into one additional bedroom within an existing tri-plex unit. Work includes a new basement walk-out
entry in the back yard and interior renovations to existing units. The property is considered a nonconforming
use because it has more dwelling units than what is allowed by the current zoning code. The call up period
expires on December 3, 2025.

This item was not called up by the board.

B. Call-Up Item: Minor Site Review Amendment at 2445 Bluff Street for the replacement of a detached
dwelling unit with a new detached dwelling unit with a basement accessory dwelling unit. Site is located in
the Residential Mixed 1 (RMX-1) zoning district.

This item was not called up by the board.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of the following:

a. Recommendation to City Council regarding a request to rezone two parcels containing
approximately 2.65 acres of land, generally located at 5501 and 5505 Arapahoe Avenue,
and adjacent rights-of-way from Business-Community 1 (BC-1) to Mixed-Use 4 (MU-4)
zoning and adjacent 56th Street right-of-way from Industrial General (IG) to Mixed-Use 4
(MU-4) zoning. Reviewed under application LUR2025-00016

AND

b. A Form-Based Code Review application for redevelopment of the properties located at
5501 and 5505 Arapahoe Ave. with a new, five-story mixed use building containing 300
dwelling units and 2,918 square feet of retail and production business space. Reviewed
under application LUR2025-00027.



Staff Presentation: (00:30.:00) Brad Mueller introduced the item to the board and Chandler Van
Schaack presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: (00:55:00) Chandler Van Schaack answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation: (0/:31:30) Dan Kennelly and Erin Bagnall presented the item to the board.

Board Questions: (0/:53:00) Chandler Van Schaack answered questions from the board.

(02:35:25)
Public Participation:
In Person: Jonathan Singer
Virtual:
1) David Ensign
2) Lynn Segal

BREAK — 02:45:45—-02:57:30

(02:57:30)
Board Discussion:

Key Issue: Is the rezoning request consistent with the rezoning criteria is Sections 9-2-19(e) and (f),
B.R.C. 1981?

(03:00:00) L. Kaplan is supportive of the rezoning and believes it is consistent with the East Boulder
Subcommunity Plan’s Intention for this site, and she believes it meets the criteria.

M. Roberts agreed with L. Kaplan.

C. Hanson Thiem agreed with L. Kaplan.
K. Nordback agreed with L. Kaplan.

J. Boone agreed with L. Kaplan.

MI Robles agreed with L. Kaplan.

M. Mclntyre agreed with L. Kaplan.

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by M. Roberts to recommend to City Council approval
of the application to rezone 2.65 acres of land located at 5501 and 5505 Arapahoe and adjacent righ-of-
way from Business — Community 1 (BC-1) to Mixed Use 4 (MU-4) zoning and a portion of 56™ Street
right-of-way from Industrial General (IG) to Mixed Use 4 (MU-4) zoning. Planning Board voted 7-0.
Motion passed.



Key Issue: Is the Form-Based Code application (LUR2025-00027) consistent with the regulations of the
Form-Based Code (FBC) of Chapter 14 of the Land Use Code?

Key Issue: Does the Planning Board find that the requested exceptions to the FBC and requested
modifications to the Land Use Code meet the standards of Section 9-2-16(1), 9-9-5(c)(1) and 9-9-6(e)(6)
B.R.C. 1981?

(03:04:00) K. Nordback finds the increase in impervious area justified based on the increase in fully
pervious area above the amount required. He finds the storefront height of 10 feet justified. He finds the
stepback appropriate given the location and the configuration of the multi-use path, especially on 55,
which provides some additional space. His main concern is about the request for secondary access off of
55 Street. He stated that as redevelopment occurs along 55th Street, access management should be
considered, and new driveways or access should only occur on side streets, like Western Avenue and
Conestoga Court. Given, however, the street configuration that exists, he can understand the need.

(03:08:49) J. Boone thinks this is an interesting first look at what form-based code is doing here. He
noted that it feels like, even with form-based code as a tool, the developer is still choosing to push the
envelope to try to maximize the cube that they have to work with. He doesn’t find this particularly
palatable against site review and is not supportive of the exceptions that the developer has proposed with
exception of the access. He thinks the developer could easily retool this project, not lose a whole lot of
housing, and come into compliance.

(03:11:15) L. Kaplan noted that she is excited to see the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan turn into a
reality on the ground and recognized the difficulty of being first out of the gate. She appreciated the high
degree of housing including repurposing some underutilized surface parking lots. She also appreciated
the open space courtyards and streetscape plazas that are connected to the public realm, which was a
very important concept in the East Boulder Sub Community Plan of creating high-quality public spaces.
She appreciated the mobility hub and the incorporation of public art and production business space. She
does not think that the project follows the form-based code in two very important regards. The first is
the building articulation section. The form-based code requires variation for each 90-foot segment along
type A, B, and C frontages, so that's the west, south, and east. She thinks that the project largely
accomplished this on the Type A frontage on 55th Street, but not very well currently on the Type B or
Type C frontages, and would argue they fail this requirement in the code, noting that the applicant did
not present variations in facade that are distinctive, legible, and meet the design quality that was
expected in the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan and the Stamp Plan. She would argue that the shifts
are negligible to a layperson on the ground. She doesn’t believe that 6 inches of parapet on a 55 foot
building qualifies as a change in building height. She felt the baseline requirement was met to vary each
facade segment by the type of dominant material, color, scale, or orientation of the material. However,
she noted that each segment is required to do two of the following: 1) vary by the proportion of recesses
and projections (which to her is not expression lines and a 2-inch shift in material, but rather changing
the projection of the building within the frontage setback, where in her opinion 2 feet is negligible and 4
feet is arguably not a significant or notable change to most people driving, biking, or walking by); 2)
location of the entrance and window placement (she noted that Juliet balconies are not a change in
window placement); 3) roof type, plane, or material (she does not feel that a slight difference in parapet
is a difference in roof type, plane, or material); and 4) building height (she felt the project does meet this



in the section that is 4 stories, but not anywhere else). She summarized that every segment must have
variance in two of these qualities, and she thinks they fail that test. She reminded the group that the
Form Based Code is carrying the weight of the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan and the STAMP area.
She quoted the STAMP's concern about a "canyon effect where large monolithic buildings with little to
no roof articulation constructed on both sides of the street edge would diminish the experience due to a
feeling of being closed in. One primary tool in addressing these concerns are step backs, where after a
certain height or floor, the upper floors step back from the primary facade." She continued to quote from
the STAMP which notes that, along with step-backs, attention should be given to the overall building
form and the placement of doors and windows, especially along street fronts, that continue unbroken for
a longer distance. The building phase should not extend more than 300 feet along the same plane
without some sort of notable change in volume, setback or material along both 55th and Arapahoe.
Internal to the development, so not along 55th and Arapahoe, the building phase should not extend more
than 200 feet unbroken to create a greater level of urban texture and variety in the user experience. She
noted that the East Boulder Side Community Plan and the STAMP both recognized a concept that is
very important to her, which is that we desperately need increased density, and that should not come at
the expense of design quality and placemaking, because that's what makes these places desirable places
to be, to walk around, and to have in our city. She does not think it meets the, form-based code sections
about design articulation on frontages. She can support most of the exceptions that the applicant
requested. She is, however, concerned about lowering the ceiling height in the proposed production
business space. She noted that lowering the ceiling height could make the space less palatable to the
types of businesses that were intended to occupy production business space, and the form-based code
excludes about 12 categories of potential tenants in that space, limiting who it can be rented to. She is
not inclined to grant an exception for the street wall plazas along Arapahoe since the code very

clearly says those need to go to the maximum setback and she thinks the request fails to meet the two
criteria for granting exemptions which are consistency with the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan and
that it would not negatively impact the neighborhood experience. She believes the streetwall plazas need
to be set further back both to make them usable and also to help with the building articulation. She is
fine with the second access point and the shift in bike parking standards to have more long-term than
short-term. Her two “sticking points™ are the form-based code standard on frontage articulation, and
those setbacks on Arapahoe needing to go back to the maximum setback of 20 feet.

(03:21:05) M1 Robles agreed with Jorge and Laura. She is not a fan of form-based code and this project
confirms her dislike for this method of planning, noting that she believes it doesn’t address a lot of the
concerns and values that we want to see as we make buildings in our city. Her enthusiasm is low for
these projects because quality of experience is not a factor that can be applied to criteria on the form-
based code.

(03:23:44) C. Hanson Thiem noted that, as questions and discussion about outdoor spaces, the interior
courtyards, and impervious surfaces suggested, she thinks the code itself may have some deficiencies in
terms of tools to provide high-quality residential spaces, even as we want high-density housing in this
area. And so we may not have adequate site-by-site requirements for usable open space, and the larger
area plan is not providing for public open spaces nearby. She doesn’t feel that arguing against the
imperviousness percentage exception is worth the fight. She is not inclined to support an exception for
lower ceilings on the production business space due to the needs of many business types that may fill
this space. She doesn’t object to changing the ratios of bike parking. She supports the second access
point.



(03:28:40) Mason Roberts noted that within form-based code, you give more leeway and put more trust
into the folks building these spaces, that they'll create something a little more interesting. He noted that
he finds himself struggling between Laura’s comments and Claudia’s comments on the requested
modifications. He has no issues with the bike parking exception. He doesn’t feel that arguing against the
impervious percentage exception is worth the fight. He struggled with the shop front height, recognizing
that we want more housing but not wanting to set a precedent of allowing that exception. He is not
supportive of the exception related to the street wall plazas along Arapahoe.

(03:31:45) M. Mclntyre noted that he has been involved in conversations around form-based code for
some time in the development community before it was developed, and noted that it was, “Held out as a
way for developers to be innovative, to be creative, to create beauty in design, if they could only be
freed from the capricious planning board clawing away at their designs, a highly prescriptive staff, and
the ambiguous site review process.” He noted that he felt disappointed with this being the first case
reviewed under the form-based code. He has concerns about the quality of life for residents. He believes
there is a missed opportunity to design superior open spaces that also comply with the form-based code.
He thinks this is a project that would have benefited from a concept review, and thinks we as a city need
to consider whether or not concept review should be part of form-based code. However, he wants to be
sure that the board is operating outside of the requirements of form-based code, or letting personal
preferences drive things. He noted that a 10-foot ceiling height in a production space would generally be
considered inadequate.

(03:40:34) The board looked at examples of architecture from the STAMP plan and allowed the
applicant a chance to respond to clear up potential misconceptions.

(03:50:17) The board conducted a series of straw polls regarding the proposed exceptions and held
discussions about the individual exceptions.

(04:08:56) The Board discussed and conducted a straw poll on whether the building meets the building
articulation requirements in the Form Based Code. The Board voted 4-3 that the requirements were
met."

(04:35:24) The board discussed their take-aways regarding weakness of the form based code as shown
by this first test of the code.

L. Kaplan summarized the things that she would like to see staff revisit in the form-based code. 1)
Production business space does not seem to be defined except in the negative of what uses are not
allowable and ceiling heights. 2) Definitions of pervious, semi-pervious, and impervious need work. 3)
Regarding building articulation, she quoted sections of the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan that call
for a high level of articulation and transparency especially facing pedestrian and bicycle facilities as well
as varied roof lines and architectural detail. She also argued that putting all of the massing variation in
the back meets the current letter of the law but does not meet the intent stated in the massing standard in
section 9-31-41 to ensure an appropriate perceived scale of buildings from public ways, breaking up
large buildings to ensure a human-scaled place and provide a high level of permeability to all blocks,
especially since there are so few controls on building length.



J. Boone concurred and noted that it was interesting to see how different the imagery from the STAMP
was from this project. He stated that something was not articulated well enough within the form based
code. He felt that people would not have accepted the elevations from this project, especially along
Arapahoe, as examples in the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan packet.

M. Roberts asked how quickly staff could make changes to the form based code and noted that he voted
for this project that he did not think reflected the aim of the form based code and the community plans.
He noted that staff tell the board we have subjective ability but also the opposite. He felt that a big,
beautiful box fits into the code so he had to vote for it. He noted that we will get more of that.

K.Nordback noted that reference images are always amazing and the project doesn't give quite what the
images show. He noted that on the same page as the reference images in the STAMP, there was a
rendering of this exact site, and he felt that the project seen at this hearing was much better than that
rendering which showed, a donut with a vast parking area at its core.

M. Roberts noted that there were 4 tenets of design that were supposed to be included in this area. He
stated that he didn't see those tenets in tonight's project, partially because of the way the form based code
was written.

M1 Robles suggested a closer look at the exceptions and requirements for obtaining exceptions. She
stated that the intent of form based code is to allow innovation, not maximization of profit or other
agenda.

M. Mclntyre concurred with M1 Robles. He agreed that form based code is the opportunity for
developers, designers, and architects to innovate and create and make things more beautiful. He stated
that they are always asking to be "cut loose" to do great things, and we did cut them loose, and we got a
maximization of height and unit count. He argued for the interjection of bits of subjectivity into the code
rather than being more specific and prescriptive. He argued that a better product could be produced by
interjecting subjectivity about beauty, excellence in design, and the living conditions for the residents,
and adding a concept review, and allowing developers to freely design within the form based code with
a little subjectivity.

M. Roberts stated that he was about to disagree with M. Mclnytre until M. Mclntyre talked about adding
a concept review, and stated that if numerics were added, he would want minimums.

M. Mclntyre stated that he was disappointed in the overall project design, the open space and
courtyards, the long block faces, the living quality and aesthetics, and yet he felt it almost completely
fulfilled the form based code.

L. Kaplan noted that the form based code addresses the building form, not its use, and the form based
code for a general building is the same whether that building is an office, residential, or any other kind
of general building. She thought that M. McIntyre was talking about wanting to see different things for
residential than you'd see in an office building, but the form based code doesn't allow for that, which
handicaps the ability to require quality of life aspects for residents.



(04:29:45)

MOTION: M. MclIntyre made a motion seconded by C. Hanson Thiem to approve Form-Based Code
Review application #LUR2025-00027, adopting the staff memorandum as findings of fact, including the
attached analysis of review criteria, and subject to the recommended conditions of approval with the
following sentences added to condition 3.b.: final plans shall show the production business space with a
minimum floor to ceiling height of 12 feet, and:

The final site plans shall note an exception for the streetscape plazas along Arapahoe Avenue to allow
them to extend from the right-of-way to where their northern boundary is shown on the Applicant’s
plans dated October 10, 2025, where otherwise the streetscape plazas would have to extend to the 20-
foot maximum setback. And addendum to the written statement shall be filed with these final plans
describing how the standards applicable to the exception are met;

And finding, additionally, that the proposed streetscape plaza exception is generally consistent with the
goals and intents of the East Boulder Subcommunity Plan and STAMP plan in that the proposal assists
in the creation of a mixed-use, transit oriented neighborhood rich with amenities and services and that
this exception will not create any adverse impacts on residents of the development or surrounding
properties beyond what is ordinarily expected through implementation of the standards within Chapter
9-14, “Form-Based Code,” B.R.C. 1981, because the project creates interesting variety in the Arapahoe
Avenue streetwall.

Planning Board voted 4-3 (L. Kaplan, J. Boone, ml Robles dissenting). Motion passed.

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

A. Letter to Council Discussion

The board moved discussion of the year-end letter to Council to a virtual meeting on December 16th.
The board agreed to drop the landscape cooling and shading item from the letter, and to potentially
add an item on updating the form based code.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:56 PM.

APPROVED BY

Mark Mclntyre

Board Chair



- 09/16/25
DATE




CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
December 16, 2025
Virtual 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

Mason Roberts

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

ml Robles

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Mark Mclntyre, Chair

STAFF PRESENT:

Chandler Van Schaack, Development Review Planner Principal
Adam Olinger, City Planner

Alex Pichacz, City Planner Senior

Hella Pannewig, Senior Counsel

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
Charles Ferro, Development Review Senior Manager

Thomas Remke, Senior Operations Specialist

1. CALL TO ORDER
Vice Chair, L. Kaplan, 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

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS
A. Call Up Item: Use Review to allow for a 3,678 sq. ft Sales of Vehicles use in the BR-1 zone
located at 1805 29th St Unit 1124. This application is subject to potential call-up on or before
December 19, 2025.

This item was not called up by the board.


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

B. Call Up Item: Site Review Amendment and Use Review to redevelop the existing structure at
4760 Baseline Road to construct two new commercial buildings in two phases. The existing bank
will relocate to one building, and the second building will be a multi-tenant space for retail &
restaurant use. The project will amend the existing PUD (P-85-70) to allow for two structures on
the property and requires a Use Review to allow for a bank on the ground floor. These
applications are subject to potential call-up on or before December 19, 2025.

This item was not called up by the board.
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

There were no public hearing items to review.

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

A. Council Letter Discussion

L. Kaplan facilitated a discussion regarding the Planning Board’s letter to City Council for the
Council’s 2026 priority setting discussion at their upcoming retreat. The Planning Board
tentatively identified the following top priorities to include in a letter to Council:

1) Urgent Update to Form-Based Code for East Boulder

2) Ground Floor Retail

3) Site Review evaluation and refinement

4) Missing Middle Housing

Letter drafting will continue at upcoming Planning Board meetings.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 8:58 PM.

APPROVED BY

Mark MclIntyre

Board Chair







CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
March 3, 2026
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

ml Robles

Mason Roberts

Jorge Boone (virtual)

Claudia Hanson Thiem

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

Shannon Moeller, Planning Manager

Charles Ferro, Development Review Planning Senior Manager
Deshawna Zazueta, Assistant City Attorney II

Jay Sugnet, Housing Senior Manager

Hollie Hendrikson, Housing Policy Senior Project Manager
Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
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
4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS / CONTINUATIONS
A. Call-Up Item: : Use Review for a Government Facility use (Fire Station #2) in an RH-5 zone. The

proposal includes the replacement of the existing residential building at 2207 Baseline and the existing
fire station at 2225 Baseline with a new fire station. The call-up period expires on Mar. 9, 2026.


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

This item was not called up by the board.

B. Call-Up Item: Final Plat for the 3300 Penrose Place project, including the elimination of an existing
parcel line and dedication of easements on the 4.75-acre property at 3300 Penrose Place. This approval is
subject to call-up on or before March 10, 2026.

This item was not called up by the board.
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
(00:12:30)

1. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of a Site Review to redevelop the site
at 1100 28" Street and 2895 E. College Avenue into a mixed-use student housing
development with 149 units in three buildings. Reviewed under case no. LUR2025-00037.

Staff Presentation: Shannon Moeller presented the item to the board.
Board Questions: Shannon Moeller and Brad Mueller answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation: Andree Sahakian, Danica Powell, and Matt Post presented the item to the
board.

Board Questions: Andree Sahakian, Danica Powell, Brittany Sanders, Cassie Slade, Cody Gratney, and
Matt Post

Public Hearing:
In Person: Nobody spoke.
Virtual: Lynn Segal
Board Discussion:

(01:59:30) M. Roberts stated that he appreciated how responsive the applicant has been to city
feedback, most significantly in bringing the commercial entries to grade, which he noted is essential to
creating a vibrant pedestrian experience and positive public realm interface. He thinks the
accommodations of Bova's market shows a commitment to the community, and its use as a
neighborhood-serving convenience also reflects the mixed-use intent of the RH-3 district and is
consistent with many of the BVCP policies.

(02:00:11) M. Mclntyre concurred with M. Roberts’ comments. He also appreciated the completeness
of the applicant's application, as well as the various views, illustrations, 3D renderings from various
elevations and angles, which makes it easier for those who are not design professionals to understand the
elevations. He appreciated the responsiveness to design concerns from the board and the Design
Advisory Board. He agrees that it supports 9-2-14 as well as the BVCP policies.

(02:01:30) J. Boone echoed comments from M. Roberts and M. McIntyre, especially around the



completeness of the application. He read two written statements. The first was related to ADA issues
and is reproduced below:

“Since Boulder has eliminated the parking minimums, a project that chooses not to provide
parking for commercial uses may also avoid providing ADA-accessible parking. This creates a clear gap
in the current framework. Because ADA accessibility requirements are triggered when parking is
provided, and developments that provide no parking at all can effectively bypass accessible parking
requirements for public-facing commercial spaces, the result is that new businesses open to the public
may provide no accessible vehicular access for people with disabilities. While the goal of eliminating
parking minimums was to provide flexibility and reduce excess parking supply, it should not come at the
expense of accessibility. This is not a theoretical issue. It means that someone who relies on accessible
parking may simply have no practical way to access a new business. As able-bodied members of the
Planning Board, this may not always be top of mind for us, but it's exactly the type of equity issue we
should be attentive to. As the city continues to implement its revised parking framework, we should
address this gap directly. If a development includes public-facing commercial uses, the city should
ensure that accessible vehicular traffic access is still being provided in some form. Eliminating parking
minimums should not inadvertently eliminate accessibility. And again, I don't side that totally on the
developer. It's also a city issue that I think we need to work through that, may not have had full
understanding, because ADA is a federal requirement that is triggered off of parking requirements.”

The second written statement was related to the boards and commissions engagement process and is
reproduced below:

“Referral to the Design Advisory Board has clearly produced a better project than the one that
we first saw. I appreciate the applicant's willingness to engage with the feedback from the various
boards and continue refining the design. It's not perfect, but it's a lot better than where we started. This
stands in contrast to a recent project where the form-based code limited the board's ability to weigh in on
design, and in my view, allowed for an inferior project to move forward with little opportunity for
meaningful input. I'd encourage my colleagues to reflect on the differences between these processes and
outcomes that they produce. To me, this project is a good example of what our design review process
can accomplish when it allows for thoughtful iteration and constructive feedback.”

(02:05:00) C. Hanson Thiem thinks this project is consistent with BVCP policies supporting compact
mixed-use and infill redevelopment. She also believes it meets the intent and requirements of high-
density residential and RH-3 zoning, continuing to redevelop this area immediately adjacent to the CU
campus for high-density pedestrian-oriented student housing. Like her colleagues, she also appreciated
the significant changes to the project since concept review — in particular, design changes to elevate
public entrances, and to improve the interface between ground floor units and the change in grade,
particularly on the south side of the project. She thinks that grade change is a site design challeng that
the applicant has risen to on a lot of levels. She also thinks it has the potential, in addition to being a
challenge, to really create some kinetic and visual interest in the project, and she thinks the terraced
nature of the rain gardens and the remaining stair and ramp features balance embracing some of that
movement and differentiation on the site with accessibility requirements. She thinks there's a good
balance there. In terms of the height modification that the project is requesting, she thinks it meets the
requirements in our code for views. She thinks it, in fact, helps create some of them on the upper floors
where they might not otherwise be available due to topography and the elevation of 28th Street and
existing buildings on CU campus. She thinks the project also meets requirements for on-site open space,



including the courtyard with southern exposure and some visual permeability. She noted that the
applicants have done a good job of working with the site and the slope to make that a useful and
interesting space. She thinks that permeability for both lights and views and pedestrian mobility, as
we've discussed with the Paseo, remains a bit of a challenge, but noted that the board has limited tools in
the code to ask for much more than is being provided here, so she is happy to support this as is.

(02:08:00) L. Kaplan thanked the applicant for their work and made a note for community members
that Planning Board does not approve or deny projects based on personal preferences or desires for the
site - rather, applicants have a right to develop their properties in accordance with the code, and the
board’s job in looking at these large projects that go through site review is just to provide an additional
check and balance along with staff in determining whether the code was met. She noted that language
about height variances can be misleading and confusing. The height limit in the city, per the city charter
that the voters approved, is 55 feet. That height is available for developments that meet the requirements
that are specified in the city code. She noted that the board is looking at whether it meets the
requirements in the code that are designed to make sure these taller projects have more community
benefit and are better projects. She thanked staff, especially Shannon, for their diligence in making sure
the proposal meets the criteria and honors the comments provided by DAB and this board. She stated
that their efforts to make this process transparent and accountable are noted and sincerely appreciated.
Overall, she thinks this project is an example of successful design that does a good job of meeting city
goals for resident quality of life, as well as pedestrian and bike-friendly living, lively and friendly
streetscape design, and community-serving amenities. She commended the project team for bringing a
project that pretty clearly meets the criteria, and that makes the board’s work easier. She highlighted the
building massing, which can be an especially sticky problem, due to the balancing of goals including a
high level of site utilization and building architecture that is not just a series of very large, plain boxes.
She appreciates that this project is a great example of how to marry those two goals. She noted that the
site massing is broken up into three separate but connected buildings with corridors in between, and she
appreciated the pedestrian access for the public. Furthermore, she noted that each building's massing is
broken up on the upper stories on all of the sides that front busy streets or other residential properties.
She attributes much of that success to the specific requirements of the code for RH-3, which were
different than almost every other zone in the city. She thinks RH-3 is one of maybe just one or two
zones that requires that the upper floors have less massing than the lower floors, and that's part of why
good design is seen here, which she thinks should be noted if that's a desired result in other parts of the
city, for example, as Jorge pointed out, areas that are subject to form-based code in East Boulder. She
noted that she did not love the way the main courtyard has been narrowed at the southern end since the
concept review, and it's also now recessed below theBova’s patio. She believes these factors
compromise access to sunlight, southern exposure, and visibility from a public street, as ML has noted,
but does not think it can be said that it does not meet the criteria, so she does not have any conditions
based on that. She also feels the project was a little bit less successful at breaking up the appearance of
long frontages into what appears to be at least two distinct buildings. The use of different elements feels
a little bit jumbled to her, and she doesn't really see a coherent visual appearance of two distinct
buildings in the long frontages. She noted that she is not an architect, and that reasonable minds can
disagree, so she will not be proposing a condition based on that. In her view, the design is still doing a
better job of meeting the criteria than many, and maybe the majority, of the projects that come before
this board. She noted that she will listen to the remaining comments of her colleagues with great interest
and remain persuadable. She noted that she might have some language to propose regarding wayfinding
signage for the Paseo, cargo bike parking that the applicant has indicated can be included, and regarding
accessible on-street parking for commercial uses.



(02:12:30) K. Nordback believes that the project does meet the site review criteria, including the
requested modifications for height and stories and the minor setback modification. He agrees with Laura
about the design of the facade, and that it is more complicated than ideally would be appropriate, but
like Laura, he does not feel that it rises to the level of problem that justifies a condition. But in general,
he thinks the more simplicity we can bring to our facades, and the more unity, the better.

(02:13:30) M1 Robles concurred with her colleagues and appreciated their concise and clear responses
to the key question. She has no concerns with it meeting the site review criteria. She appreciated the
approach that none of the solutions are one-liners, and that they offer layers of response to complex
criteria. She appreciated that the applicant provided ground-level pedestrian views, which she feels are
critical for understanding how the project meets the human scale and experience, and not everybody
brings those. Her one remaining concern is that it's unfortunate that the healthy, long-lived trees aren't
being protected. She noted that sidewalks across the city often work around trees, and she would like to
have a conversation with staff and see if there is any way to protect those trees. She noted that the board
got some input from the public around the trees not only providing all the things trees do relative to the
environment, but they also provide specific habitat. She would like to explore any way to retain those
trees, or some of the trees.

(02:18:30)

MOTION: M. Roberts made a motion seconded by C. Hanson Thiem to approve Site Review
application under #LUR2025-00037, 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. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

M. Roberts found that the project is consistent with the site review criteria section 9-2-14(h),
B.R.C. 1981, including the requested modifications. The height modification of 55 feet meets the
additional criteria of 9-2-14(h), including building form and massing, open space, and views. Staff noted
the height’s compatibility with the surrounding context as well. The north setback modifications and
Colorado Avenue right-of-way vacation are both minor and appropriate. The TDM plan is sufficiently
robust, incorporating Eco passes and significant bicycle infrastructure.

(02:21:00)

MOTION: L. Kaplan made a motion seconded by ml Robles to include the condition that the applicant
will include 1) way-finding signage for the public pedestrian paseo, 2) cargo bike parking, and 3)
accessible on-street parking for the commercial uses, if feasible, to the satisfaction of staff at the time of
Tec Doc. Planning Board voted 7-0. Motion passed.

(02:32:49)

MOTION: Ml Robles made a motion seconded by M. MclIntyre to amend to include the condition that
applicant and staff will work together to re-examine whether it is possible to preserve any of the healthy,
mature trees along College Avenue to the satisfaction of staff at the time of Tec Doc. Planning Board
voted 6-1 (C. Hanson Thiem dissenting). Motion passed.

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



A. “All Things Affordable Housing” HHS Presentation and Q&A

Jay Sugnet and Hollie Hendrikson gave a presentation to the board and held a related
question and answer opportunity.

B. INFORMATION ITEM: Proposed Ordinance 8742 1100 28™ St. Vacation of
ROW

An information item was provided to the board in the meeting packet. There was
no presentation or discussion.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:20 PM.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE



MEMORANDUM

TO: Planning Board

FROM: Shannon Moeller, Case Manager

DATE: March 24, 2026

SUBJECT: Call Up Item: Site Review for the partial redevelopment of the 1.88-acre

property at 2717 Glenwood Drive. The existing 37-unit, L-shaped residential
building would remain and a new 22-unit residential building would be added on
a portion of the existing parking lot with new associated multi-modal
infrastructure, gathering spaces, landscaping, and other site improvements.
This application is subject to potential call up on or before March 31, 2026.

ADDRESS: 2717 Glenwood Dr.
PROJECT NAME: ABODE
CASE NO: LUR2025-00023

Provided as Attachment A is the Notice of Disposition of Approval for the above-referenced Site Review
for the partial redevelopment of the 1.88-acre site at 2717 Glenwood Drive with one new 22-unit residential
building and associated site improvements. The proposed project does not include any modifications to the
development code.

The project was reviewed as a Site Review, subject to the review criteria under the Land Use Code section
9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981 (refer to Attachment B). The project plans are provided in Attachment C. Per
Section 9-2-14(g), B.R.C 1981, Site Reviews are subject to call up by the Planning Board. Planning Board
may call up the decision on or before March 31, 2026. Please direct any clarifying questions during the call
up period to the case manager, Shannon Moeller at moellers@bouldercolorado.gov.

Background.

As shown below in Figure 1, the property consists of approximately 1.88 acres and is located north of
Glenwood Drive, between Folsom Street and 28th Street. It is surrounded by developed residential
properties to the northwest, west, south, and east, and by Elmer’s Two Mile Park to the north.

The property was annexed in 1965 and developed in 1978 as 37 apartments in a two-story L-shaped
building with surface parking.
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Flgure 1: Vicinity Map

The northeast corner of the property includes a drainage easement for Elmer's Two Mile Creek, and a
pedestrian & bicycle easement for the existing multi-use path that travels through the corner of the site.
This area of the site is impacted by floodplains and wetlands, as shown in Figure 2. Outside of the creek
area, the site is largely flat with some areas of gentle slopes. There are mature cottonwoods on the
property, several of which are proposed to be retained.
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Figure 2: FIoodealn and Wetlands

The character of the surrounding area is eclectic and transitions from lower-density residential uses to the
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west to higher density residential and commercial uses to the east. Surrounding properties include:

e To the west, single-family homes dating from the early 1960s on 7,000-8,000 square foot lots
zoned RL-1 in the High Meadows 3 Subdivision.

e To the northwest, the Grapewood townhomes constructed in 1977, zoned RM-1.

e To the north, Elmer's Two Mile Park, a neighborhood park with a play area, shelter, multi-use path,
and water access.

e Tothe east at 2747 Glenwood Ct, the two-story Glenwood Village apartments were constructed in
1972 and are zoned RH-5. The Planning Board reviewed a Concept Plan for a redevelopment
proposal for approximately 135 attached dwelling units on this property under Concept Plan
LUR2022-00037 on January 3, 2023.

e To the south across Glenwood Drive are the Willow Brook townhomes, constructed in 1977 and
zoned RH-4.

e Approximately 1/8 mile east, 28 Street is a major transportation corridor surrounded by a variety
of commercial uses including the Safeway grocery store, restaurants, retail, and services.

Concept Review.

The proposal required Concept Plan review and comment prior to Site Review because the overall site
would exceed the 30,000 square foot floor area threshold for the zoning district (Table 2-2 of Section 9-2-
14, B.R.C. 1981). The Concept Review (case no. LUR2024-00012) was reviewed at the Planning Board
meeting on July 16, 2024. At the public hearing, the Planning Board heard presentations by staff and the
applicant, and asked questions following each presentation. The staff memorandum and the applicant’s
submittal materials along with other related background materials are available in the city archives for
Planning Board. The recorded video from the hearing can be found here.

Two community members spoke during the public comments portion of the hearing; one noting concerns
regarding the proposed trash enclosure location and parking reduction request and one community
member noting concerns regarding overbuilding within the city in general.

The Planning Board discussed two key issues at the public hearing:
1. Is the proposed concept plan generally compatible with the goals, objectives, and
recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?
2. Does the Board have feedback on the conceptual site plan and building design?

Regarding Key Issue One, the Board generally agreed that the proposal was compatible with several BVCP
goals and policies, in particular the concept of using an existing surface parking lot for residential uses and
retaining the existing residential building; however, the Board recommended updates to provide a human-
centered design and preservation of existing mature trees.

Regarding Key Issue Two, the Planning Board discussed issues related to site and building design, and
provided helpful feedback, including:

e Address the relationship between the existing and proposed buildings. Improve the relationship
between the proposed building and the proposed “paseo”/walkway such as with ground floor
housing or balconies. Consider how the existing site such as the existing mature trees and the
fagade, scale and massing of the existing building brings value and should inform the proposed
design.

e Explore additional options for creating more community gathering spaces on the site and activating
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existing open spaces. Make sure spaces are truly “usable” for residents and not leftover strips of
space. Review the existing social paths on the site and consider ways to formalize existing well-
used spaces without destroying their current appeal. Consider adjusting the proposed building
placement to create/retain a centralized gathering space.

e Improve the proposed permeability of the site, in particular east-west and the perception of
permeability from Glenwood Drive. Improve the pedestrian experience from Glenwood Drive, in
particular better activation of the ground floor such as with ground floor units or another way to
create human interest along the street fagade.

e Improve the articulation of the proposed building to provide a human factor and avoid long blank
commercial-scale walls.

o Simplify the proposed material palette and work on detailing of the building for a more human scale
feeling.

e Consider how the proposed floor plans can be more functional, provide access to light, and provide

diversity of unit types.

Improve the distribution of short-term bike parking for better visibility and access.

Look for ways to maintain additional trees/urban canopy existing on the site.

Ensure that the existing building is up to code and serving residents in the best way possible.

Look at ways to address the public comment regarding the proposed trash/recycling location.

Be creative and make the best possible project; don't play it safe.

The proposed parking reduction or a greater reduction was generally supported by the board in this

location.
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Figure 3: Concept Plan (left) Comparison to Site Review (right)

As shown in the comparison in Figure 3, the applicant revised the proposal to incorporate the Planning
Board’s feedback, including:

o The relationship between the existing and proposed buildings was updated, including by providing
ground-level units and patios/balconies facing onto the proposed “paseo”/walkway between the
buildings.

o Alarger, centralized community gathering space was added north of the proposed building with
amenities including a covered seating area, outdoor kitchen, pet and bike wash station, paved
plaza and flexible use lawn area, and landscaping. This was achieved by reducing the length of the
proposed building from over 192’ to approximately 127’ and reducing the size of the building from
over 30,000 square feet to 25,720 square feet.

¢ Additional useable open spaces were provided and activated for residents including a gathering
space along Elmer’s Two Mile Creek with new pedestrian pathways, an open games lawn, seating
areas, and landscaping along the substantial natural area along the creek; the proposed “paseo”
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between the buildings which is enhanced with trees, landscaping, and decorative paved surfaces;
and balconies and patios for proposed dwelling units.

o Clear pedestrian circulation is provided throughout the site and an improved pedestrian experience
is provided from Glenwood Drive with a ground floor unit, patios and balconies facing onto
Glenwood Drive, and defined pedestrian entrance.

e The building design was refined to provide additional transparency and detailing to create a four-

siding building design and avoid long blank walls.

The material palette was simplified.

Floor plans were revised to provide better access to light and patio/balconies.

Locations of short-term bike parking were refined for visibility and access.

The site plan was modified to preserve additional existing mature cottonwood trees on the site

along the existing apartment building at Glenwood Drive.

The proposed trash/recycling location was updated (see DAB discussion below).

e The number of parking spaces was reduced from 57 to 41 to accommodate the proposed
centralized open space, ground-floor dwelling units, and EV-parking dimensional requirements.

Design Advisory Board Review.

At the City Council call-up consideration of the Concept Plan on August 15, 2024, the City Council chose
not to call up the item but referred the project for review by the Design Advisory Board (DAB) with
instruction to focus on the massing and/or material choices of the building to make the building a more
human scale, and to help address the design challenges related to placing the new building on the existing
parking lot and retaining the existing structure.

Following submittal of the Site Review application, the proposal was reviewed by DAB at its September 10,
2025 meeting. The staff memorandum and the applicant’s submittal materials along with other related
background materials are available in the city archives for the Design Advisory Board. The recorded video
from the hearing can be found here. Two community members spoke during the public comments portion of
the hearing; one noting concerns regarding street parking in the surrounding neighborhood, the siting and
massing of the proposed building, and trash removal, and one community member noting concerns
regarding the street parking in the surrounding neighborhood and impacts to home values.

The Design Advisory Board provided the following design recommendations:

e The siting and landscape feel adequate.

o Consider moving the trash enclosure further south away from the existing building so it's not
interfering with neighbors.

e The current position of the building seems to be the most optimal for addressing comments
provided, and moving the building farther west is not necessary.

¢ |Investigate additional landscaping on both the west property line, as well as the south parking lot
boundary that abuts the street, to create a better buffer between the parking lot and both residents
and pedestrians.

e From a design and massing standpoint, the transparency and glazing in the current design is
adequate and meets the minimum requirement.

¢ Investigate fenestration and transparency improvement on the preexisting building to increase
cohesion between the two buildings. Implement more refinement and restraint in the building
materials.

e Increase consistency of the design and materials on all four elevations, with more wrapping and
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integration between all four sides.

Improve design integration and cohesion between the preexisting building and the new building,
along the paseo as well as near the outdoor gathering space.

Ensure materials terminate at inside corners or employ 12-inch wall offsets.

In the applicant’s plan set (included as Attachment C) provides a description of how the project plans have
been revised to reflect the feedback received at the DAB hearing, including:

Zoning.

The overall proposed building siting and open spaces were maintained as supported by DAB.
The proposed trash enclosure was shifted approximately 50' south away from an ADU on the
adjacent property to the west and away from a stair circulation for the existing L-shaped building.
Additional plantings were provided along the west property line and south parking lot boundary
along the street.

The overall proposed building massing and transparency were maintained as supported by DAB.
The proposed material palette was refined by eliminating previously proposed metal and stucco
claddings, reducing the proposed materials to stone and two types of cementitious siding to
provide simpler and more cohesive building facades and to improve the consistency of the design
and materials on all four elevations.

The design intent highlighted the choice of details and massing of the proposed building based on
cues from the existing structure, such as the planar stone accents, vertical railing pickets, flat roof,
and horizontal siding. Any future improvements to the existing building will be made with high-
quality, durable, human-scaled materials, details and colors, compatible with the design of the
proposed building.

Material details were clarified to ensure adequate transitions per code requirements.

As shown in Figure 4, the site is zoned Residential - High 4 (RH-4) which is described in Section
9-5-2(c)(1)(F), B.R.C. 1981 as: “High density residential areas primarily used for a variety of types of
attached residential units, including without limitation, apartment buildings, and where complementary uses
may be allowed.”

The property is surrounded by a mix of zoning districts, described earlier in the memo and as shown in
Figure 4.

The RH-4 zoning district allows attached residential units and efficiency living units (ELUs) by-right,
requires a minimum of 30% of the land area as open space with no limitation on the number of units, and a
maximum floor area ratio of 1.0.
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Figure 4: Zoning Map

BVCP Land Use Designation. As shown in Figure 5 below, the BVCP land use designation is primarily
“High Density Residential” which is described as:

High Density
Residential
(HR)

Characteristics and Locations: The HR areas are generally located close to the University of
Colorado, in areas planned for transit-oriented redevelopment and near major corridors and
services.

Uses: Consists of attached residential units and apartments. May include some complementary
uses implemented through zoning.

BVCP Density/Intensity: More than 14 dwelling units per acre

Arnett St

—— @

Figure 5: BVCP Land Use Designations
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Project Proposal.

The proposal includes the partial redevelopment of the property. The existing 37-unit, L-shaped residential
building would remain and a new 22-unit residential building would be added on a portion of the existing
parking lot with new associated multi-modal infrastructure, gathering spaces, landscaping, and other site
improvements. Proposed unit types include ELUs, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom units. Figure 6 shows the

proposed site plan.
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Site Design. The site design provides hjﬁ”#
infill housing on a portion of the existing i ritrns s =
parking lot with a three-story building.
The ground level includes four dwelling
units, a lobby, long-term indoor bike
storage, circulation, and tuck-under
parking. Two upper stories provide an
additional 18 dwelling units. The
existing L-shaped apartment building
would remain and the buildings would
be separated by a “paseo” for
pedestrian circulation.

Circulation. Access to surface parking
will be maintained via one curb cut
relocated slightly west of the existing
location. Bike parking will be provided
throughout the site including long-term
bike parking within the new building,
within a central enclosed bike barn e
structure, and within the existing = AT R b R A N
structure. Short-term bike parking is T EEeesswaee o AN
provided throughout the site along the Figure 6: Site Plan

proposed paseo and walkways and

near building entrances.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The proposal supports alternatives to the automobile
including walking, biking, and transit use, including:

° A building-forward site design and pedestrian-focused “paseo” that prioritizes pedestrian-
oriented design.

o A new 8-foot detached sidewalk and tree lawn along Glenwood Drive.

o Bicycle infrastructure including new short- and long-term bike parking in excess of minimum

requirements (30 short-term and 90 long-term bicycle parking spaces where a minimum of
29.5 and 88.5 bike parking spaces are required) and a bike repair station.
o A new Lime Grove e-scooter parking area along Glenwood Drive.
° The applicant has committed to providing residents with EcoPasses for three years,
encouraging use of transit.
For additional details, refer to the applicant's TDM Plan in Attachment D.
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Parking. Vehicle parking is proposed at the ground level on the west and north edges of the new
residential building and as surface parking. 41 vehicle spaces are proposed including spaces to meet EV
charging and ADA requirements. The proposal was submitted on March 26, 2025 and is being reviewed
under the criteria in place at the time of submittal. On June 30, 2025, the state minimum parking bill (HB24-
1304) went into effect. The property is located within the area impacted by HB24-1304, which resulted in
minimum vehicle parking requirements no longer applying to the multi-family residential uses on the
property. No minimum vehicle parking requirement applies.

Open Space. Open space for the project is proposed with a mix of areas including:

e A central plaza and lawn open space is proposed with amenities such as a covered seating area,
outdoor kitchen, pet and bike wash station, flexible use lawn area, outdoor seating, and
landscaping.

e A gathering space along Elmer's Two Mile Creek is proposed with new pedestrian pathways, an
open games lawn, seating areas, and landscaping along the substantial natural area along the
creek.

e New pedestrian pathways are proposed throughout the site including the proposed “paseo”
between the buildings which is enhanced with trees, landscaping, and decorative paved surfaces.

e Private open spaces are also provided for the proposed dwelling units as balconies and patios.

Per the intensity standards in Table 8-1, a minimum of 30% useable open space is required on the
property, and 39% is provided.

Building Siting and Massing. As noted above, the proposal would add one new three-story building
adjacent to the existing two-story L-shaped building. The project has been designed to place the new
proposed building toward the center of the site, away from the lower-density detached homes to the west,
separated by a large western setback, parking, and landscaping. The proposal locates the proposed
building close to Glenwood Drive, providing a building-forward design and a pedestrian-oriented character
to improve the pedestrian realm.

Architecture. The proposed building design was significantly updated since the Concept Plan Review and
further updated based on the DAB feedback during the site review process. The proposed building provides
a contemporary design that uses high-quality materials and a neutral color palette that complements the
existing structure through the use of similar vertical stone masonry elements, horizontal and vertical siding,
flat roof forms, and railing details.

Siding is used as the primary building material, with stone used to express important building features such
as the primary entry and vertical divisions between units/balconies. Simple detailing is provided to create
visual interest, including variation in the building massing such as projections and recessions, vertical stone
“fins”, roof forms and parapet caps, unique entry awning details, and vertical metal railing pickets at
balconies.

The applicant has provided elevations illustrating the building design, shown in Figure 7. Refer to the
applicant’s plan set in Attachment B for additional renderings and views.
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Review Process. The proposal is required to undergo a Concept Plan Review and subsequent Site
Review because the proposal includes over 30,000 square-feet of floor area (Table 2-2 of Section 9-2-14,
B.R.C. 1981). The Concept Review (LUR2024-00012) was completed in 2024.

Site Reviews are subject to the Site Review criteria in Section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981. Refer to Attachment
A for the conditions of approval. Per Section 9-2-14(g), B.R.C 1981, Site Reviews are subject to call up by
the Planning Board.

Public Comment. Consistent with Section 9-4-3, Public Notice Requirements, B.R.C. 1981, staff provided
notification to all property owners within 600 feet of the subject location of the application. Public comments
received are included as Attachment E, which primarily included concerns regarding parking and traffic in

the surrounding neighborhood and the height and massing of the proposed building.

Analysis. A Site Review application is subject to the evaluation of the project with the Site Review criteria
in Section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981. Staff finds that the proposal meets the Site Review criteria. Refer to
Attachment A for the conditions of approval and Attachment B for analysis of review criteria.

Conclusion. This application was approved by Planning and Development Services staff on March 17,
2026, and the decision may be called-up before Planning Board on or before March 31, 2026. There is a
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Planning Board meeting within the 14-day call up period on March 24, 2026. Questions about the project or
decision should be directed to Shannon Moeller at moellers@bouldercolorado.gov.

Attachments.

Attachment A:  Notice of Disposition

Attachment B:  Analysis of Site Review Criteria

Attachment C: Applicant’s Plan Set and Written Statement
Attachment D:  Applicant’s TDM Plan and Trip Generation Report
Attachment E:  Public Comments
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CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION

You are hereby advised that the following action was taken by the Planning Department based on the standards and
criteria of the Land Use Code as set forth in Chapter 9-2, B.R.C. 1981, as applied to the proposed development.

DECISION: APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS
PROJECT NAME: ABODE
DESCRIPTION: Site Review for the partial redevelopment of the 1.88-acre property at 2717

Glenwood Drive. The existing 37-unit, L-shaped residential building would remain,
and a new 22-unit residential building would be added on a portion of the existing
parking lot with new associated multi-modal infrastructure, gathering spaces,
landscaping, and other site improvements.

LOCATION: 2717 GLENWOOD DR

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Exhibit A

APPLICANT: RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

OWNER: 2717 GLENWOOD LLC, A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

APPLICATION: Site Review, LUR2025-00023

ZONING: Residential - High 4 (RH-4)

CASE MANAGER: Shannon Moeller

VESTED PROPERTY RIGHT: No; the owner has waived the opportunity to create such right under Section 9-2-
20, B.R.C. 1981.

APPROVED MODIFICATIONS FROM THE LAND USE CODE: None.

FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, SEE THE FOLLOWING PAGES OF THIS DISPOSITION.

Approved On: March 17, 2026

Date ; Z’
By:

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services

This decision may be appealed to the Planning Board by filing an appeal letter with the Planning Department within two
weeks of the decision date. If no such appeal is filed, the decision shall be deemed final fourteen days after the date
above mentioned.

Appeal to Planning Board Expires: March 31, 2026

Final Approval Date: April 1, 2026

FOR A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION TO BE PROCESSED FOR THIS PROJECT, A SIGNED DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT AND SIGNED FINAL PLANS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT WITH
DISPOSITION CONDITIONS AS APPROVED SHOWN ON THE FINAL PLANS. IF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
IS NOT SIGNED WITHIN NINETY (90) DAYS OF THE FINAL DECISION DATE, THE APPROVAL AUTOMATICALLY
EXPIRES.

Physical Address Mailing Address BoulderPlanDevelop.net
1101 Arapahoe Ave PO Box 791 P: 303-441-1880
Boulder, CO 80302 Boulder, CO 80306-0791 F: 303-441-4241
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Pursuant to Section 9-2-12 of the Land Use Code (B.R.C. 1981), the Applicant must obtain applicable building permit
approvals and start construction within three years from the date of final approval or in compliance with the phasing plan if
one was approved. Failure to comply with the three-year rule or approved phasing plan may cause this development
approval to expire.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all plans prepared by the
Applicant on February 11, 2026, the Written Statement dated December 30, 2025, and the Transportation
Demand Management (“TDM”) Plan dated February 11, 2026, all on file in the City of Boulder Planning
Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by the conditions of this approval.

2. Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit, and obtain City Manager approval of, a Technical
Document Review application for the following items:

a.

Final architectural plans, including material samples and colors, to ensure compliance with the intent of
this approval and compatibility with the surrounding area. The architectural intent shown on the plans
prepared by the Applicant on February 11, 2026, is acceptable. Planning staff will review plans to assure
that the architectural intent is performed.

A final site plan that includes detailed floor plans and section drawings.
A final utility plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards.
A final storm water report and plan meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards.

Final transportation plans meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards and
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Access Code Standards for all transportation
improvements. These plans must include, but are not limited to: street plan and profile drawings, street
cross-sectional drawings, signage and striping plans in conformance with Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) standards, transportation detail drawings, geotechnical soils report, a
pavement analysis, and traffic control plans for the proposed construction duration.

A detailed landscape plan, including size, quantity, and type of plants existing and proposed; type and
quality of non-living landscaping materials; any site grading proposed; and any irrigation system proposed
to ensure compliance with this approval and the City's landscaping requirements. Removal of trees must
receive prior approval of the Planning Department. Removal of any tree in City right of way must also
receive prior approval of the City Forester.

A detailed outdoor lighting plan showing location, size, and intensity of illumination units, indicating
compliance with Section 9-9-16, B.R.C.1981.

A detailed shadow analysis to ensure compliance with the City's solar access requirements of Section
9-9-17, B.R.C. 1981.

An address plat following the city’s addressing policy to create a new address.

Physical Address Mailing Address BoulderPlanDevelop.net
1101 Arapahoe Ave PO Box 791 P: 303-441-1880
Boulder, CO 80302 Boulder, CO 80306-0791 F: 303-441-4241
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Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit for and receive approval of a Land Use Review
application for a Preliminary Plat and a Technical Document Review application for a Final Plat, and execute a
subdivision agreement meeting the requirements of Chapter 9-12, “Subdivision,” B.R.C. 1981, which will provide,
without limitation and at no cost to the City, for the following, unless otherwise approved by the City Manager:

a. Elimination of the parcel line between Parcel A and Parcel B as described in the title commitment
dated March 11, 2025, from Cypress Ascendant Services LLC (File Number: CO 113345).

b. The dedication, to the City, of all rights-of-way and easements shown on the approved plans or
necessary to serve the development.

c. The vacation of all easements where vacation is necessary for construction of the development.

d. A financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to the City Manager, in an amount equal to the cost of
constructing all public improvements necessary to serve the development.

e. The construction of all public improvements necessary to serve the development.

Prior to a building permit application, the Applicant shall submit for and receive approval of a Wetland Permit for
any regulated activity within a regulatory area as set forth in Section 9-3-9, “Stream, Wetlands, and Water Body
Protection,” B.R.C. 1981.

If land disturbance occurs in the 100-year, conveyance, and/or high hazard flood zones on the east side of the
property, the Applicant shall submit, concurrent with the review of a Technical Document Review application, a
Floodplain Development Permit as set forth in Section 9-3-2, “Floodplains,” B.R.C. 1981.

Prior to approval of a Technical Document Review application, the Applicant shall submit a Land Use Review
application, and obtain City Council approval of, an ordinance to vacate the approximately 4,064 square-foot
unused portion of an existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Easement along the north property line, unless an
equivalent arrangement is approved by the City Manager that meets the requirements of the Boulder Revised
Code.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form acceptable to
the City Manager, in an amount equal to the cost of providing eco-passes to the residents of the development for
three years after the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each dwelling unit as proposed in the Applicant’s
TDM plan.

The Applicant shall be responsible for maintaining all stormwater quality improvements and stormwater detention
improvements.

Physical Address Mailing Address BoulderPlanDevelop.net
1101 Arapahoe Ave PO Box 791 P: 303-441-1880
Boulder, CO 80302 Boulder, CO 80306-0791 F: 303-441-4241
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
PARCEL A:

OUTLOT A,
THIRD ADDITION TO HIGH MEADOWS,
COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

PARCEL B:

THE EAST 140.00 FEET OF THE S 1/Z OF THE SW" OF THE NW'4 OF THE SW /4 OF SECTION 20,
TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M,,

EXCEPT THAT PART OF TRACT 2 CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF BOULDER IN INSTRUMENT
RECORDED JANUARY 17, 1966 AS RECEPTION NO. 804794 ON FILM 557, MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING 520.00 FEET EAST OF THE SW COMER OF THE NW %2 OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1
NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 61H P.M;

THENCE NORTH 20.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE NORTH 5.00 FEET;

THENCE EAST 140.00 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 5.00 FEET;

THENCE WEST 140.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING;

COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO.

Physical Address Mailing Address BoulderPlanDevelop.net
1101 Arapahoe Ave PO Box 791 P: 303-441-1880
Boulder, CO 80302 Boulder, CO 80306-0791 F: 303-441-4241
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CRITERIA CHECKLIST AND COMMENT FORM

SITE REVIEW
SECTION 9-2-14(h)
LUR2025-00023
ADDRESS: 2717 Glenwood Drive
DATE: March 2026

CRITERIA APPLICABLE TO ALL SITE REVIEW APPLICATIONS

(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) criteria: Meets criteria

(A)

BVCP Land Use Map and Policies: Yes

The proposed project is consistent with the BVCP land use map and, on balance, with the goals and
policies of the BVCP particularly those that address the built environment. In applying this, the approving
authority shall consistently interpret and apply this criterion and consider whether a particular goal or
policy is intended to be applied to individual development projects or is to guide city policy decisions,
such as regulatory actions. The BVCP does not prioritize goals and policies, and no project must satisfy
one particular goal or policy or all of them.

Staff Response:

The BVCP land use designation is primarily “High Density Residential” which is described as:

High Density Characteristics and Locations: The HR areas are generally located close to the University of
Residential Colorado, in areas planned for transit-oriented redevelopment and near major corridors and
(HR) services.

Uses: Consists of attached residential units and apartments. May include some complementary
uses implemented through zoning.

BVCP Density/Intensity: More than 14 dwelling units per acre

The proposal provides for apartments close to major corridors and services, where the site is located less
than 1/8 mile from 28" Street. The proposal provides attached residential units at more than 14 dwelling
units per acre and is thus consistent with the land uses and intensity.

The proposal provides additional housing and infill development, consistent with several BVCP policies,
including:
e 1.11 Jobs: Housing Balance — The proposal increases the housing supply by 22 units.

e 1.22 Channeling Development to Areas with Adequate Infrastructure — The proposal locates
development at a site already served by existing infrastructure.

e  2.03 Compact Development Pattern — The proposal adds infill housing close to existing services and
amenities.

e 2.33 Sensitive Infill & Redevelopment — The proposal provides a sensitive infill design that places new
residential units centrally located on the site to avoid and mitigate impacts to the lower-residential
neighborhood to the west. During the site review, the proposal was revised to take into account
neighborhood concerns and relocated the placement of proposed trash and recycling facilities.

e  2.36 Physical Design for People — The proposal was revised during the site review process to provide
for multiple open space areas to serve as new gathering and amenity spaces for residents. The
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proposal was revised to improve the relationship of the new and existing buildings and provide a
human scale design by providing ground-level units in the new building fronting along the proposed
paseo, where the previous design at the time of concept plan review provided ground level parking
and blank walls along the new building frontage. The proposal was updated to reduce the extent of
the proposed building to allow for additional open space towards the central area of the site and
reduce the amount of surface parking.

e 2.38 Importance of Urban Canopy, Street Trees & Streetscapes — The proposal was revised during the
site review process to preserve additional existing mature cottonwood trees along the Glenwood Drive
frontage.

e  2.41 Enhanced Design for All Projects

c. Relationship to the public realm — The proposal was revised following the concept plan review to
provide ground floor transparency and human scale details along Glenwood Drive and the proposed
paseo between the two buildings.

f. Parking — The proposal updates the existing site of a large surface parking lot to add a new
residential building with integrated, screened parking on a portion of the ground level to create a
pedestrian-oriented and building-forward design.

i. On-site open spaces — The proposal was revised during the site review process to incorporate well-
designed on-site gathering spaces, including a new amenity plaza and lawn open space toward the
center of the site, a lawn gathering space along Elmer’s Two Mile Creek, new pedestrian pathways
including the proposed “paseo” and crusher fines paths along the creek, and provides substantial
natural space along the creek. Private balconies and patios are provided for the proposed dwelling
units.

Jj. Buildings — The proposed building design was revised during the site review process to provide an
inviting and human scale design along Glenwood Drive and along the proposed paseo. The building
design is cohesive and provides a four-sided design that relates to the existing building and the public
realm.

e  7.08 Preserve Existing Housing Stock — The proposal maintains the existing 37 units.

(B) Subcommunity and Area Plans or Design Guidelines: N/A
If the project is subject to an adopted subcommunity or area plan or adopted design guidelines, the
project is consistent with the applicable plan and guidelines.

Staff Response:
The proposal is not located within any adopted subcommunity or area plan or design guidelines.

(C) Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions: N/A
Any new commercial building greater than 30,000 square feet in floor area and any 30,000 square feet or
greater addition to a commercial building shall either have a net site energy usage index (EUI) of zero or is
designed to achieve a net site EUI that is 10 percent lower than required under the City of Boulder Energy
Conservation Code. It shall be a condition of approval that the applicant demonstrate compliance with
this criterion at time of building permit. For the purpose of this requirement, “commercial building” shall
have the meaning defined in the City of Boulder Energy Conservation Code.

Staff Response:

Not applicable; the proposal includes a new proposed building of 25,720 square-feet, less than the 30,000
square-foot requirement.

(D) Urban Edge Design: N/A
If the project is located within the urbanizing areas along the boundaries between Area | and Area Il or llI
of the BVCP, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge, and, if, in addition, the
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project is located on a major street shown in Appendix A of this title, the buildings and site design
establish a sense of entry and arrival to the city by creating a defined urban edge through site and building
design elements visible upon entry to the city.

Staff Response:
Not applicable; the proposal is not along the boundaries between Area | and Area Il or IlI.

(E) Historic or Cultural Resources: N/A
If present, the project protects significant historic and cultural resources. The approving authority may
require application and good faith pursuit of local landmark designation.

Staff Response:

Not applicable; the existing structure was developed in 1978 and is not eligible to be considered a historic
landmark.

(F) Housing Diversity and Bedroom Unit Types: Yes
Except in the RR, RE and RL-1 zoning districts, projects that are more than 50 percent residential by
measure of floor area, not counting enclosed parking areas, meet the following housing and bedroom unit
type requirements in (i) through (vi). For the purposes of this subparagraph, qualifying housing type shall
mean duplexes, attached dwelling units, townhouses, live-work units, or efficiency living units, and
bedroom type shall mean studios, one-bedroom units, two-bedroom units, or three-bedroom units.

Staff Response:

The project is 1.877-acres and 59 units, is required to include one qualifying housing type, and at least two
different bedroom types. The proposal includes attached dwelling units and ELUs and studio, one- and
two-bedroom units.

(i) Projects five acres or less shall include at least one qualifying housing type. In projects with efficiency
living units, at least one additional qualifying housing type shall be provided consistent with the
requirements of this paragraph; Yes

(i) Projects greater than five acres shall include at least two qualifying housing types; N/A
(iii) Projects ten acres or more shall include at least three qualifying housing types; N/A

(iv) Projects greater than five acres shall include at least five dwelling units of each required qualifying
housing type; N/A

(v) Projects with more than 20 attached dwelling units shall include at least two different bedroom

types, and; Yes

(vi) If a project does not meet the requirements of subsections (i) through (v) above, the applicant shall
demonstrate that the project fulfills another at least equivalent community need related to housing
policies identified in the BVCP. N/A

(G) Environmental Preservation: Yes
Staff Response:

The proposal locates new improvements such as the proposed residential building largely on an area of
existing parking lot, allowing for the mitigation of impacts to natural features in other areas.

The proposal has been revised during the site review process to preserve additional existing mature
cottonwood trees along the Glenwood Drive frontage, as shown on the proposed landscaping plan sheet
SR-LS-003.

The proposal contains a portion of EImer’s Two Mile Creek which includes regulatory wetlands; this area of
the site has been designed appropriately to remain as open space area. Proposed rain gardents,
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landscaping, and walking paths have been placed outside of the inner wetlands buffer area along the
creek and will be reviewed as part of a wetlands permit.

(i) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to natural features,
including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant plant communities, ground and
surface water, wetlands, riparian areas, drainage areas, and species on the federal Endangered
Species List and "Species of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by Boulder County and
their habitat. Yes

(i) Where excavation occurs, the location and design of buildings conforms to the natural contours of
the land with tiered floor plates, and the site design avoids over-engineered tabling of land. Slopes
greater than 50 percent should be avoided and, to the extent practicable, any such areas shall be
stabilized with vegetation. N/A

(2) Site Design Criteria: Meets criteria

The project creates safe, convenient, and efficient connections for all modes of travel, promotes safe pedestrian,
bicycle, and other modes of alternative travel with the goal of lowering motor vehicle miles traveled. Usable
open space is arranged to be accessible; designed to be functional, encourage use, and enhance the
attractiveness of the project; and meets the needs of the anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors
to the project. Landscaping aesthetically enhances the project, minimizes use of water, is sustainable, and
improves the quality of the environment. Operational elements are screened to mitigate negative visual
impacts. In determining whether this is met, the approving agency will consider the following factors:

(A) Access, Transportation, and Mobility:

(i) The project enables or provides vehicular and pedestrian connectivity between sites consistent with
adopted connections plans relative to the transportation needs and impacts of the project, including
but not limited to construction of new streets, bike lanes, on-street parking, sidewalks, multi-use
paths, transit stops, streetscape planting strips, and dedication of public right-of-way or public access
easements, as applicable considering the scope of the project. Where no adopted connections plan
applies, the applicant shall, in good faith, and in coordination with the city manager, attempt to
coordinate with adjacent property owners to establish, where practicable, reasonable and useful
pedestrian connections or vehicular circulation connections, such as between parking lots on abutting
properties, considering existing connections, infrastructure, and topography. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposal is adjacent to and contains a portion of the existing Elmer’s Two Mile Creek multi-use
path, which provides access northward beyond Iris Avenue, and southward to connect to the Goose
Creek path. Glenwood Drive also contains an existing on-street bike route.

The proposal provides for a new 8-foot detached sidewalk and tree lawn along Glenwood Drive and
an internal pedestrian access “paseo” to enhance pedestrian circulation.

(i) Alternatives to the automobile are promoted by incorporating site design techniques, land use
patterns, and infrastructure that support and encourage walking, biking, and other alternatives to the
single-occupant vehicle. Yes

Staff Response:

Alternatives to the automobile are provided with a building-forward site design and pedestrian-
focused “paseo” design into the site. Infrastructure that supports walking and biking also
includes:

e A new 8-foot detached sidewalk and tree lawn along Glenwood Drive.
e  Bicycle infrastructure including new short- and long-term bike parking and bike repair station.

e A new Lime Grove e-scooter parking area along Glenwood Drive.
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(iii) A transportation demand management (TDM) plan will be complied with including methods that
result in a significant shift away from single-occupant vehicle use to alternate modes. Yes

Staff Response:
The applicant’s TDM plan (Attachment D) includes methods to encourage alternate modes, including:

e The applicant has committed to providing residents with EcoPasses for three years, encouraging
use of transit.

e  Short- and long-term bicycle parking is provided in excess of minimum requirements. 30 short-
term and 90 long-term bicycle parking spaces where a minimum of 29.5 and 88.5 bike parking
spaces are required. An on-site bike repair station is also provided.

e Micro-mobility infrastructure including a new Lime Grove e-scooter area along Glenwood Drive is
provided to facilitate parking of scooters.

e Transportation infrastructure improvements (noted above) to Glenwood Drive to encourage
walking and cycling.

(iv) Streets, bikeways, pedestrian ways, trails, open space, buildings, and parking areas are designed and
located to optimize safety of all modes and provide connectivity and functional permeability through
the site. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposal includes updating and reusing an existing parking-forward residential property with a
large surface parking lot by adding a new residential building where parking currently exists and
creating a pedestrian-oriented and building-forward design. The proposal updates the infrastructure
of the site to widen the existing sidewalk along Glenwood Drive, provides a new front entry along
Glenwood Drive, and provides a new pedestrian-oriented “paseo” between the new and existing
buildings to provide optimize connectivity and permeability into the site and separate pedestrian
circulation from vehicles. Vehicle circulation is located along the western edge of the site, away from
the proposed pedestrian walkways and open spaces.

(v) The design of vehicular circulation and parking areas make efficient use of the land and minimize the
amount of pavement necessary to meet the circulation and parking needs of the project. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposal makes efficient use of the land by replacing some existing surface parking with a new
residential building and provides a mix of tuck-under and surface parking.

(vi) Where practicable and needed in the area and subject to coordination with the city manager, the
project provides curbside parking or loading or both consistent with city policies on curbside
management. N/A

Staff Response:
The proposal does not involve curbside parking or loading.

(B) Open Space:
(i) Useable open space is arranged to be accessible and designed to encourage use by incorporating
quality landscaping, a mixture of sun and shade, hardscape areas and green spaces for gathering. Yes

Staff Response:

Useable open space is provided in the pedestrian “paseo” between the buildings, a gathering space
within the site, substantial open space along Elmer’s Two Mile Creek and a new gathering space and
walking trails along the creek, and as patios and balconies for proposed dwelling units.
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(i) The open space will meet the needs of the anticipated residents, occupants, tenants, and visitors of
the property. In mixed-use projects, the open space provides for a balance of private and common
areas for the residential uses and includes common open space that is available for use by residents
of the residential uses and their visitors and by tenants, occupants, customers, and visitors of the
non-residential uses. Yes

Staff Response:

The project is residential and provides open spaces to meet the needs of anticipated residents with a
mix of spaces, including: A central plaza and lawn open space is proposed with amenities such as a
covered seating area, outdoor kitchen, pet and bike wash station, flexible use lawn area, outdoor
seating, and landscaping. A gathering space along Elmer’s Two Mile Creek is proposed with new
pedestrian pathways, an open games lawn, seating areas, and landscaping along the substantial
natural area along the creek. New pedestrian pathways are proposed throughout the site including
the proposed “paseo” between the buildings which is enhanced with trees, landscaping, and
decorative paved surfaces. Private open spaces are also provided for the proposed dwelling units as
balconies and patios.

(iii) If the project includes more than 50 dwelling units, including the addition of units that causes a
project to exceed this threshold, and is more than one mile walking distance to a public park with any
of the amenities described herein, at least 30 percent of the required outdoor open space is designed
for active recreational purposes. N/A

Staff Response:

Not applicable; the proposal contains a total of 59 dwelling units but is closer than one mile walking
distance to a public park. ElImer’s Two Mile Park is located just to the north of the property.

(iv) On-site open space is linked to adjacent public spaces, multi-use paths, city parks, or public open
space if consistent with Department of Open Space and Mountain Parks or Department of Parks and
Recreation plans and planning for the area, as applicable. Yes

Staff Response:

The site design takes advantage of open space along Elmer’s Two Mile Creek by enhancing this area
with lawn gathering space and crusher fines walking paths while also limiting disturbance to this area,
which is within the regulatory wetlands buffer. The multi-use path that runs along the east side of the
creek is easily accessible from the sidewalk along Glenwood Drive.

(C) Landscaping and Screening:
(i) The project exceeds the minimum landscaping requirements of Section 9-9-12, “Landscaping and
Screening Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, by at least fifteen percent in terms of planting quantities, includes
a commensurate area to accommodate the additional plantings, and, where practical, preserves
healthy long-lived trees. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposal is required to provide a minimum of one tree and 5 shrubs per 1,500 square-feet of
landscaped area, or a minimum of 28 trees and 141 shrubs on the site. The proposal provides 45 trees
and 223 shrubs, exceeding the fifteen percent additional planting requirements.

During the review process, the applicant evaluated the feasibility of preserving existing trees on the
property and was able to modify the proposal along the existing apartment building at Glenwood
Drive to preserve additional mature cottonwood trees in this area.

(ii) The landscaping design includes a variety of plants providing a variety of colors and contrasts in terms
of texture and seasonality and high-quality hard surface materials, such as stone, flagstone, porous
pavers, and decorative concrete. Yes

Staff Response:
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The proposed landscaping includes a variety of deciduous, evergreen, and ornamental trees, shrubs,
ornamental grasses, and perennials. Rain gardens and cobblestone swales have been designed to
enhance the site design and provide a naturalistic approach to stormwater management
requirements. New detached sidewalk and associated tree lawn and street trees are proposed along
Glenwood Drive. High quality surface materials are provided in particular at the central gathering
plaza and paseo as decorative pavers.

(iii) The landscaping design conserves water through use of native and adaptive plants, reduction of
exotic plant materials, and landscaping within stormwater detention facilities to create bioswales or
rain gardens, or other similar design strategies. Yes

Staff Response:

Plant selections as shown on sheet SR-LP-101 provide a mix of native and adaptive plants and
landscaping within rain gardens is provided with an appropriate seed mix as listed on sheet SR-LS-001.

(iv) Operational elements, such as electrical transformers, trash storage and recycling areas, parking, and
vehicular circulation, are screened from the public realm through design elements, such as
landscaping, fencing, or placement of structures, to mitigate negative visual impacts. Yes

Staff Response:

Transformer locations are identified and screened by landscaping. Trash storage and recycling is
located in a covered, enclosed area and located setback from the street; this structure has been
relocated during the site review process to take into account neighbor concerns and DAB
recommendations regarding locating the enclosure away from existing stairwells on the L-shaped
building. Parking areas are screened from the street and from adjacent properties by being designed
as tuck-under parking and with landscaping and fencing.

(3) Building Siting and Design Criteria: Meets criteria

Building siting and design are consistent with the character established in any adopted plans or guidelines
applicable to the site or, if none apply, are compatible with the character of the area or improves upon that
character, consistent with the intent specified in this paragraph. Buildings are positioned and oriented towards
the public realm to promote a safe and vibrant pedestrian experience including welcoming, well-defined entries
and facades. Building exteriors are designed with a long-lasting appearance and high-quality materials. Building
design is simple and to a human scale, it creates visual interest and a vibrant pedestrian experience. Building
roof design contributes to a city skyline that has a variety of roof forms and heights. In determining whether this
is met, the approving agency will consider the following factors:

Staff Response:

The proposal is not subject to any adopted area plans or guidelines, thus the proposed building and site design
has been designed to improve upon the character of the area, with a new building positioned and oriented
toward the public realm and improvements such as a pedestrian paseo through the site to promote a safe and
vibrant pedestrian experience. Refer to individual criteria below for additional detail.

(A) Building Siting and Public Realm Interface:

(i) New buildings and, to the extent practicable, additions to existing buildings are positioned towards
the street, respecting the existing conditions or the context anticipated by adopted plans or
guidelines. In urban contexts, buildings are positioned close to the property line and sidewalk along a
street; whereas, in lower intensity contexts, a greater landscaped setback may be provided to match
the surrounding context. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposed new building is positioned towards the street and provides an appropriate setback
distance from the street to the new building. The new building will be positioned closer to the street
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than the existing building to provide for a building-forward design, while still providing space for
landscaping, a new sidewalk, and tree lawn along the street as is typical in a residential setting.

(i) Wherever practical considering the scope of the project, parking areas are located behind buildings or
set back further from the streetscape than the building facade. Yes

Staff Response:

Parking is set back an equal distance or further from the streetscape than the proposed building
facade. Parking is largely located behind the fagcade of the proposed building which includes an
apartment with windows and patio facing onto Glenwood Drive and a common entry door and
lobby space at Glenwood Drive.

(iii) Along the public realm, building entries are emphasized by windows and architectural features that
include one or more of the following: increased level of detail, protruding or recessed elements,
columns, pilasters, protruding bays, reveals, fins, ribs, balconies, cornices, eaves, increased window
glazing, or changes in building materials or color. Yes

Staff Response:

The building entry at Glenwood Drive has been enhanced with an increased level of detail including
an awning, transparency, a recessed area and changes to the building materials. Other building
access/egress doors have been defined with increased transparency to distinguish them from utility
service rooms.

(iv) Defined entries connect the building to the public realm. Unless inconsistent with the context and
building’s use, along the public realm, one defined entry is provided every 50 feet. Buildings designed
for residential or industrial uses may have fewer defined entries. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposed building design is residential in nature, which may provide fewer defined entries. The
proposed new building provides a central entrance door facing the Glenwood Drive, as well as a
covered pedestrian pathway to reach the tuck-under parking. Additionally, along the proposed
“paseo” between the new and existing buildings, the new building provides private dwelling unit
patios and doors at the ground level, an entrance to the stair tower/lobby, and an entrance to the
pedestrian pathway to access the tuck-under parking and mail area. Overall the site and building
design provides for ample and clear pedestrian connections to the public realm.

(v) Ifthe 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
considering adopted subcommunity and area plans or design guidelines applicable to the site, and, if
none apply, the existing development pattern. Appropriate transitions may be created through
design elements such as building siting and design or open space siting and design. Yes

Staff Response:

The project has been designed to place the new proposed building away from the existing lower-
density detached homes to the west and buffer the new building with a large setback, parking, and
landscaping. The design of the site has also been updated following feedback from neighbors to shift
the proposed trash and recycling enclosure location south away from one existing ADU in the rear
yard of an adjacent property owner.

(vi) The building’s siting and relationship to the public realm is consistent with the character established
in any adopted plans or guidelines applicable to the site or, if none apply, is compatible with the
character of the area or improves upon that character, consistent with the intent of paragraph (3),
Building Design Criteria. Yes

Staff Response:
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There are no adopted design guidelines or subcommunity or area plans for the site. The proposal is
located in the RH-4 zoning district and the High Density Residential BVCP land use designation,
which anticipates attached dwelling units in apartment buildings such as this. The proposal’s
siting and relationship to the public realm improves upon the character of the area by providing a
building-forward design and a pedestrian-oriented character in an area that generally lacks a
strong pedestrian realm.

(B) Building Design:
(i) Larger floor plate buildings and projects with multiple buildings have a variety of forms and heights.
Yes

Staff Response:

The proposed building is relatively compact in size; nevertheless, the proposed building design
provides variety in roof forms and heights including multiple projections and recessions of the roof
form on each facade, multiple roof heights, and areas of both sloped and flat roofs. The proposed
building is three-stories in height while the existing building is two stories.

(i) To the extent practical considering their function, mechanical appurtenances are located within or
concealed by the building. If they cannot be located within or concealed by the building, their
visibility from the public realm and adjacent properties is minimized. Yes

Staff Response:

Mechanical appurtenances are located at the center of the rooftop to minimize visibility and are
screened.

(iii) On each floor of the building, windows create visual interest, transparency, and a sense of connection
to the public realm. In urban, pedestrian main street-built environments, it is a best practice to design
at least 60 percent of each ground floor fagade facing the street as window area. Otherwise, itis a
best practice to design at least 20 percent of the wall on each floor of a building as window area.
Blank walls along the most visible portions of the building are avoided. Choose an item.

Staff Response:

The proposed building design is a residential building not located in a pedestrian main-street
environment, thus the best practice of 20% transparency applies. At the ground level this criterion is
met on the facades facing the street and the paseo, whereas on the ground floor tuck-under parking
facades it is not necessary or practicable to apply a transparency criterion to a tuck-under parking
design. The proposal also provides over 20 percent of the upper floors as window area. Refer to sheet
SR-A9.2 for calculations.

(iv) Simple detailing is incorporated into the fagcades to create visual interest, without making the facade
overly complicated. This detailing may include cornices, belt courses, reveals, alternating brick or
stone patterns, expression line offsets, window lintels and sills, and offsets in window glass from
surrounding materials. Yes

Staff Response:

Simple detailing is provided to create visual interest, including variation in the building massing such
as projections and recessions, vertical stone “fins”, roof forms and parapet caps, unique entry awning
details, and vertical metal railing pickets at balconies.

(v) Balconies on buildings with attached dwelling units are integrated into the form of the building in
that exterior walls partially enclose the balcony. Balcony platform undersides are finished. Yes

Staff Response:

Balconies are integrated into the form of the building and balcony undersides are to be finished with
painted cement board.
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(vi) The building’s design, including but not limited to use of materials, color, roof forms, and style, is
consistent with the character established in any adopted plans or guidelines applicable to the site or,
if none apply, is compatible with the character of the area or improves upon that character,
consistent with the intent of paragraph (3), Building Design Criteria. Yes

Staff Response:

There are no adopted design guidelines or subcommunity or area plans for the site. The building
design improves upon the character of the area with a contemporary design that uses high-quality
materials and a neutral color palette that complements the existing structure through the use of
similar vertical stone masonry elements, horizontal and vertical siding, flat roof forms, and railing
details.

(C) Building Materials:

(i) Building facades are composed of high-quality, durable, human-scaled materials. High-quality
materials include brick, stone, polished concrete masonry units, wood, architectural high pressure
laminate panels, cementitious or composite siding, architectural metal panels, or any combination of
these materials. Split-faced concrete masonry units, stucco, vinyl siding, EIFS, and unfinished or
untreated wood are not considered durable, high-quality materials, but may be used on a limited
basis and not on facades facing the public realm. High quality materials are focused on the ground
floor facades on all sides of a building and on all floors of facades facing the public realm, and, overall,
comprise the vast majority of all building facades. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposed new building facade is limited to cementboard horizontal and vertical siding and stone
veneer. Accent materials include metal coping and metal railings, cementboard trim, and ground-face
concrete masonry units on accessory structures.

(i) Monolithic roofing membranes, like Thermoplastic Polyolefin, are not used on roof surfaces that are
visible from the street level. Yes

Staff Response:
Roof surfaces will not be visible from the street level.

(iii) The number of building material types is limited, and the building materials are applied to
complement the building form and function. The organization of the building materials logically
expresses primary building features, such as the spatial layout, building entries, private and common
spaces, anchor corners, stairwells, and elevators. Yes

Staff Response:

The proposed building material types were updated during the site review to simplify the overall
number of materials and apply the materials logically to the building form. The material types are
now limited to siding (horizontal and vertical) and stone. Siding is used as the primary building
material and changes at areas of recessions and projections, while stone is used to express important
building features such as the primary entry and vertical divisions between units/balconies.

(iv) Building cladding materials turn convex corners and continue to the inset wall. This criterion does not
apply to changes that occur at an interior corner nor to detailing elements, such as cornices, belt
courses, reveals, offsets in expression lines, lintels, and windowsills. Building cladding materials do
not change in-plane unless there is at least a 12-inch wall offset. Yes

Staff Response:
Building cladding materials turn convex corners and change where there is an appropriate offset.

(v) Any newly constructed building that includes residential units and is located within 200 feet of a
railroad, freeway, or expressway is designed to achieve an interior day-night average noise level of no
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more than forty-five decibels. Noise shall be measured in a manner that is consistent with the federal
Housing and Urban Development's standards in Sections 24 CFR §§ 51.100 to 51.106 for the
"measure of external noise environments," or similar standard adopted by the city manager in the
event that such rule is repealed. The applicant shall provide written certification prior to the issuance
of a certificate of occupancy that the sound abatement and attenuation measures were incorporated
in the construction and site design as recommended by a professional engineer. N/A

Staff Response:

Not applicable; the property is not located within 200 feet of a railroad, freeway, or expressway.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR BUILDINGS EXCEEDING HEIGHT OR FLOOR AREA
LIMITS

Eligible for height modification? N/A

9-2-14(b)(1)(E) Height Modifications:

A development which exceeds the permitted height requirements of Section 9-7-5, "Building Height," or
9-7-6, "Building Height, Conditional," B.R.C. 1981, or of Paragraph 9-10-3(b)(2), "Maximum Height," B.R.C.
1981, to the extent permitted by that paragraph for existing buildings on nonstandard lots, is required to
complete a site review and is not subject to the minimum threshold requirements. No standard other
than height may be modified under the site review unless the project is also eligible for site review. A
development that exceeds the permitted height requirements of Section 9-7-5 or 9-7-6, B.R.C. 1981, must
meet any one of the following circumstances in addition to the site review criteria:

Staff Response: Not applicable; the proposal does not involve a height modification request.

(4) Additional Criteria for Buildings Requiring Height Modification or Exceeding the Maximum

Floor Area Ratio: N/A

Any building exceeding the by-right or conditional zoning district height as permitted by Section 9-2-14(b)(1)(E),
B.R.C. 1981, and any building exceeding the by-right floor area limits as permitted by Section 9-2-14(h)(6)(B),
B.R.C. 1981, shall meet the following requirements:

Staff Response: Not applicable; the proposal does not involve a height modification or floor area ratio
request.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR POLES OR EMERGENCY OPERATIONS ANTENNAS

(5) Additional Criteria for Poles or Emergency Operations Antennas Above the Permitted
Height: N/A
No site review application for a pole or for an emergency operations antenna above the permitted height will
be approved unless the approving agency finds the following:

Staff Response: Not applicable; the proposal does not involve a request for additional pole or emergency
operations antenna height.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR LAND USE INTENSITY AND HEIGHT
MODIFICATIONS
(6) Land Use Intensity and Height Modifications: N/A

Modifications to minimum open space on lots, floor area ratio (FAR), maximum height, and number of dwelling
units per acre requirements will be approved pursuant to the standards of this subparagraph:
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Staff Response: Not applicable; the proposal does not involve these requests.

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR PARKING REDUCTIONS OR LOCATION

(7) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: N/A
The applicant demonstrates, and the approving authority finds, that any reduced parking on the site, if
applicable, meets the parking reduction criteria outlined in Section 9-9-6, "Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981.

Staff Response:

The proposal was submitted on March 26, 2025 and is being reviewed under the criteria in place at the
time of submittal. On June 30, 2025, the state minimum parking bill (HB24-1304) went into effect. The
property at 2717 Glenwood is located within the area impacted by HB24-1304 and minimum vehicle
parking requirements no longer apply to the multi-family residential uses on the property. Therefore, no
minimum vehicle parking requirement applies and an analysis of criteria for a parking reduction is not part
of the review of the proposal.
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Introduction

The Site Plan for 2717 Glenwood Drive, tentatively know as "abode”, proposes a partial redevelopment of the site that currently contains one 37-unit, two-story walkup L-shaped apartment building
and a large surface parking lot. The 2-acre site, less than 1/4 of a mile west of 28th Street, will add an efficient, 3-story 22-unit multi-family building that will occupy a portion of the existing parking
lot with (2) stories of residential over parking. In accordance with the site's RH-4 Zoning designation and the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan’s High Density Residential classification, the
additional dwelling units proposed for the site will help to further address targeted density and diversity of dwelling unit types by including Efficiency Living Units (ELUs), 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom
units.

Each dwelling unit has been thoughtfully organized to include generous individual outdoor decks, ample daylight and in-unit laundry facilities. The primary south-facing building facade will more
significantly activate Glenwood Drive by providing a highly visible main entrance, dwelling units, vertical circulation elements and access to covered bike parking and communal mail facilities.
Furthermore, the east facade of the building will help frame an artfully landscaped "paseo” between the new and existing building that leads to an amenitized shared outdoor gathering area.

Rather than a more invasive full redevelopment of the site, this proposed project seeks to instead supplement the existing housing on site to help address Boulder's limited housing stock. In addition
to creating comfortable and efficient living units, the project will focus heavily on the interstitial space between the new and existing buildings to create artfully landscaped, activated pedestrian
zones. This pedestrian friendly approach to the site is also meant to take advantage of the sites surrounding context with an established Walk Score® and Bike Score® of 89 and 100 respectively.
Although the site will continue to utilize a surface parking approach, much of the parking lot will be screened by the new building. Access to the surface parking will be maintained via one curb cut
relocated slightly west of the existing location, thus maintaining alliance with Boulder's Vision Zero initiative. Bike parking facilities will be provided as required by the current Zoning Code and easily
accessed and via the primary site circulation pathways.

Page 30 of 97

OWNER
RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

RUBICON

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
www.michaelbosma.com

ARCHITECT
CADDIS COLLABORATIVE

1+ caddis

1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
Boulder, CO 80304

tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com

CIVIL ENGINEER
JVA, INCORPORATED

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
www.jvajva.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, C0O 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

ABODE
2717 GLENWOOD DR.
BOULDER, CO 80304

Date: 02.11.2026

Project: #2220

Archive:

Plot Date: 2/11/2026 7:18:28 AM

Rev# Date Description

1 05.28.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #1
2 10.01.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #2
3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
4 02.11.2026 Site Rev. Resp. #4

SITE REVIEW

VICINITY MAP / INTRODUCTION

SR-A1.0




BIKE ROUTES
B BIKE LANE

BB BIKE ROUTE (PAVED SHOULDER)

. MULTI-USE PATH (COMNCRETE])

TRANSIT ROUTES
| REGIONAL ROUTES

LOCAL ROUTES

HAWTHORN AVE

PROJECT SITE

GRAPE AVE

FOLSOM 5T

| W1 | 0 b LV U O 1 R T

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

IRIS AVE

THORNBIRD PL

gniavy NN IV

HAWTHORN PL

GRAPEWOOD LN

ARNETT 5T

WILLOW SPRINGS SHOPPING CENTER

IRIS AVE
RED ROCK
COFFEEHOUSE
9.1 i
' =
.
— BOULDER WINE
[ & SPIRITS
/
=
. SAFEWAY
4
] =
e
(|
O'REILLY
i
MOE'S

ADJ. RH-5
PROPERTY
UNDER
REVIEW

FOREST AVE

FOLSOM 5T

LT ..

EASTWOOD DR

ARNETT 5T
WESTWOOD CT

EASTWOOD

EASTWOOD CT

BAGELS

TACO BELL

| &
| -
Y DUNKIN | &
DONUTS

DISCOUNT
TIRE

GA|S STATI O|

28TH 5T

GLENWOOD GROVE
SHOPPING CENTER

Page 31 of 97

DIAGONAL PLAZA
REDEVELOPMENT

Lo

e

o«
”: @ Underpass
-.'J‘&:, Overpass 9 B-cycle Station |

I'Ijnl
@

persly Heghts

0 el Vmalc
i

f

~

& Ped Crossing i School
o Bike Shop

€D carzgo Vehicle

[E] Hospita

Contra Flow Bike Lane
Designatad Bike Route

MAP EXERPT FROM
COLORADO GOBoulder.net
CONCENTRA DRVING
- INSTITUTE
1 - - RAMEN
L ~ COREPOWER
_ YOGA
2717 Glenwood Drive
CAR DEALERSHI|P Glenwood Grove - North Iris, Boulder, 80304

GEBHARDT
AUTOMOTIVE

Commute to Downtown Boulder &

dan 6min W 21 min & 12 min ;F: 40 min  View Routes

P

") Favorite 17! Map

1 = =3 A T =g E = % =
More about 2717 Glenwood Drive g1

—
hulli-Use Path
— e Sireel Bike Lana
FPaved Shoulder
— Canarated Bike Lane
Clmbing Lane
= Soft Surface Multi-Use Path
Soft Surface Pedestrian Path

Park
Federal Land

University
of Colorado

Add scores to your site

“, Nearby Boulder Apartments on Redfin

HMefean] Ve Finl

WINDING TRAIL

- | i Ly Spaas Dormdd
- | B DR B | | e 1 |
wakseors | VEry Walkable - | : & T MomTmED
R o AT WEALE LAKE i |
Maost errands can be i el ||
- PARHEIDE = akTgm Axw 31
| e Py L Tt .l doe
= o — accompiished on foct. |5 .
b 4 pll Pkt Pirk |r T o T
; : o | :
u v ; @' =Rl | i
i = c i e Srce Linn Praschoad | I ! A
r = B L2ran !
Transit searel 30Me Transit (= PR f '"5';7 il
[ g | - i | =
' A few .'“.r:a.r't}j [:".it:-”i 4 AR 'ﬂ---”‘*"
| - o {01 ; vl i:
- e e S e = 1 L Tetvescod OF oy B . |
L P transportation options. il : 1{* § [Feawond BLENWDOD
Lo i L . sl _:- =fe]
2 i 1&» MORTH/IRIZ
oarg Camar - r
bitirark. ot oy !
o i E, Isforeermint Bo b, ’* _|
s o = ] - o s S L3
e . { 3 Uiy o Foirde g i
£ BiKE SO0 Biker’s Paradise " | Spititn f?--.-r? ﬁﬂ. MR RS
L ) — b | ek L g I AL NEmdlT
2 100 Daily errands can be B E e ».
. h ks Bl 5 = 15
- + accomplished on a bike = ol e L
e e R e e iy A T o Ll E.-.:.!nr:rrr..-..'n:...r.g' v ';-_I'-.'ﬁ'q'-é‘*,'mﬁ'
it i | :
Ty drg - | .:.' i SH
e P A S 4 S
ADOLILYOUT 5COFE £ - e O Liirarcd ez Miag: el

MAP EXERPT FROM WALK SCORE.COM

D

OWNER
RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
www.michaelbosma.com

RUBICON

development

ARCHITECT
CADDIS COLLABORATIVE

IH caddis

1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
Boulder, CO 80304

tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com

CIVIL ENGINEER
JVA, INCORPORATED

SRSl

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
www.jvajva.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

@& flow

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, CO 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

ABODE
2717 GLENWOOD DR.
BOULDER, CO 80304

Date: 02.11.2026

Project: #2220

Archive:

Plot Date: 2/11/2026 7:18:29 AM

Revisions:

Rev#  Date Description

1 05.28.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #1
2 10.01.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #2
3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
4 02.11.2026 Site Rev. Resp. #4

SITE REVIEW

CONTEXT MAP

SR-A2.(




IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT

Legend

APPROXIMATE DIRECTION OF
PIPE. UNABLE TO LOCATE
OTHER END OF PIPE.

Ss

GLENWOOD DRIVE

®

(50° R.O.W.)

RIM ELEV: 5315.89’

® INV IN: 5307.05' (N) 10" PVC

INV OUT: 5306.97" (SE) 8" PVC
INO VISIBLE PIPE FROM SOUTH

®

® RIM ELEV: 5315.30'
SANITARY MANHOLE INV OUT: 5312.17" (NE) 12" RCP
RIM ELEV: 5315.80'
INV IN: 5305.48" (NW) 8" PVC
SSINV IN: 5304.83" (W) 15" CLAY
INV OUT: 5304.80" (E) 15" CLAY

SANITARY MANHOLE
RIM ELEV: 5315.72’

INV IN: 5306.74" (S) 8" CLAY

- Q) ss ss §§———<BS ss ss ss ss
@ ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss ss S:lS\IITARY M?ASNHOLE ss—& ss ss S (APPEARS TO BE ABANDONED)
RIM ELEV: 5316.59’ (NOT FLOWING)
SANITARY MANHOLE INV IN: 5309.53 (NW) 15" CLAY ® ° 8 o
RIM ELEV: 5320.52’ INV IN: 5305.89" (W) 15" CLAY = ® \
INV IN: 5311.07" (W) 15" CLAY INV OUT: 5305.87" (E) 15" CLAY . .
INV OUT: 5311.02" (E) 15" CLAY e ¢ e 5 g G G G G 6 g o v v 8 g G ¢ ¢ S £ i 6 %

R . W@S

INV OUT: 5306.68" (N) 8" CLAY

e

®

A PARCEL OF LAND AND OUTLOT A, THIRD ADDITION TO HIGH MEADOWS, LOCATED IN THE i
) ’ D FOUND BRASS TAG AS DESCRIBED
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., O CALCULATED POSITION (NOT FOUND OR SET)
CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDEER, STATE OF COLORADO (AM)  AS MEASURED AT TIME OF SURVEY
(C) CALCULATED FROM RECORD AND AS MEASURED
SH EET 2 O l__ 2 INFORMATION
€ (P) AS PER THE PLAT OF THE THIRD ADDITION TO HIGH
” MEADOWS
FOUND 1” BRASS
- TAG, STAMPED (P1) AS PER THE PLAT OF ASPINWALL—EDGAR ADDITION
LS 35595
_— I (D) AS PER RECORDED DEED, REC. NO. 953968, DATED
/‘ | \ SEPTEMBER 10, 1970
o APPROX. LOCATION OF =1 CONCERN FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH (\ \)\\ g | [~ ] CONCRETE
Z UTILITY EASEMENT _11/2" ALUMINUM CAP, N89"43'41”E 165.28' (C)| | »
%Fr’. (GRAPEWOOD REPLAT) (SEE_NOTE J8)L — "FLATIRONS SURV 16406" N89°45'52”E 165.00° (D) FOUND NO. S REBAR WITH EDGE OF ASPHALT
2 R T X — - 11/2" ALUMINUM CAP, 777777 FLAGSTONE
FOUND NO. 5 REBAR—_ " o ) (H( 24.7 FENCE ONLINEX N89°43'41"E 140.00° (AM) "ELATIRONS SURV 16406”
105.26" (C) — 25.29' (C) NOD"23'40"W | H ' —»—*— FENCE
' T w , N : PEDESTRIAN &
FEE?ETEJ - 7 N88°5919'E 130.55, (AM) /// \t.‘_\-/\_/\_/\/" 6.08 (AM) NS BICYCLE EASEMENT = —_— SIGN
4.3 82 NBOMO'41"E 130.49° (P) - z —— o (REC. NO. 2166559) S
\ l——sHeo i 25 i % s ® BOLLARD
43— = - -I-Il--i E %}31 DECIDUOUS TREE (TREE NUMBER PER ECOLOGICAL
. — = 70 P -
| , = Sy SHADED i L _ _ | RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, LLC)
.2,1‘? =T ‘i UNSHADED o 445 "O_:L _.IE 22.5 E{G *1 CONIFEROUS TREE (TREE NUMBER PER ECOLOGICAL
127 ‘ < — 33 S = RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, LLC)
—~ 0 3
o
o ke 2—STORY BLOCK MULTI-UNIT EE RE i STUMP
e N ENT BUILDING Y
e APARTM = : w— WATER LINE
Y4 Iro S POSTED ADDRESS: %IEEI Z
ﬁdxﬁ 2717 GLENWOOD DR. 3 > | [qu WATER VALVE
N > ©_—INV:5315.30° 6" PVC
o = - XX FIRE HYDRANT
= I FIE 8320281 Lo s3p0.30 R sszoze 7.5 1 ‘ | W WATER METER
i s 0 o FFE - &ﬁ COA:/AEF?ED E s ok 2 INV:5315.31" 67 PV
~ e COVERED 32.5° N ¥ - RY
\% 1 CONCRETE n g 5 CONCRETE = FEE: 5319.07 FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH IRRIGATION VALVE
= o= 3 T ' | L r 11/2" ALUMINUM CAP, _
X N g\L T 7= Jg // %‘L 7 '* T ¢ e £ Vil "FLATIRONS SURV 16406" s SANITARY SEWER LINE
B X v 7Y - § ) COVERED 2 | —sstm—— SANITARY SEWER LINE SCALED FROM MAPS
T / - = & GAS METERS
atp q | 4 \\ =" ’ R / N covereo of 7 " , (©  SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
z / \ L S STAIRWELL ? exe] \ |
3 (Ll g'(I?XIII:?ITI\I/EEDLL AREA DRAIN \ =< ) § = o \ sT— STORM SEWER LINE
x Taoy _ RIM ELEV: 5319.20'- ) N =7 ] .#.\ ~ e84 \ P
2 3l | INV IN (W): 5318.63 3" CPP w/ . —8320% ALROAD TlE—/WALL F.F.E 5319.00 \ L0 | S, &D STORM SEWER MANHOLE
INV OUT (E): 5318.44’ 3" CPP (CAPPED) ze g
§ | || _UNABLE TO LOCATE OTHER ENDS OF PIPES._ % / /‘\ //{REA SRAIN =1, e éég 1 ' il CURB INLET
X TH | ‘
2 l o ~RIM ELEV: 5319.50’ 4.0 @ §§ S ¢ ol ROOF DRAIN
= >;I INV OUT (S): 5319.31" 1.5" PVC \ L L }a ' E ELECTRIC LINE
t GEOTECH #3 | ol \ £y S | A\ ——em—— ELECTRICAL LINE SCALED FROM MAPS
Ll . - vV
ol L F— 5|3 Z ! PARCEL B \ | X TRANSFORMER
o << o
! TRASH °3 UNPLATTED ‘N \ ELECTRIC METER
< s S ENCLOSURE WHISKEY ., 40 3 52
= (e BARREL F.F.E: 5318.93 | \ S 25
85 2| fo crorKE \ PLANTE™ o 3 < 5o ELECTRIC RISER
ZY (||| — INV: 5319.11" 1.5" PVC cle +0f ' T 5o | ELECTRICAL PANEL
23 || ] P e i b\ 23 38 \
L3 (SEE NOTE 14) a2l DRAINAGE EASEMENT S S ELECTRIC VAULT
J , - R | (REC. NO. 214244 & 219421) m S8
5= <« FENCE 4.0 SANITIARY—/\ GEOTECH #7 = = 4 | \ w 27 XX LIGHT POLE
2 EASTt PARCEL A 0 = |: ) 2
~N LOCATES b S - \ 2
aN Nk END T8 o . \X D\ 6 2 o ow— OVERHEAD UTILITY LINE
i THERE IS NO TREE AT | i [« o 3 >
= g & THIS LOCATION (45) RICD)U-II-)LI;)TS o 515 N Q /\ ! % \ Q Z Qs UTILITY POLE
= x __(SHRUBBERY ONLY) n-ll-:IGHAMElI\-gO\Tv; —o. o F.F.E: 5318.96’ \\ Ao \ \ \ S 3, - GUY WIRE
o 2| = \ =7 Z
T 0 H "k A AR D —
N0, \ = cTv CABLE TV LINE
~ 4| 5 GEOTECH #9—,/‘@ —— @ D WALL| = \\ +(/Tm £ & \ % w
b 3 T 2. o) N 2% Sk o\ w \ CABLE /FIBEROPTIC RISER
¢ o ' _ 1= 1 AN <
3 Z N , = (o) A
Ni— & I | | SPA — 4.0 53 ﬂ \\\\\ RN \\ o 5\ B9  CABLE/FIBEROPTIC VAULT
/ & - oo 1\\ ‘ £%2 0\ Fo— FIBEROPTIC LINE
‘ o — | = .
OF 1B h— 2 - e - a2, §§ 5 :X \\ 2 r—— TELEPHONE LINE
{ 7 = < 2E|S - E g \ \ \ TELEPHONE RISER
2l x 2 5T 4 x — =9 x < ; CITY OF BOULDER
\ R &g @ °5 ;I< T/‘ N\ \3 EASEMENT (REC. NO. 819396) BUFEER ¢ GAS LINE
/ S ) A
SHED 2.1/ >:GF , || =T 2sg4| = 4.0 1 RSN M GAS METER
EASTL ,|/ NEIGHBOR’S SHED £z 4 o 4.0 o
I, L EFo < - l_Lﬁ INV: 5315.36" 8" PVC \ INV:5311.10" 8" PVC + LOCAT'ON OF BU”.D'NG F|N|SHED FLOOR
SHED 2.0 i I i [ WALL F.F.E 5318.93 R g \ 3 B J,,/_ iy
EASTE , — 5% F.E . .
FENCE 5.6 -k ® TR ——— TEST HOLE
| = EAST+ P . \ % @
) — | o 3 CITY OF BOULDER ELEV ~ ELEVATION
12° DECIDUOUS TREE T} & INNER WETLANDS
(NOT REMOVED) | 3 ¥ | .o b }l/// BUFFER INV INVERT
1 A | <
—_— gt%% L | JL I’/_ <+ CITY OF BOULDER PVC PLASTIC PIPE
5 jiomor — | COVERED OUTER WETLANDS € Lot RCP  REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
> —”i/ / 5%
° AREA DRAIN { =l STAIRWELL CPP CORRUGATED PLASTIC PIPE
o NV N (S;Q'M5§1L§\é:o,5ijﬁé%%\\ £ 40.0 5 @ ONLY 4 TREES FOUND IN THIS AREA
~ : . N . -
o = INV OUT (E): 5316.28" 4" CPP | Rt - - T 5 67.5 (COULD NOT FIND NO. 12)
8| & UNABLE TO LOCATE OTHER ENDS OF PIPES. ~en, | FOUND NO. 4 REBAR
o \ ] e W/1-1/2" METAL COLLAR
8 \ }en22 29\ 17% cry orv "BENT" "LOCATED AT POINT
GEOTECH #1 {s OF ENTRY”
s 2 %24 gl g{ 23 FAE 19%”5:*‘2 s i FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH
- —o— W \ o5 ~ .
P 5 EE 30 1 %Ej E vl Sﬁ\ 11/2" ALUMINUM CAP, FOUND 17 BRASS
i~ 2° P ' : - GEOTECH #11 "FLATIRONS SURV 16406” FOUND e
1" i«,# 26 P % | 0 ON-SITE BENCHMARK N8946'00"W 109.24’ (P1) 29038"
E it END | X o ELEV. = 5315.51"  N89"39'05"E 109.25  (AM) > N
— I —— = CIN K
FOUND NO. 3 REBAR FCENGE 6.9° : — i S =t = ey e e Sl rones : /\\ !
N eTs o' SIDEWALK EASEMENT To22—r0129.88 (G)—To Fo 5 Fo FO R Glls n \ , P4 e (A= L R APPROXIMATE DIRECTION OF
\ (REC. NO. 214244) $89°45'30"W 130.03 (P) I = Fo—f¥—y Fg——140.00" (C)—Fo Fo — s PIPE. PIPE DAYLIGHTS IN
~, ) ' (]
o S89°39'05"W_269.88' (AM) XX EXCEPTED PORTION (REC. NO. 804794) L @/ CILVERT TS
R ' — = T e —— A SFO#7 3 ®
M’W—’Pﬁ Fcf. FO wFo w - W ° —W ° w{}é]—wv I-_Ow F?N Fo " "‘fo i i TFé&T &l ' SANITARY MANHOLE > TORM MANOLE

GRAPHIC SCALE

20 0 10 20 4|0
( IN FEET )
1 inch = 20 ft.
CONTOUR INTERVAL = 1 FOOT

DATE
—09/24/2025 RWS

REVISION

1 —ADD TREES AND TREE NUMBERS

—
<
—
A,

-.-)/\ 0
> goo =z
= %
= £ 9 2
S CI |~
- R =
Uﬁa S )) y
x OIF 0 o)
< A oM N
= & ~ I
HE § » %

[ I
= S o ﬁED
=] Qo 5 >
= 2 o |3
O O
n'e
=
[a—

X S~

= dNo

[ Peie)

<3P ©

Oc\jo'

Di(_)%

mgim

Z':)/'\

5723

., S @
Sy ~ °
R = _
dsgga ggm
a8 ToR
ZOON%IOT
S5 5 ESE
QA.EZM—',':
Q)S»oz
S LS E8p
.N:LLLOEO
hnqg noem

O Z~
S—<: °3
~
LL‘S _

o

- M=

u &9

zmwg

AN

wron

%EE¢

0 S~

N QO™

¥ =59
o\/
@D

25—82,029

JOB NUMBER:

DATE:
02—-25-2025

DRAWN BY:
R. SLAGLE

CHECKED BY-
JUK /RWS

| SHEET 2 OF 2

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

Page 32 of 97




R EL R

18 uyae
15 4T

I

¥ . RHS5
1=, . e ‘_;__'__' '

i

e “Hawthorne PI H‘_‘thu e Bl .
‘ Ml IIH III s I
\;' lI l | il
_Graps Ave .
r CIO 1'|
“GBlanwed uﬂ-r —
g
?.-,'—c-n;a—w_
“Foréat Ava

18 HISE

_isuisE

18 Wosioy

==

remont -5

=i

HTPROJECT

ni=
SITE

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

ZONING: RESIDENTIAL HIGH - 4 (RH-4)

HIGH-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREAS PRIMARILY USED FOR A VARIETY OF DWELLING UNIT
TYPES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, APARTMENT BUILDINGS, AND WHERE
COMPLEMENTARY USES MAY BE ALLOWED.

ADJACENT ZONING DISTRICTS

BC-1 Business -
Community 1 (CB-D)

REL-1 Residential - Low 1
{LR-E)

.. RM-1 Residential -
Medium 1 (MR-D)

RM-2 Residential -
Medium 2 {MR-E)

RM-3 Residential -
Medium 3 {MR-X)

RE Residentisl - Estate
(ER-E)

. RH-4 Residentisi - High 4
(HR-D)

RH-5 Residential - High 5
(HR-E)

b, |G Industrial - General
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| Future Land Use

‘ Very Low Density Residential
e Low Density Residential
h Menufactured Housing
h Medium Density Resicential

" Mixed Density Residential

[ ]

| W High Density Residental |

. Community Business

. General Business

- Service Commercial
Trensitonal Business

. Regional Business

Community Industrial
- General industrial
Light industrisl

- Performeance Industrizal

Oth:&t

. Mixed Use Business
l\l Wied Use Industrial

) Mixed Use Residential

™ Mixed Use Transit Oriented Development
Open Space, Acquired

h Open Space, Development Rights

. Open Space, Other

. Agricultural

h Park, Urban and Cther

Public

Envircnmental Preservation

BVCP LAND USE: HIGH-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

THE PROPERTY HAS A HIGH-DENSITY LAND USE DESIGNATION IN THE BOULDER VALLEY COMP
PLAN (BVCP) AND IS ZONED RH-4. THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IN ALIGNMENT WITH THE LONG-
TERM DENSITY AND INTENSITY STANDARDS FOR THE SITE AND CONTRIBUTES TO THE

CURRENT LAND USE ENVISIONED FOR THE AREA.
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WETLANDS

THE WETLAND BOUNDARIES EXTEND INTO THE NE PORTION OF THE SITE BUT DO NOT IMPACT THE
PROPOSED SITE IMPROVEMENTS. PER THE ADOPTED ZONING ORDINANCE, ONLY A PORTION OF THE
WETLAND AREA CAN BE COUNTED TOWARD OPEN SPACE (NO MORE THAN 50% OF REQUIRED OPEN
SPACE). RE: OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS ON CR-12
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SITE SUMMARY FOR 2717 GLENWOQOD DRIVE, BOULDER CO

The most recently adopted Zoning changes have been applied to the site plan as outlined here:

1. The existing site supports the revised 30% open space requirement, regardless of the impact of a new
building.

2. With a maximum FAR of 1.0 and an overall site area of 82,432sf, the total floor area of all structures on the
site is limited to that same 82,432sf. The existing building constitutes approximately 33,898sf. The total

allowable floor area for a new building is therefore limited to the difference of 82,432 and 33,898, or 48,534sf.

A new building will be well below that threshold based on the constraints of height, actual buildable area and
parking. The final floor area of the new building + accessory structures will be approximately 25,720sf.

3. The proposed unit mix for the new building will consist of ELUS, 1br, and 2br units weighted more heavily
toward ELUs and 1br units. The total unit count for the new building is 22 units as quantified below.

- efficiency living units (ELU); max. 40% of total in building: 9
- 1br units 9
- 2br units 4
Total new units: 22
Total existing units: 37
Total units overall: 59

4. With the omission of parking minimum requirements, the parking total for the site is:
Total Parking Provided: 41 total stalls

8. Summary: This proposed site plan approach greatly reduces the footprint of the new building to
address comments raised through Concept Review, Site Review and DAB that include items such as
ground-level activated spaces and dwelling units, fire access, street frontage, etc. The resulting new
building provides 4 units at level 1 (3 that face the shared ‘paseo’ and 1 that faces Glenwood Dr.) with
9 units at level 2 and 9 units at level 3 in a double-loaded building configuration.

Efficiency Unit Type:

9-16-1. - General Definitions.

Efficiency living unit means a dwelling unit that contains a bathroom and kitchen and does not exceed a
maximum floor area of four hundred seventy-five square feet.

9-6-3. - Specific Use Standards - Residential Uses.

(f)Efficiency Living Unit:

(2)In the RH-1, RH-2, RH-4, RH-5, MU-4, BT-1, BT-2, DT-4, DT-5, DT-1, DT-2, and DT-3 Zoning Districts:(A)
Review Process: In the RH-1, RH-2, RH-4, RH-5, MU-4, BT-1, BT-2, DT-4, DT-5, DT-1, DT-2, and DT-3
zoning districts, efficiency living units are allowed by right if less than 40 percent of total units in the building
are efficiency living units. Efficiency living units that are not allowed by right may be approved only pursuant to
a use review.

9-8-7. - Density and Occupancy of Efficiency Living Units.

(a)Dwelling Unit Equivalents for Efficiency Living Units: For purposes of the density limits of Section 9-8-1,
"Schedule of Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 1981, two efficiency living units constitute one dwelling unit.(b)
Dwelling Unit Equivalents for Growth Management Allocations: For purposes of counting dwelling units under
the provisions of Chapter 9-14, "Residential Growth Management System," B.R.C. 1981, two efficiency living
units equal one dwelling unit.(c)Dwelling Unit Equivalents for Moderate Income Housing: For purposes of
counting dwelling units under the provisions of Ordinance No. 4638, as amended, "Moderate Income
Housing," one efficiency living unit equals one dwelling unit.(d)Maximum Occupancy: No more than two
persons shall occupy an efficiency living unit.

Ordinance No. 7597 (2008)

TABLE 9-2: USE SPECIFIC MOTOR VEHICLE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES IN
ALL ZONES

Efficiency units, transitional housing 1 space per DU

Applicable Zoning changes from the Boulder City Council Agenda Item 6-A dated June 15, 2023. Adoption of
changes anticipated by Aug 17 or Sept 21, 2023.

9-8-2. - Floor Area Ratio Requirements.

Calculating Floor Area Ratios and Floor Area Ratio Additions: The floor area ratio shall be calculated based
on all buildings on a lot according to the definitions in Chapter 9-16, B.R.C., 1981, "Floor Area," "Floor Area
Ratio," "Uninhabitable Space," and "Basement". In addition to the floor area ratio limitations set forth in Table
8-1, Intensity Standards, B.R.C. 1981, floor area ratio additions may be added above the base floor area ratio

and certain floor areas may be excluded from the floor area calculations as set forth in Table 8-2 of this
section.

Floor area means the total square footage of all levels measured to the outside surface of the exterior
framing, or to the outside surface of the exterior walls if there is no exterior framing, of a building or portion
thereof, which includes stairways, elevators, the portions of all exterior elevated above grade corridors,
balconies, and walkways that are required for primary or secondary egress by Chapter 10-5, "Building Code,"
B.R.C. 1981, storage and mechanical rooms, whether internal or external to the structure, but excluding an
atrium on the interior of a building where no floor exists, a courtyard, the stairway opening at the uppermost
floor of a building, and floor area that meets the definition of uninhabitable space.

Floor area ratio (FAR) means the ratio of the floor area of a building to the area of the lot on which the
building is situated.

Uninhabitable space means a room or portion thereof that is six feet or less in floor to ceiling height, or a room
solely used to house mechanical or electrical equipment that serves the building, including, without limitation,
heating, cooling, electrical, ventilation and filtration systems, or any parking facility located completely below
grade on all sides of the structure regardless of the topography of the site (see definition of "floor area").

ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE
ZONING CLASSIFICATION RH-4
LOT SIZE 82,443 SF
FAR 1.0
ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA 82,443 SF
TOTAL FLOOR AREA PROVIDED 59,618 SF
EXISITNG 33,898 SF
NEW (PROPOSED) 25,720 SF
ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 35
PROPOSED HEIGHT 35
OPEN SPACE REQUIRED 30% (24,733 SF)
OPEN SPACE PROVIDED 39% (30,779 SF)
VEHICLE PARKING (9-9-6)
PARKING STALLS REQUIRED N/A
STANDARD STALLS (9' X 19') PROVIDED 23
COMPACT STALLS (7.75' X 15') PROVIDED (<40%) 14
TOTAL ADA STALLS REQUIRED 2INCL. 1 VAN
TOTAL ADA STALLS PROVIDED 2INCL. 1 VAN
TOTAL 'UNIVERSAL' STALLS PROVIDED 2 (EVSE)
TOTAL PARKING STALLS PROVIDED 41
EIV PARKING SUMMARY* TABLE C405.13.1
EVSE INSTALLED - REQUIRED (5%) 2 STALLS
EVSE INSTALLED - PROVIDED 2 STALLS
EV READY (EVR) - REQUIRED (15%) 6 STALLS
EV READY (EVR) - PROVIDED 7 STALLS
EV CAPABLE (EVC) - REQUIRED (40%) 16 STALLS
EV CAPABLE (EVC) - PROVIDED 16 STALLS
EV CAPABLE LIGHT (EVCL) - REQUIRED (40%) 16 STALLS
EV CAPABLE LIGHT (EVCL) - PROVIDED 16 STALLS
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* FOR GROUP R OCCUPANCIES, ALL PROVIDED PARKING IS TO MEET
EV CHARGING REQUIREMENTS PER 2024 CITY OF BOULDER ENERGY

CONSERVATION CODE, TABLE C405.13.1

BICYCLE PARKING (TABLE 9-8)

BICYCLE PARKING SPACES REQUIRED (2/DU)

118

LONG BIKE PARKING (75% OF REQ.)

88.5 REQ /90 PROV.

SHORT TERM BIKE PARKING (25% OF REQ.)

29.5REQ. /30 PROV.

TOTAL BICYCLE STALLS PROVIDED

120

* MECHANIC STATION TO BE PROVIDED
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DAB RECOMMENDATION COMPLIANCE

9-2-14(h) (3) Building Siting and Design Criteria:
Board recommendations:
*  The siting and landscape feel adequate. Response: No change.

+  Consider moving the trash enclosure further south away from the existing building so it's not interfering with neighbors. Response: the trash enclosure was moved appproximately 50 south of its original

position.

«  The current position of the building seems to be the most optimal for addressing comments provided, and moving the building farther west is not necessary. Response: No change.

« Investigate additional landscaping on both the west property line, as well as the south parking lot boundary that abuts the street, to create a better buffer between the parking lot and both residents and pedestrians.
Response: additional plantings have been provided in these areas. Refer to Landscape Planting Plan for more information.

*  From a design and massing standpoint, the transparency and glazing in the current design is adequate and meets the minimum requirement. Response: No change.

*  Investigate fenestration and transparency improvement on the preexisting building to increase cohesion between the two buildings. Response: no change to the existitng building is anticipated in this phase,
although all future improvements to the existing building will inorporate materials and colors compatible with the proposed building. See note below.

*  Implement more refinement and restraint in the building materials. Response: The overall material palette was refined by eliminating the metal and stucco claddings. The result is that all building facades are

simpler and more cohesive.

Increase consistency of the design and materials on all four elevations, with more wrapping and integration between all four sides. Response: See previous comment response.

*  Improve design integration and cohesion between the preexisting building and the new building, along the paseo as well as near the outdoor gathering space. Response: As noted below and in bullet point 6 above,

there are no changes to the existing structure anticipated at this time. However, the general design intent, choice of materials and massing were very much based on cues from the existing structure

without resulting in a direct facsimile (ie., planar stone accents, vertical railing pickets, flat roof, horizontal siding, etc.)

»  Ensure materials terminate at inside corners or employ 12-inch wall offsets. Response: All inside corners employ a 12" offset. The exception is the stone/siding at the street facing stair core. The siding in
this case is intended to be an inset window trim that extends to grade and not a true change in wall plane.

NOTE: FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE EXISTING BUILDING WILL PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, DURABLE, HUMAN-SCALED MATERIALS, DETAILS AND COLORS

COMPATIBLE WITH THE DESIGN OF THE NEW BUILDING.

N
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UNIT COUNTS

EFFICIENCY LIVING UNITS (ELU)* 9
1-BR DWELLING UNIT 9
2-BR DWELLING UNIT 4
TOTAL UNIT COUNT (NEW BUILDING) 22
TOTAL UNIT COUNT (EXISTING) 37
TOTAL DWELLING UNIT COUNT (OVERALL SITE) 59

*(2) ELU'S =1 DWELLING UNIT
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9-2-14(h) (3) Building Siting and Design Criteria:
Board recommendations:
*  The siting and landscape feel adequate. Response: No change.
«  Consider moving the trash enclosure further south away from the existing building so it s not interfering with neighbors. Response: the trash enclosure was moved appproximately 50' south of its original
position.
«  The current position of the building seems to be the most optimal for addressing comments provided, and moving the building farther west is not necessary. Response: No change.
«  Investigate additional landscaping on both the west property line, as well as the south parking lot boundary that abuts the street, to create a better buffer between the parking lot and both residents and pedestrians.
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Response: additional plantings have been provided in these areas. Refer to Landscape Planting Plan for more information.

«  From a design and massing standpoint, the transparency and glazing in the current design is adequate and meets the minimum requirement. Response: No change. - o f * * ] o ARCHITECT

*  Investigate fenestration and transparency improvement on the preexisting building to increase cohesion between the two buildings. Response: no change to the existitng building is anticipated in this phase, — \ . . \ CADDIS COLLABORATIVE
although all future improvements to the existing building will inorporate materials and colors compatible with the proposed building. See note below. . _.mm—l L]

«  Implement more refinement and restraint in the building materials. Response: The overall material palette was refined by eliminating the metal and stucco claddings. The result is that all building facades are
simpler and more cohesive.

« Increase consistency of the design and materials on all four elevations, with more wrapping and integration between all four sides. Response: See previous comment response.

«  Improve design integration and cohesion between the preexisting building and the new building, along the paseo as well as near the outdoor gathering space. Response: As noted below and in bullet point 6 above, 1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
there are no changes to the existing structure anticipated at this time. However, the general design intent, choice of materials and massing were very much based on cues from the existing structure Boulder, CO 80304
without resulting in a direct facsimile (ie., planar stone accents, vertical railing pickets, flat roof, horizontal siding, etc.) tel: 303.443.3629

«  Ensure materials terminate at inside corners or employ 12-inch wall offsets. Response: All inside corners employ a 12" offset. The exception is the stone/siding at the street facing stair core. The siding in 2 bob@caddispc.com
this case is intended to be an inset window trim that extends to grade and not a true change in wall plane. www.caddispc.com
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NOTE: FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE EXISTING BUILDING WILL PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, DURABLE, HUMAN-SCALED MATERIALS, DETAILS AND COLORS
COMPATIBLE WITH THE DESIGN OF THE NEW BUILDING.
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OWNER
ROOF MECHANICAL SCREENING DAB RECOMMENDATION COMPLIANCE RUBICON DEVELOPMENT
9-2-14(h) (3) Building Siting and Design Criteria: ﬂ ‘ RUBI co N
S development
Board recommendations:
*  The siting and landscape feel adequate. Response: No change.
«  Consider moving the trash enclosure further south away from the existing building so it ’s not interfering with neighbors. Response: the trash enclosure was moved appproximately 50' south of its original 1035 Pearl St STE 205
position. Boulder, CO 80302
« The current position of the building seems to be the most optimal for addressing comments provided, and moving the building farther west is not necessary. Response: No change. tel: 720.280.7596
« Investigate additional landscaping on both the west property line, as well as the south parking lot boundary that abuts the street, to create a better buffer between the parking lot and both residents and pedestrians. www.michaelbosma.com
Response: additional plantings have been provided in these areas. Refer to Landscape Planting Plan for more information.
*  From a design and massing standpoint, the transparency and glazing in the current design is adequate and meets the minimum requirement. Response: No change.
*  Investigate fenestration and transparency improvement on the preexisting building to increase cohesion between the two buildings. Response: no change to the existitng building is anticipated in this phase, ARCHITECT
- INVERTED BLADE although all future improvements to the existing building will inorporate materials and colors compatible with the proposed building. See note below. CADDIS COLLABORATIVE
fl «  Implement more refinement and restraint in the building materials. Response: The overall material palette was refined by eliminating the metal and stucco claddings. The result is that all building facades are
- 5" BLADE SPACING simpler and more cohesive. 1
- CONTINUOQUS BLADE + Increase consistency of the design and materials on all four elevations, with more wrapping and integration between all four sides. Response: See previous comment response. ﬂa Is
. ALUMINUM BUILD *  Improve design integration and cohesion between the preexisting building and the new building, along the paseo as well as near the outdoor gathering space. Response: As noted below and in bullet point 6 above,
s ‘ there are no changes to the existing structure anticipated at this time. However, the general design intent, choice of materials and massing were very much based on cues from the existing structure
- VARIABLE BLADE without resulting in a direct facsimile (ie., planar stone accents, vertical railing pickets, flat roof, horizontal siding, etc.) 1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
SPACING AVAILABLE »  Ensure materials terminate at inside corners or employ 12-inch wall offsets. Response: All inside corners employ a 12" offset. The exception is the stone/siding at the street facing stair core. The siding in Boulder, CO 80304
ks this case is intended to be an inset window trim that extends to grade and not a true change in wall plane. tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com
) ) NOTE: FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE EXISTING BUILDING WILL PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, DURABLE, HUMAN-SCALED MATERIALS, DETAILS AND COLORS CIVIL ENGINEER
EV811 The EVB11 Horizontal Screen Louver has sight proof
., . A COMPATIBLE WITH THE DESIGN OF THE NEW BUILDING. JVA INCORPORATED
HORIZONTAL SCREEN LOUVER blades, 5" blade spacing, architecturally styled for ’
attractive appearance, and aluminum construction for %
low maintenance and high resistance corrosion, A I oy
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ROOF MECHANICAL SCREENING

- INVERTED BLADE
- 5" BLADE SPACING

- CONTINUOUS BLADE

- ALUMINUM BUILD

- VARIABLE BLADE
SPACING AVAILABLE

EV811 The EVB11 Horizontal Screen Louver has sight proof

HORIZONTAL SCREEN LOUVER blades, 5" blade spacing, architecturally styled for
attractive appearance, and aluminum construction for

low maintenance and high resistance corrosion,
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STONE ACCENT WALL
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41 _ Oll

VERTICAL CEMENTITIOUS
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COVERED WALKWAY/ ACCESS TO
MAIL, TRASH/REC BEYOND

DAB RECOMMENDATION COMPLIANCE

9-2-14(h) (3) Building Siting and Design Criteria:
Board recommendations:

The siting and landscape feel adequate. Response: No change.

Consider moving the trash enclosure further south away from the existing building so it ’s not interfering with neighbors. Response: the trash enclosure was moved appproximately 50' south of its original
position.

The current position of the building seems to be the most optimal for addressing comments provided, and moving the building farther west is not necessary. Response: No change.

Investigate additional landscaping on both the west property line, as well as the south parking lot boundary that abuts the street, to create a better buffer between the parking lot and both residents and pedestrians.
Response: additional plantings have been provided in these areas. Refer to Landscape Planting Plan for more information.

From a design and massing standpoint, the transparency and glazing in the current design is adequate and meets the minimum requirement. Response: No change.

Investigate fenestration and transparency improvement on the preexisting building to increase cohesion between the two buildings. Response: no change to the existitng building is anticipated in this phase,
although all future improvements to the existing building will inorporate materials and colors compatible with the proposed building. See note below.

Implement more refinement and restraint in the building materials. Response: The overall material palette was refined by eliminating the metal and stucco claddings. The result is that all building facades are
simpler and more cohesive.

Increase consistency of the design and materials on all four elevations, with more wrapping and integration between all four sides. Response: See previous comment response.

Improve design integration and cohesion between the preexisting building and the new building, along the paseo as well as near the outdoor gathering space. Response: As noted below and in bullet point 6 above,
there are no changes to the existing structure anticipated at this time. However, the general design intent, choice of materials and massing were very much based on cues from the existing structure
without resulting in a direct facsimile (ie., planar stone accents, vertical railing pickets, flat roof, horizontal siding, etc.)

Ensure materials terminate at inside corners or employ 12-inch wall offsets. Response: All inside corners employ a 12" offset. The exception is the stone/siding at the street facing stair core. The siding in
this case is intended to be an inset window trim that extends to grade and not a true change in wall plane.

NOTE: FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE EXISTING BUILDING WILL PROVIDE HIGH-QUALITY, DURABLE, HUMAN-SCALED MATERIALS, DETAILS AND COLORS
COMPATIBLE WITH THE DESIGN OF THE NEW BUILDING.
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1 05.28.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #1
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3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
4 02.11.2026 Site Rev. Resp. #4
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EXTERIOR

OPTIONAL: FIELD
APPLIED WRB

APPLY MIN. 6" WIDE ZIP
SYSTEM™ TAPE
(EXTEND MIN. 3" EACH
SIDE) ON ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING AT ALL
INSIDE & OUTSIDE
CORNERS; LAP OVER W/
WRB (TYP.)

INTERIOR

CORNER (OUTSIDE) FIBER CEMENT BOARD

WX

LEAVE 1/4"
GAP & CAULK

6"

*

3!!

LEAVE
1/4" GAP
& CAULK

IF SECONDARY WRB
USED, OVERLAP WRB
MEMBRANE AROUND

OUTSIDE CORNER MIN.

6" EACH SIDE

5/4 HARDIETRIM®
BOARD AT CORNER
TRANSITIONS

6"

WX

ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING

EXTERIOR

ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING

APPLY MIN. 6" WIDE ZIP ——}-

SYSTEM™ TAPE
(EXTEND MIN. 3" EACH
SIDE) ON ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING AT ALL
INSIDE & OUTSIDE
CORNERS; LAP OVER W/

WX

6"

y

S|
N

i MIN.

3/8" GAP

W/ BACKER ROD
& SEALANT

WX

OVERLAP WRB AROUND
OUTSIDE CORNER MIN.
6" EACH SIDE

CASING BEAD OPTIONAL
OR AS PER MFR REC

ALTERNATE STONE
LENGTH ABV & BLW TO
STAGGER MORTAR

JOINTS (PIECE BLW

SHOWN DASHED)

6"

<

WRB (TYP.)

CORNER (INSIDE) FIBER CEMENT TO ADHERED STONE VENEER

INTERIOR
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EXTERIOR

OPTIONAL: FIELD
APPLIED WRB

APPLY MIN. 6 WIDE ZIP ——}~

SYSTEM™ TAPE
(EXTEND MIN. 3" EACH
SIDE) ON ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING AT ALL
INSIDE & OUTSIDE

CORNERS; LAP OVER W/

WX

LEAVE
1/4" GAP

6"

IF SECONDARY WRB
USED, OVERLAP WRB
MEMBRANE AROUND
OUTSIDE CORNER MIN.
6" EACH SIDE

& CAULK

\

LEAVE 1/4"
. / GAP & CAULK

WX

5/4 HARDIETRIM®
BOARD AT CORNER
TRANSITIONS

ZIP SYSTEM®
SHEATHING

WRB (TYP.)

CORNER (INSIDE) FIBER CEMENT BOARD

INTERIOR
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2717 GLENWOOD DR.
BOULDER, CO 80304

Date: 02.11.2026

Project: #2220

Archive:

Plot Date: 2/11/2026 7:21:34 AM

Revisions:

Rev# Date Description

1 05.28.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #1
2 10.01.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #2
3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
4 02.11.2026 Site Rev. Resp. #4

SITE REVIEW

TYP EXTERIOR MATERIAL
TRANSITIONS

3“ = 1'_0"
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3D View - SW @ Grade

3 3D View - NE @ Grade 2

3D View - SE @ Grade

3D View - Paseo Looking North
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2 10.01.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #2
3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
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® ¢ 5l

E

NE PERSPE

(AFTERNOON)

SW PERSPECTIVE @ PARKING ENTRY

TIVE @ PASEO

b

ey !I -

S PERSPECTIVE @ PASEO SW PERSPECTIVE @ PARKING ENTRY (DUSK)

S PERSPECTIVE @ MAIN ENTRY (MORNING)

NOTE: THESE IMAGES HAVE BEEN REVISED PER DAB RECOMMENDATIONS

S PERSPECTIVE @ MAIN ENTRY (DUSK)
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| 20'REAR SETBACK

1

NB - AREA PLAN - LEVEL 3 OPEN SPACE
3 1" = 40'_0"

S — = -

PARKING)
173 SF

LANDSCAPE (OIS -

PARKING)
182 SF

LANDSCAPE (OIS -

PARKING)
224 SF

LANDSCAPE (OIS -

PARKING)
148 SF

i

~ _M0'SIDF SFTRACK. - — — S S S FO—
~ 7'UTILITY EASEMENT - |

' 20'REAR SETBACK

1" = 40'_0"

@ NB - AREA PLAN - LEVEL 1/SITE OPEN SPACE

OPEN SPACE LEGEND

B circ H)
P ELEC
B ELEv

I uNIT 301
B uNiIT 302
I uNiIT 303
B UNIT 304
I uNiIT 305
I uNiIT 306
B uNIT 307
I uNiIT 308
I uNiIT 309
[ ] UNIT BALCONIES

OPEN SPACE LEGEND

[ ] (E) OPEN SPACE (O/S - SITE)

[ ](E) WETLAND (O/S)

[] AREA BEYOND FENCELINE (NIC)
[ BIKE STORAGE

[ ]BLDG ABV

B circ H)

[ ] DRIVE APRON (NIC)

B ELEC

B ELEV

[ ] ENHANCED WALK (O/S)

[ ] EXTERIOR WALKWAY (COV)
[ JH20

[l LANDSCAPE (0/S - PARKING)
] LANDSCAPE (0/S)

[ ] PARKING (COVERED)

[ ] PARKING (OPEN)

[ ] SIDEWALK (NIC)

B TRASHIREC

[ ] TREE LAWN (0/S)

B uNIT 101

B uNIT 102

B uNiT 103

I uNiIT 104

[ ] UNIT BALCONIES
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NB - AREA PLAN - LEVEL 2 OPEN SPACE
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OPEN SPACE LEGEND

B cire (H)
B ELeC
B ELev

B uniT 201
B uNIT 202
B uNIT 203
B uNIT 204
B uNIT 205
B uNiT 206
B uniT 207
B uniT 208
B uNIT 209
[ ] UNIT BALCONIES

OPEN SPACE (OVERALL SITE)*

Name \ Area \

Comments

(E) OPEN SPACE (O/S - SITE) |10757 SF

(E) WETLAND (0/S) 18239 SF

BASED ON 50% MAX OF USABLE OPEN SPACE, ONLY 9,119
SF MAY BE USED IN CALCULATIONS

ENHANCED WALK (O/S) 2422 SF

LANDSCAPE (O/S - PARKING) (726 SF <varies>
LANDSCAPE (0/S) 5584 SF <varies>
TREE LAWN (O/S) 733 SF

Grand total 38461 SF

OPEN SPACE (BALCONIES)

Name \ Area \

Comments

UNIT BALCONIES 1501 SF |

Grand total 1501 SF

* Grand total less 50% portion of wetland area

30,925 SF = 37% of total lot area (30,925 / 82,432)

0} 20

40'

80'
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Date: 02.11.2026

Project: #2220

Archive:

Plot Date: 2/11/2026 7:37:36 AM

Revisions:

Rev#  Date Description

Name \ Level \ Area
NB - LEVEL 1 CONC.
BIKE STORAGE NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 789 SF
BLDG ABV NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 41SF
CIRC (H) NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 879 SF
ELEC NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 155 SF
ELEV NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 84 SF
EXTERIOR WALKWAY (COV) |NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 1426 SF
H20 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 160 SF
PARKING (COVERED) NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 2361 SF
STAIR 1 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 210 SF
STAIR 2 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 200 SF
TRASH/REC NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 448 SF
UNIT 101 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 480 SF
UNIT 102 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 712 SF
UNIT 103 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 476 SF
UNIT 104 NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 479 SF
UNIT BALCONIES NB - LEVEL 1 CONC. 241 SF
9142 SF
NB - LEVEL 2 SUBFLR
CIRC (H) NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR  |1015SF
ELEC NB - LEVEL 2 SUBFLR |63 SF
ELEV NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR |84 SF
STAIR 1 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 211 SF
STAIR 2 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 206 SF
UNIT 201 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 479 SF
UNIT 202 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 712 SF
UNIT 203 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 476 SF
UNIT 204 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 476 SF
UNIT 205 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 597 SF
UNIT 206 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR  |973 SF
UNIT 207 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 712 SF
UNIT 208 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 712 SF
UNIT 209 NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 973 SF
UNIT BALCONIES NB-LEVEL 2 SUBFLR 629 SF
8317 SF
NB - LEVEL 3 SUBFLR
CIRC (H) NB - LEVEL 3 SUBFLR  |1016 SF
ELEC NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR |63 SF
ELEV NB-LEVEL 3SUBFLR |84 SF
STAIR 1 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 211 SF
STAIR 2 NB - LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 206 SF
UNIT 301 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 479 SF
UNIT 302 NB-LEVEL 3SUBFLR 712 SF
UNIT 303 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 476 SF
UNIT 304 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 476 SF
UNIT 305 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 597 SF
UNIT 306 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 973 SF
UNIT 307 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 712 SF
UNIT 308 NB-LEVEL 3SUBFLR  |712SF
UNIT 309 NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 973 SF
UNIT BALCONIES NB-LEVEL 3 SUBFLR 631 SF
8321 SF
Grand total 25779 SF
1/16"=1"-0"
—_—
0' 8' 16'

1 05.28.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #1
2 10.01.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #2
3 12.19.2025 Site Rev. Resp. #3
4 02.11.2026 Site Rev. Resp. #4

SITE REVIEW

FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS
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Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

Solar Fence Height: 12

SOLAR ANALYSIS WORKSHEET: WINTER SOLSTICE - 10:00 am
Property Zone District: RL-1

Step 1 Step 2 Step 4
Elevation of Elevation of Grade at Relative Height of Roof
) Length of Shadow (L
Roof Element || Roof Element Property Line (x) Element (h) g (L)
(y) 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM
Example 119.9 102.5 99.5 17.4 20.4 14.3 22.3
A 134.14 100.5 33.6 57.2 -
B 131.46 99.5 32.0 53.0 =
c 134.14 99.5 34.6 59.9 -
D 134.14 100.0 34.1 58.6 -
E 130.96 100.0 31.0 50.4 -
F 131.46 99.5 32.0 53.0 -
G 131.46 99.5 32.0 53.0 -
H 134.14 99.5 34.6 59.9 -
Property Zone District: Solar Fence Height: 25
I 131.46 99.5 32.0 18.6 -
J 131.46 99.5 32.0 18.6 .
K 134.14 99.5 346 254 -
Property Zone District: RL-1 Solar Fence Height: 12
Q 110.69 100.0 10.7 : -
R 110.69 100.0 10.7 - -
S 112.3 100 12.3 - =
T 112.3 99.5 12.8 - -

@ 3D - SOLAR STUDY - WINTER SOLSTICE - 10AM

RL-1
(12' solar fence)

0
. 99.5"(5319.0) \\I

99.5' (5319.0) —~

UTILITY EASEMENT — — — — —
SIDE SETBACK— — —

— 10
-

g —T'

99.5' (5319.0) \\:
\

100.0" (5319.5) \\l y
N\

e e — o — — —— ——

< — <

=
i

RM-1
(28' solar fence)

99.5' (5319.0)

\

\

\
A A
\

100.0' (5319.5) '

—_— |
1000 (5319.5) — |

100.5 (53200 —

RN

e e e — — — =

\

(28" solar fence)

o\

_ _20'REARSETBACK_ _ _

p:

DRAINAGE EASEMENT

— — —— e —_—_——— e — — —— — —

99.5' (5319.0) A

3-STORY, 22-UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY BUILDING
FFE =100.0' (5319.5')

RH-5
(28" solar fence)

poononoonnng

b-'DDDDDDDDDDD

10:00 AM

@ SOLAR STUDY PLAN - WINTER SOLSTICE - 10AM
1“ = 30'_0"
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Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

SOLAR ANALYSIS WORKSHEET: WINTER SOLSTICE -2:00 pm

Property Zone District: RM-1/P/RH-5 Solar Fence Height: 25

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Elevation of Elevation of Grade at Relative Height of Roof
Roof Element || Roof Element Property Line (x) Elemeﬁt (h) Length of Shadow (L)
(v) 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM 10:00 AM 2:00 PM
Example 119.9 102.5 99.5 17.4 20.4 14.3 22.3
A 134.14 _ ]
B 131.46 _ _
C 134.14 _ _
D 134.14 R _
E 130.96 - -
F 131.46 - _
G 131.46 100.0 315 = 17.2
H 134.14 100.0 34.1 - 24.1
I 131.46 100.0 315 - 17.2
J 131.46 97.5 34.0 - 23.8
K 134.14 94.5 396 g 38.7
L 134.14 98.0 36.1 g 29.4
M 131.46 98.0 33.5 - 22,5
N 134.14 97.0 37.1 = 32.1
(o) 134.14 98.0 36.1 - 29.4
P 133.03 97.5 35.5 - 27.8
Q 110.69 100.25 10.4 - -
R 110.69 100.5 10.2 - -
S 112.3 100.25 12.0 - -
T 112.3 100.0 12.3 - -
U = -
V - -

RL-1
(12' solar fence)

RM-1
(28" solar fence)

P
(25" solar fence)

100.0' (5319.5)

100.0" (5319.5)

@ 3D - SOLAR STUDY - WINTER SOLSTICE - 2PM

100.0" (5319.5)
100.25' (5319.75) o7.5 4170
100.5 (5320.0) \ 100.0' (5319.5)
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|: - T e e e e e e -// T/ / // /\ S I/,// ) //
l’| / ) 7 i AT G / '
/ o , Ly pLy i , , 98.0" (5317.5)
e e e - — e e e e e e = /= A __20REARSETBACK__7_|___.
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Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

SIGHT TRIANGLES

PER BRC 9-7a

TO NEIGHBORHOOD /
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Figure 9-7a: Sight Triangle Area at the intersection of a Driveway or Alley and a Street with a
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Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

FIBERGLASS WINDOWS

METAL COPING

- INVERTED BLADE

- 5" BLADE SPACING

- CONTINUOUS BLADE

- ALUMINUM BUILD

- VARIABLE BLADE
SPACING AVAILABLE

EV81l The EV811 Horizontal Screen Louver has sight proof

HORIZONTAL SCREEN LOUVER blades, 5" blade spacing, architecturally styled for
attractive appearance, and aluminum construction for
low maintenance and high resistance corrosion.

ROOF MECHANICAL SCREEN

GROUND-FACE CMU @ ACCESSORY STRUCTURES

CEMENTBOARD VERTICAL SIDING
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MOUNT

CEMENTBOARD HORIZONTAL SIDING

STONE VENEER (LOCALLY SOURCED)
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LANDSCAPE LEGEND

EXISTING TREE TO BE PROTECTED %@
DURING CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED %

BENCH =

LANDSCAPE BOULDERS ]

BICYCLE RACK I1ni

SEAT WALL — —

PET WASTE STATION o

STANDARD GRAY CONCRETE f Cw

UNIT PAVERS

CONCRETE
PARKING LOT

CRUSHER FINES

SOTOTOTOTOT]

COBBLE SWALE

ORGANIC MULCH
PLANTING AREA

WATER QUALITY SEED MIX

EXISTING TURF TO REMAIN s S

PROPERTY LINE

LIMITS OF SEEDING

[u]

[m]
[m]

EXISTING FENCES TO REMAIN

X
X
X
b 3

o
[o]
[o]

REALIGNED CEDAR FENCE ©

TURF SCHEDULE

IRRIGATED TURF
TURF-TYPE FESCUE

PLANT SCHEDULE

GENERAL NOTES

SYMBOL

DECIDUOUS TREES

Qg3

EVERGREEN TREES

O

ORNAMENTAL TREES

eg@o0oe

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS

UPLAND SEED MIX LT

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

Boutleoua curtipendula / Side Oats Grama Vaughn
Alma or Hachita

Bouteloua gracilis / Blue Grama
Buchloe dactyloides / Buffalograss Plains

VARIETY

Elymus elymoides / Squirreltail

Elymus trachycaulus / Slender Wheatgrass

Panicum virgatum / Switchgrass

Pueblo or Wapiti
San Luis, First Strike, or Pryor
Blackwell or NE 28

Pascopyrum smithii / Western Wheatgrass Arriba
Schizachyrium scoparium / Little Bluestem

Triticum x Secale / Sterile Triticale
Artemisia frigida / Fringed Sage -
Gaillardia aristata / Native Blanketflower -
Heterotheca villosa / Yellow Aster -
Linum lewisii / Native Lewis's Flax -
Ratibida columnifera / Native Prairie Coneflower -

TOTAL:

*Rates are for broadcasting. If using a seed drill, reduce rates by half.

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

Cimarron or Pastura

Stipa viridula / Green Needlegrass Lodorm
Quickguard

#PLS/
% OF MIX ACRE
10 2.74
16 1.01
8 7.47
4 1.09
10 3.29
4 0.54
14 4.75
6 1.21
6 1.73
2 5.36
3 0.03
6 1.98
3 0.23
4 0.71
9 0.29
100 32.43

¥
o
®
®
D

EVERGREEN SHRUBS

S

GRASSES

O O o o

PERENNIALS

@ 60 00 o o 0(C e

ULMUS DAVIDIANA JAPONICA "DISCOVERY " / DISCOVERY DAVID ELM

CRATAEGUS CRUS-GALLI INERMIS / THORNLESS COCKSPUR HAWTHORN

CHRYSOTHAMNUS NAUSEOSUS NAUSEOSUS / DWARF BLUE RABBITBRUSH

RIBES ALPINUM 'GREEN MOUND'/ GREEN MOUND ALPINE CURRANT

AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA 'DENVER GOLD'/ DENVER GOLD COLUMBINE

GERANIUM MACRORRHIZUM 'BEVAN'S VARIETY'/ BEVAN'S VARIETY BIGROOT GERANIUM

RUDBECKIA FULGIDA SULLIVANTII'GOLDSTURM'/ BLACK EYED SUSAN

SALVIA NEMOROSA 'CARADONNA'/ CARADONNA MEADOW SAGE

CODE QTY BOTANICAL/COMMON NAME

MSS 6 ACER MIYABEI'MORTON' / STATE STREET™ MIYABE MAPLE
SMA 2 ACER NEGUNDO 'SENSATION' / SENSATION BOX ELDER

HAC 3 CELTIS OCCIDENTALIS / WESTERN HACKBERRY

EDE 2

AUS 2 PINUS NIGRA / AUSTRIAN PINE

SBC 14 AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS / CANADIAN SERVICEBERRY
RBC 4 CERCIS CANADENSIS / EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK
RHT 8 CRATAEGUS AMBIGUA / RUSSIAN HAWTHORN

TCH 1

CHO 3 PRUNUS VIRGINIANA / CHOKECHERRY 'SUCKER PUNCH'

SSK 2 AMELANCHIER ALNIFOLIA / SASKATOON SERVICEBERRY
RDW 32

GLS 24 RHUS AROMATICA 'GRO-LOW' / GRO-LOW FRAGRANT SUMAC
CGM 33

YCU 20 RIBES AUREUM / GOLDEN CURRANT

RWO 20 ROSA WOQDSII / WOODS' ROSE

WSN 5 SYMPHORICARPOS OCCIDENTALIS / WESTERN SNOWBERRY
MOO 6 JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM 'MOONGLOW' / MOONGLOW JUNIPER
MRE 81 MAHONIA REPENS / CREEPING OREGON GRAPE HOLLY

BGG 62 BOUTELOUA GRACILIS / BLUE GRAMA GRASS

THG 127 DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA / TUFTED HAIR GRASS

PVG 145 PANICUM VIRGATUM / SWITCH GRASS

LBG 45 SCHIZACHYRIUM SCOPARIUM / LITTLE BLUESTEM

GCL 95

CAl 123 CALLIRHOE INVOLUCRATA / WINECUPS

CoM 49 COREOQPSIS VERTICILLATA 'MOONBEAM' / MOONBEAM TICKSEED
CFL 85 ECHINACEA PURPUREA / CONEFLOWER

SWW 165 GALIUM ODORATUM / SWEET WOODRUFF

GJB 52

GCM 89 NEPETA X 'SIX HILLS GIANT' / SIX HILLS GIANT CATMINT

PST 28 PENSTEMON STRICTUS / ROCKY MOUNTAIN PENSTEMON
RGD 42

SAN 135

GLB 101 THERMOPSIS MONTANA / MOUNTAIN GOLDENBANNER
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SIZE

2" CAL.

2" CAL.

2" CAL.

2" CAL.

6 HT.

6' CLUMP

6' CLUMP

2" CAL.

2" CAL.

2" CAL.

5 GAL.
5 GAL.
5 GAL.

5 GAL.
5 GAL.

5 GAL.
5 GAL.

5 GAL.
5 GAL.

1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.

1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.
1 GAL.

CNTR

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

B&B

POT
POT
POT

POT
POT

POT
POT

POT
POT

POT
POT
POT
POT

POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT
POT

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

A KICK-OFF MEETING WITH THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY SITE OR LANDSCAPE WORK.

OBTAIN NECESSARY PERMITS FROM ALL JURISDICTIONS AS REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCT THE WORK OF THIS PROJECT. ALL WORK SHALL BE
PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANS APPROVED BY CITY AND COUNTY OF BOULDER.

REFER TO SURVEY DRAWINGS AND OTHER AVAILABLE DOCUMENTS FOR PROPERTY LIMITS, EXISTING CONDITIONS, AND HORIZONTAL AND
VERTICAL CONTROL.

PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN UTILITY LOCATES DURING ALL PHASES OF WORK. DO NOT DAMAGE UTILITY LINES/STRUCTURES. NOTIFY OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE OF ANY DISCREPANCIES BEFORE STARTING ANY WORK. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATION OF
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES OR STRUCTURES, WHETHER OR NOT SHOWN OR DETAILED AND INSTALLED BY ANY OTHER CONTRACT.
RESTORATION OF UTILITIES DAMAGED BY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

THOROUGHLY REVIEW AND DOCUMENT THE SITE CONDITIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

THOROUGHLY REVIEW DRAWINGS, AND TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS AND NOTIFY OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE OF
ANY DISCREPANCIES PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

CONSTRUCTION INSTALLATION, MATERIALS, TESTING, AND INSPECTION SHALL COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE CODES AND ORDINANCES.
TAKE NECESSARY STEPS TO PROTECT AND MAINTAIN ALL FINISHED WORK FOR THE DURATION OF THE CONTRACT UNTIL FINAL ACCEPTANCE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL MOCK-UPS, SUBMITTALS AND SHOP DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL PER SPECIFICATIONS PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THE WORK OF THIS CONTRACT WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE UNTIL ALL AREAS HAVE BEEN CLEANED OF ALL DIRT AND DEBRIS AND
ALL DAMAGED ITEMS ARE REPAIRED.

FOR EXISTING TREES MARKED AS TO BE PROTECTED, VEHICLES, EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS SHOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH THE LIMITS OF
THE PROTECTED TREES AND REMAIN OUTSIDE OF THE DRIPLINE OR TREE PROTECTION LIMITS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY AND COMPLETELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY DURING
PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL LIGHTS, SIGNS, BARRICADES, FLAGMEN, OR OTHER DEVICES
NECESSARY TO PROVIDE FOR PUBLIC SAFETY. THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING
HOURS.

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REPAIR, AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE OWNER, FOR DAMAGE OF PROPERTY OUTSIDE OF THE
LIMIT OF WORK INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS, AND FOR ANY DAMAGE CAUSED TO SITE ELEMENTS THAT ARE TO BE PROTECTED OR
REINSTALLED.

CITY OF BOULDER REQUIRED PLAN NOTES FOR
LANDSCAPE PLAN - NEW DEVELOPMENT

OWNER
RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

() RuBicoN

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
www.michaelbosma.com

ARCHITECT
CADDIS COLLABORATIVE

'+ caddis

1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
Boulder, CO 80304

tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com

CIVIL ENGINEER
JVA, INCORPORATED

PRIl

CONSULTIN G ENGINEER H

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
Www.jvajva.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

& flow

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, CO 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

1.

LANDSCAPING SCHEDULE:

(A) NOTHING SHALL BE PLANTED BETWEEN OCTOBER 15 AND MARCH 1 WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE CITY. STOCK,
OTHER THAN CONTAINER-GROWN STOCK, SHALL NOT BE PLANTED BETWEEN JUNE 1 AND SEPTEMBER 1 WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN
APPROVAL OF THE CITY. BARE ROOT STOCK SHALL NOT BE PLANTED AFTER APRIL 30 OR IF PLANTS HAVE BEGUN TO LEAF OUT.

(B) NOTHING SHALL BE PLANTED DURING FREEZING OR EXCESSIVELY WINDY, HOT, OR WET WEATHER OR WHEN THE GROUND
CONDITIONS CANNOT BE PROPERLY WORKED FOR DIGGING, MIXING, RAKING, OR GRADING.

(C) NOTHING SHALL BE PLANTED UNTIL THE ADJACENT SITE IMPROVEMENTS, PAVEMENTS, IRRIGATION INSTALLATION AND FINISH
GRADING IS COMPLETED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TEST THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN THE PRESENCE OF THE DIRECTOR. THE
IRRIGATION SYSTEM SHALL BE IN APPROVED, OPERATING CONDITION PRIOR TO ANY PLANTING.

SITE PREPARATION AND ALL PLANTING SHALL BE COMPLETED, AT A MINIMUM, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF BOULDER DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS. SITE PREPARATION SHALL INCLUDE TILLING THE SOIL TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF SIX INCHES BELOW
THE FINISHED GRADE, TOGETHER WITH SOIL AMENDMENTS THAT ARE APPROPRIATE TO ENSURE THE HEALTH AND SUSTAINABILITY OF
THE LANDSCAPING TO BE PLANTED.

TURF GRASS SHALL BE LIMITED TO A MAXIMUM OF 25 PERCENT OF ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS ON THE SITE.

ALL PLANTING BEDS AND A 3-FOOT DIAMETER RING AT THE BASE OF EACH TREE WITHIN SOD OR SEEDED AREAS SHALL BE MULCHED
WITH ORGANIC MULCH AT LEAST 4’ DEEP.

GRAVEL, ROCK MULCH, OR CRUSHER FINES SHALL NOT BE USED UNDER TREES OR ANY PLANTING AREAS. ROCK OR GRAVEL MAY
ONLY BE USED AS A SPECIFIC ORNAMENTAL FEATURE IN LIMITED AREAS (SUCH AS AT THE BOTTOM OF A DRAINAGE SWALE OR DRY
RIVER BED) OR AS A PEDESTRIAN PATH OR PATIO.

WEED BARRIER FABRIC SHALL NOT TO BE USED IN ANY PLANTING AREAS.

ALL PLANTS SHALL BE GROUPED BY WATER NEEDS. A MINIMUM OF 75 PERCENT OF ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS (INCLUDING ANY TURF
GRASS) MUST USE LOW TO MODERATE WATER DEMAND PLANTS. THE LANDSCAPE SHALL BE DESIGNED SO THAT, AT MATURITY, NOT
MORE THAN 10 PERCENT OF THE LANDSCAPED AREA IS EXPOSED MULCH.

ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL BE WATERED BY AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM MUST BE ZONED TO
DELIVER DIFFERENT APPROPRIATE AMOUNTS OF WATER TO DIFFERENT PLANT ZONES. THE SITE SHOULD BE IRRIGATED WITH DRIP
IRRIGATION, BUBBLER, OR MICRO-SPRAY SYSTEMS. ALL TREES WILL BE ZONED SEPARATELY FROM TURF GRASS. ALL IRRIGATION
ZONES SHALL USE A SMART SYSTEM THAT ADJUSTS FOR RAINFALL, SOIL MOISTURE, AND OTHER WEATHER FACTORS.

ALL NEW TREES SHALL BE LOCATED A MINIMUM OF 10’ FROM ANY EXISTING WATER OR SEWER UTILITY LINES OR FROM LIGHT POLES
OR OVERHEAD UTILITY POLES. ALL NEW UTILITY LINES SHALL BE LOCATED A MINIMUM OF 10' FROM ANY EXISTING PUBLIC STREET
TREE.
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STREET TREE REQUIREMENTS: GLENWOOD DRIVE

DETACHED SIDEWALK, WITH PLANTING STRIP UP TO AND INCLUDING 8 FEET OR MORE WITH BURIED UTILITIES. REQUIRED PLANTING: LARGE
DECIDUOUS TREE - MINIMUM TREE PLANTING INTERVAL 30-40', BOULDER FORESTRY- 30-35' BETWEEN MEDIUM AND LARGE STATURED TREES, 10’ S00YR

FROM STREETLIGHTS, ALLEYS, DRIVEWAYS, FIRE HYDRANTS, WATER METERS, AND 25' FROM INTERSECTIONS, UNDERSTORY COVERAGE W/I 5 YEARS. \W\ 500
YR —
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LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS CHART

(USED FOR CALCULATIONS IN TABLE BELOW)

TOTAL LOT SIZE 82,443 SF
TOTAL PROPOSED BUILDING COVERAGE 8,637 SF
TOTAL EXISTING BUILDING COVERAGE 16,884 SF
TOTAL SITE BUILDING COVERAGE (EXISTING + PROPOSED) 25,521 SF
TOTAL COVERED PARKING + DRIVE COVERAGE 2,305 SF
TOTAL UNCOVERED PARKING + DRIVE COVERAGE 12,313 SF
TOTAL SITE AREA OF PARKING + DRIVE 14,618 SF
TOTAL NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES 41 TOTAL
TOTAL NUMBER OF BIKE PARKING 120 TOTAL
SHORT TERM BIKE PARKING 30 SPACES
LONG TERM BIKE PARKING 90 SPACES
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA INCL. ROW QUTSIDE PROPERTY BOUNDARY 43,424 SF
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA W/I PROPERTY BOUNDARY 42,304 SF

REQUIRED +15% PROVIDED
TOTAL LENGTH OF STREET FRONTAGE (GLENWOOD DR.) 270 LF (245 LF EXCLUDING DRIVE AISLE)
TOTAL NUMBER OF STREET TREES ° 6 TOTAL 7 TOTAL 6 TOTAL
TOTAL INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPE AREA ® 615 SF 708 SF 789 SF
TOTAL NUMBER OF TREES IN INTERIOR PARKING LOT * 3 4 4 TOTAL

TOTAL LENGTH OF PARKING LOT SCREEN AT ROW °

19'-4" ON EAST & 25'-0" ON WEST

TOTAL WIDTH OF PARKING LOT SCREEN AT ROW °

14'-4" ON EAST & VARIES 15'-2" - 25'-2" ON WEST

TOTAL NUMBER OF TREES AT PARKING LOT SCREEN AT PROPERTY LINES ° 7 8 4 EXISTING +8 NEW
TOTAL NUMBER OF ADDED OVERALL LANDSCAPE TREES ’ 28 33 45

TOTAL NUMBER OF OVERALL LANDSCAPE SHRUBS ’ 141 162 223

TOTAL AMOUNT OF HIGH WATER USE ZONES ® < 50% 1,087 SF (2.6%)
TOTAL AMOUNT OF TURF GRASS 8 < 25% 1,087 SF (2.6%)

* THE PROJECT WILL EXCEED THE MINIMUM LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 9-9-12, "LANDSCAPING AND SCREENING

STANDARDS," BRC 1981, BY AT LEAST FIFTEEN PERCENT IN TERMS OF PLANTING QUANTITIES, INCLUDES A COMMENSURATE AREA TO

ACCOMMODATE THE ADDITIONAL PLANTINGS, AND WHERE PRACTICAL, PRESERVES HEALTHY LONG-LIVED TREES.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS NARRATIVE
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RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

RUBICON

development

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
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CADDIS COLLABORATIVE
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www.caddispc.com
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JVA, INCORPORATED

PRIl

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
Www.jvajva.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

& flow

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, CO 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

REFER TO LP-101 FOR FULL PLANTING PLAN.

1. To determine our Total Landscape Area within Property Boundary, we subtracted the Total Site Building Coverage (Existing + Proposed) and

Total Site Area of Parking + Drive from the Total Lot Size. The area of the Trash Enclosure and Bike Barn were not factored into this

calculation.

2. Given the limited area, and thus soil volume, available within the ROW on the west side of the drive, we have omitted street trees on that side,
and planted all required within the eastern ROW. We planted all large trees spaced 30-40' apart, and were unable to accommodate the

additional 15% requirement due to utility conflicts preventing placement of a 7th street tree within the minimum spacing requirements.

3. To determine Interior Parking Lot Landscaping requirements, we calculated 5% of the Total Uncovered Parking + Drive area (diagonally
hatched area on the exhibit) as a large portion of the parking lot is covered by building overhang, plus an additional 15%. The 721 SF listed in
the table above includes four islands contributing towards this square footage per Figure 9-9 in Section 9-9-12, meeting a minimum of one

hundred fifty square feet in size and no dimensions less than eight feet.

4.  Additionally, each island includes one tree to meet the minimum required tree count of four based on a one per every two hundred square feet
of interior parking lot landscaping area. All four trees are State Street Maples, meeting the minimum requirement of 75% deciduous, and are

classified as Medium on the approved Street Tree list.

5. Parking Lot Screen at Right of Way will be achieved through plantings of a minimum 42" height at maturity, except where overlapping with
Sight Triangles, in which planting is designed to have a maximum height of 30" at maturity. The areas in which screening would apply are
limited as well due to locations of building columns and Fire Riser Room on the east, and a transformer on the west side of the drive aisle. All

available areas to provide screening are planted accordingly.

6.  To meet with requirements for the Parking Lot Screen at West Property Line, we are retaining four existing mature trees, adding an additional
8 new trees, providing a 6' wide planted buffer, and realigning the southern portion of the existing fence-line to meet width requirements.
Additional landscape screening behind the Trash Enclosure was added to provide additional buffering between the neighboring property to the

west per public comment request.

7. Overall site landscaping requirements will be met by strategically planted areas as well as code required areas throughout the site with a
dense planting strategy aiming to cover mulch areas within 5 years of planting if not sooner. Other areas will be planted with seed to help

re-establish the existing ecology along the creek corridor, and overall turf grass has been limited to functional areas for resident use.

8.  High water use and turf grass areas are limited to only two small functional lawns in resident amenity areas for use as game, recreation, and

lounging space equating to a total of 2.6%, far less than the maximum 25% maximum of total landscape area.
9.  To address Section 9-2-14(h)(2), the electrical transformer has been screen with plants that grow to a minimum of 42" height to the

maximum extent possible, except where areas overlap with the west sight triangle and would limit access to the transformer. The trash and

recycling storage has been fully screened by a solid wall enclosure (Refer to Architectural Sheets).
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EXISTING TREE TO BE PROTECTED
DURING CONSTRUCTION

EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED
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OWNER
RUBICON DEVELOPMENT

RUBICON

development

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
www.michaelbosma.com

ARCHITECT
CADDIS COLLABORATIVE

'Hlcaddis

1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
Boulder, CO 80304

tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com

CIVIL ENGINEER
JVA, INCORPORATED

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
www jvajva.com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

& flow

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, CO 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

TREE INVENTORY
ID__| COMMON NAME DBH (in) | CONDITION | NOTES STATUS
1| SIBERIAN ELM 12 GOOD PROTECT
2 | SIBERIAN ELM 10 GOOD PROTECT
3| EASTERN COTTONWOOD 30 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD PROTECT
15 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 45 GOOD MULTI-STEM PROTECT
17 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 38 GOOD PROTECT
18 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 15 FAIR HEAVILY LEANING PROTECT
19 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 23 GOOD HEAVILY LEANING PROTECT
. 20 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 19 GOOD HEAVILY LEANING PROTECT
\ 22 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 28 GOOD HEAVILY LEANING PROTECT
\ 23 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 35 FAIR BASAL DECAY - HAZARD PROTECT
24 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 235 | GOOD REMOVE
" 26 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 15 GOOD REMOVE
29 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 22 GOOD REMOVE
\ 30 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 15 FAIR REMOVE
\ 31| HONEY LOCUST 15 FAIR REMOVE
|32 | HONEY LOCUST 21 GOOD REMOVE
33 | HONEY LOCUST 29 GOOD REMOVE
34 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 50 GOOD DOUBLE TRUNK - PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD | REMOVE
35 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 28 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
36 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 27 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
38 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 32.5 | GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
39 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 26 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
40 | NEWPORT PLUM 8.5 GOOD REMOVE
41 | NEWPORT PLUM 115 | GOOD REMOVE
43 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 14.5 GOOD PROTECT
44 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 8.5 GOOD PROTECT
45 | GREEN ASH 15 POOR EMERALD ASH BORER - MULTI-STEM REMOVE
46 | SIBERIAN ELM 23 GOOD PROTECT
47 LITTLE LEAF LINDEN 8.5 GOOD PROTECT
50 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 36 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
51 | EASTERN COTTONWOOD 30 GOOD PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD REMOVE
52 | ROCKY MOUNTAIN JUNIPER 14 GOOD REMOVE
| 54 SIBERIAN ELM 8 FAIR QFFSITE - PROTECT
+++++++++++++ ERNRCY NOTE:
LT 1. TREES PREVIOUSLY RECORDED ON THE INITIAL SURVEY THAT HAVE SINCE BEEN REMOVED AND ARE NOT REFLECTED IN CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS
INCLUDE ID #13, 14, 16, 21, 25, 27, 28, 37, 42, 48, 49, AND 53.

2. TREES NOTED AS "PUBLIC SAFETY HAZARD" HAVE BEEN DETERMINED AS SUCH BY A CERTIFIED ARBORIST. THIS IS DUE TO A COMBINATION OF THEIR
CONDITION, SPECIES CHARACTERISTICS, AND LIFESPAN. EASTERN COTTONWOODS AND CRACK WILLOWS ARE KNOWN TO BE WEAK SOFTWOOD TREES
AND AS THEY AGE, THE WOOD BECOMES MORE PRONE TO DECAY AND BREAKAGE DURING HIGH WINDS, LARGE STORMS, AND HEAVY SNOW LOADS
WHICH MAY CAUSE LIMBS TO FALL, POSING A SAFETY HAZARD TO RESIDENTS AND NEIGHBORS, AND POTENTIALLY DAMAGING ON-SITE STRUCTURES AND
ABOVE-GROUND UTILITIES.

3. TREES #18, 19, 20, AND 22 ALL HAVE STRONGLY LEANING CENTRAL LEADERS AT APPROXIMATELY 60 DEGREES. GIVEN THE AGE AND SPECIES AS
COTTONWOOD TREES, THESE POSE A FUTURE HAZARD TO PEDESTRIANS WALKING ALONG THE PATH AND POTENTIAL FOR PROPERTY DAMAGE DUE TO
PROMIXITY TO THE ROW, STREET, AND PEDESTRIAN PATHS TOWARDS A RESIDENT AMENITY SPACE.
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4. TREE #10 PREVIOUSLY SHOWN AS STATUS: PROTECT-OFFSITE FELL AND HAS BEEN REMOVED AS OF NOVEMBER 2025 BY THE CITY.
5. TREES #4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, AND 11 PREVIOUSLY SHOWN AS STATUS: PROTECT-OFFSITE HAVE BEEN REMOVED AS OF FEBRUARY 2026 BY THE CITY.
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TREE REMOVAL & PROTECTION PLAN
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IRRIGATED TURF

ORGANIC MULCH
PLANTING AREA

UPLAND SEED MIX

WATER QUALITY SEED MIX

EXISTING TURF TO REMAIN

Small ornamental =~

iy
o od
W ¢

PROPERTY LINE

LIMITS OF SEEDING

EXISTING FENCES TO REMAIN

REALIGNED CEDAR FENCE

N

Existing Building
FFE =5318.86

Swale Paseo path

connections

SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"
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MAIN ENTRANCE ON GLENWQOD DRIVE

AMENITY COURTYARD
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LANDSCAPE EXHIBIT

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review
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Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

LANDSCAPE LEGEND

I T IO T gy STANDARD GRAY CONCRETE A PROPERTY LINE
\‘\;\;\;\;\;\ LlMlTSOFSEEDlNG
UNIT PAVERS
LARGE DECDUOUS ([} EXISTING FENCES TO REMAIN
SHADE TREE CONCRETE
PARKING LOT REALIGNED CEDAR FENCE
CRUSHER FINES
SMALL ORNAMENTAL/ /. \
MULTI-STEM TREE
COBBLE SWALE
EVERGREENTREE ) =« (  —
IRRIGATED TURF S
LANDSCAPE BOULDERS ] UPLAND SEED MIX oL
SEAT WALL WATER QUALITY SEED MIX DONSNS
EXISTING TURF TO REMAIN s
i
CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE CONTAINER
DECIDUOUS TREES
MSS 6 ACER MIYABEI MORTON' / STATE STREET™ MIYABE MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
SMA 2 ACER NEGUNDO 'SENSATION' / SENSATION BOX ELDER 2" CAL. B&B
HAC 3 CELTIS OCCIDENTALIS / WESTERN HACKBERRY 2" CAL. B&B
EDE 2 ULMUS DAVIDIANA JAPONICA " DISCOVERY" / DISCOVERY DAVID ELM 2" CAL. B&B
EVERGREEN TREES
AUS 2 PINUS NIGRA / AUSTRIAN PINE 6" HT. B&B
ORNAMENTAL TREES
SBC 14 AMELANCHIER CANADENSIS / CANADIAN SERVICEBERRY 6'CLUMP  B&B
RBC 4 CERCIS CANADENSIS / EASTERN REDBUD MULTI-TRUNK 6'CLUMP  B&B
RHT 8 CRATAEGUS AMBIGUA / RUSSIAN HAWTHORN 2" CAL. B&B
TCH 1 CRATAEGUS CRUS-GALLI INERMIS / THORNLESS COCKSPUR HAWTHORN 2" CAL. B&B
CHO 3 PRUNUS VIRGINIANA / CHOKECHERRY 'SUCKER PUNGH' 2" CAL. B&B
DECIDUOUS SHRUBS
SSK 2 AMELANCHIER ALNIFOLIA / SASKATOON SERVICEBERRY 5 GAL. POT
RDW 32 CHRYSOTHAMNUS NAUSEOSUS NAUSEOSUS / DWARF BLUE RABBITBRUSH 5 GAL. POT
GLS 24 RHUS AROMATICA 'GRO-LOW'/ GRO-LOW FRAGRANT SUMAC 5 GAL. POT
CGM 33  RIBES ALPINUM 'GREEN MOUND'/ GREEN MOUND ALPINE CURRANT 5 GAL. POT
YCU 20 RIBES AUREUM/ GOLDEN CURRANT 5 GAL. POT
RWO 20  ROSAWOODSII/ WOODS' ROSE 5 GAL. POT
WSN 5 SYMPHORICARPOS OCCIDENTALIS / WESTERN SNOWBERRY 5 GAL. POT
EVERGREEN SHRUBS
MOO 6 JUNIPERUS SCOPULORUM 'MOONGLOW' / MOONGLOW JUNIPER 5 GAL. POT
MRE 81  MAHONIA REPENS / CREEPING OREGON GRAPE HOLLY 5 GAL. POT
GRASSES
BGG 62  BOUTELOUA GRACILIS / BLUE GRAMA GRASS 1 GAL. POT
THG 127 DESCHAMPSIA CESPITOSA / TUFTED HAIR GRASS 1 GAL. POT
PVG 145 PANICUM VIRGATUM / SWITCH GRASS 1 GAL. POT
LBG 45  SCHIZACHYRIUM SCOPARIUM / LITTLE BLUESTEM 1 GAL. POT
PERENNIALS
GCL 95  AQUILEGIA CHRYSANTHA 'DENVER GOLD'/ DENVER GOLD COLUMBINE 1 GAL. POT
CAl 123 CALLIRHOE INVOLUCRATA / WINECUPS 1 GAL. POT
COM 49  COREOPSIS VERTICILLATA MOONBEAM' / MOONBEAM TICKSEED 1 GAL. POT
CFL 85  ECHINACEA PURPUREA / CONEFLOWER 1 GAL. POT
SWW 165  GALIUM ODORATUM / SWEET WOODRUFF 1 GAL. POT
GJB 52 GERANIUM MACRORRHIZUM 'BEVAN'S VARIETY' / BEVAN'S VARIETY BIGROOT GERANIUM 1 GAL. POT
GCM 89  NEPETAX'SIX HILLS GIANT'/ SIX HILLS GIANT CATMINT 1 GAL. POT
PST 28 PENSTEMON STRICTUS / ROCKY MOUNTAIN PENSTEMON 1 GAL. POT
RGD 42 RUDBECKIA FULGIDA SULLIVANTII'GOLDSTURM'/ BLACK EYED SUSAN 1 GAL. POT
SAN 135  SALVIA NEMOROSA 'CARADONNA' / CARADONNA MEADOW SAGE 1 GAL. POT
GLB 101 THERMOPSIS MONTANA / MOUNTAIN GOLDENBANNER 1 GAL. POT
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CONCRETE PAVER

BEDDING SAND

B EEEEE

MIN. 6" - 8" OF %" CRUSHER RUN GRAVEL - COMPACTED
T0 98% STANDARD PROCTOR DENSITY (SPD)

POLYMERIC SAND, APPLY PER MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMEDATIONS

— | TT— [ TT—TT—TT1—Tk — 44
IEEIEE

UNIT PAVER ADJACENT TO CONCRETE HEADER

A

3/16"

CONCRETE UNIT PAVERS

1'_4“

1 1”/

SANDSTONE CAP, SNAPPED FACE

3" MORTAR BED

J4"'X3" STL DOWEL OC.
2 MIN PER STONE CAP

#5 HORIZ REINF @ 12" OC EACH WAY;
LAP BARS 20"

FINISH GRADE VARIES, RE:
PLANS

=

= K f

i o 2|l I .

[©) o 5 4 K

E |

% <i4 o I

w | :
L

>* B R

I S
[ T[=ITI=ITI=ITI=ITI] a . L
e == o < V==
SR FEE

o : <

2 8" . ‘4 ‘ - 8“
= 9 Al

3
5
\

B

J . B 'A<I.~‘M7

#5 DOWELS @ 12" OC
EA WAY

" ~—1——CIPCONC
~—=t|—— (3)#5REBAR

CONTINOUS; LAP BARS 20"

—— CONCRETE HEADER s e s s
FILTER FABRIC B> T T T
COMPACTED SUB BASE o
NOTES:
\OTE: 1. ALL STONE TO BE PINK SANDSTONE.
1. REFERTO GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 2. STONE TOBE SET IN MORTAR. JOINTS TO BE §' TYP.
FOR SUBGRADE DESIGN. 3. CONCRETE TO BE INTEGRAL COLOR, DAVIS COLOR, TBD. SACK FINISH
2. REFERTO PAVER PLAN VIEW FOR PAVING PATTERN.

CIP CONCRETE SEAT WALL W/ STONE CAP

SCALE: 11/2"=1-0"

W(TYP.

6"

FLUSH-MOUNT BASEPLATE

ELEVATION

D

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review

BIKE RACK - COB DCS DETAILS 2.52A & 2.52B

33

J

NOTES:
DIMENSIONS:
1. HEIGHT-33" FROM THE GROUND

2. CONTINUOUS BEND INSIDE RADIUS=7"

MATERIALS AND CONSTRUCTION:

1. MINIMUM OR 1 1/4" SCHEDULE 40
STEEL PIPE (1 5/8" OUTSIDE DIAMETER)

2. MAXIMUM 1 1/2" SCHEDULE 40
STEEL PIPE (2" OUTSIDE DIAMETER)

3. SOLID ONE-PIECE CONSTRUCTION;
CONTINUOUS BEND; LEGS 14"-18" APART

4. BLACK POWDER
COAT FINISH

5. FLUSH MOUNTED WITH WELDED BASE
PLATES (6" DIAMETER, 3/16" THICK
BASE PLATE). HIDDEN OR VANDAL-

RESISTANT FASTENERS (SCREWS OR
EXPANSION BOLTS)

120 DEGREE (TYP.)

S
7/16" HOLE 6*?
(TYP.)

BASEPLATE DETAIL

B SCALE: 1"1-0"

INVERTED-U RACK

6" CONCRETE PAD

RE: PLAN ADJACENT
CONDITIONS VARY

* 34" MINIMUM WHEN INSTALLED
PERPENDICULAR TO A WALL OR
CURB.

= 3'MINIMUM WHEN INSTALLED
PARALLEL TO A WALL OR CURB. &'
MINIMUM SEPARATION FROM
CURB FACE WHEN INSTALLED
ADJACENT TO A CURB WITH
"HEAD-IN" AUTOMOBILE PARKING.

TYPICAL

=+ 10" MINIMUM IF MORE THAN TWO
"U" RACKS IN A SERIES.

EXISTING GRADE
4" CRUSHER FINES, RE: CRUSHER FINES DETAIL
COMPACTED SUBGRADE

CRUSHER FINES TRAIL

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

Ll

ge

o

<
ADJACENT 3| . APPROX. 24" .
SURFACE 2|7 SANDSTONE BOULDER
(SEE PLAN) 2 s BOULDER BEHIND

:"L L (Rl

WATER QUALITY RE: CIVIL

3" MINUS CRUSHED
COMPACTED GRAVEL, TYP.

95% COMPACTED SUBGRADE

NOTE: ALL BOULDER PLACEMENT SHALL BE DONE UNDER SUPERVISION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
THERE SHALL BE NO MORE THAN A 1" MAX GAP BETWEEN BOULDERS AT THE FRONT (ALONG FACE) AND A 3"
MAX GAP TOWARD THE BACK OF THE BOULDERS.

BOULDER RETAINING
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8

1035 Pearl St STE 205
Boulder, CO 80302

tel: 720.280.7596
www.michaelbosma.com

RUBICON

development

ARCHITECT
CADDIS COLLABORATIVE

[Hl caddis

1521 Easy Rider Ln. #102
Boulder, CO 80304

tel: 303.443.3629
bob@caddispc.com
www.caddispc.com

CIVIL ENGINEER
JVA, INCORPORATED

PRI

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1319 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80302
tel: 303.444.1951
www jvajva.com

1

" RE: PLAN ADJACENT
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EXISTING GRADE
4" CRUSHER FINES, RE: CRUSHER FINES DETAIL
COMPACTED SUBGRADE

UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
FLOW DESIGN COLLABORATIVE

& flow

design collaborative

303 W 45th Ave
Denver, CO 80216
tel: 303.408.1075
www.flowdcla.com

6" CONCRETE PAD

NOTES:
END-TO-END EXPOSED CONCRETE SURFACE TO BE
BROOM FINISHED.

PAD SIZE MAY VARY AS DIRECTED BY THE
ENGINEER.

PAD IS TO BE CONSTRUCTED WITH CLASS
B CONCRETE.

EXCAVATION AND/OR EMBANKMENT
REQUIRED FOR PAD CONSTRUCTION WILL
NOT BE PAID FOR SEPERATELY, BUT
SHALL BE INCLUDED IN THE COST OF THE
PAD. CONCRETE SHALL BE SLOPED AT
2% TO DRAIN.

TYPICAL ISO VIEW

SCALE:N.T.S

LANDSCAPE BOULDER

COBBLE CHANNEL

LANDSCAPE AREA

g o ey ey e

Il e @227 =
e
O THEIET=TET=TET=T
) VARIES. SEE PLANS. )
COBBLE SWALE SECTION

F SCALE:  34"=1-0"

E SCALE: 1/2'=10"

1. PLACE DIFFERENT COBBLE SIZES IN IRREGULAR PATTERN TO FORM NATURAL CREEK FORMATION. MEANDER EDGES OF SWALE THAT

EDGE OF PLANTING AREA
—— ADJACENT PLANTINGS AND LANDSCAPE MATERIAL.

13" COBBLE

3" COBBLE

DEFINES THE EDGES BETWEEN THE MULCH AND THE COBBLE WITH LARGER VARIETIES OF COBBLE.

2. REFERTOCIVIL DRAWINGS FOR SWALE GRADING.

3. LARGER STONE SHALL BE PLACED FIRST, TO BE EMBEDDED, MINGLED AND SETTLED WITH SMALLER COBBLE.
4. OVERALL SWALE COBBLE MULCH TO CONSIST OF (SEE SPECS):

41. 4-12" - 40"%O0F TOTAL CHANNEL SQUARE FOOTAGE
42. 13"~ 35% OF TOTAL CHANNEL SQUARE FOOTAGE
43. 3" 25% OF TOTAL CHANNEL SQUARE FOOTAGE

5 IMAGE SHOWN TO THE THE RIGHT FOR REFERENCE AND DESIGN INTENT.

6. CONTRACTOR TO MOCK UP A 100 SF SECTION OF COBBLE SWALE FOR APPROVAL BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO COMPLETING WORK.

COBBLE SWALE

G SCALE: 1/4"=1"-0"

4"-12" COBBLE

o
o8
S 3
(<F] =3
o &
O o=
o ==
< ~ O
o m
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EVERGREEN TREE

DECIDUOUS TREE

N% ) /
TREES UNDER TREES 3"
3" CLP CLP AND UP

STAKING PLAN

OPPOSITE SIDE SAME

STRAIGHT I
|
8" GREEN STEEL il
TEE POSTS WITH s

BLADE ON TREE [
SIDE iy

MULCHED,
SOD-FREE
BASE AROUND
TREES PER

|

|II|||||

TRUNK PLUMB AND \ﬂw
M

OPPOSITE SIDE SAME

NOTES:

1. WRAP TRUNK WITH 4" TREE
WRAP PER SPECIFICATIONS.

2. SEE SPECS FOR PLANTING OF
VINES AND GROUND COVERS.

3. DETAIL IS TYPICAL IN INTENT ONLY.

RUN DOUBLE STRAND 12 GAUGE
WIRE THROUGH GROMMETS IN 2"
NYLON STRAP. RUN WIRE TO
POST AND TWIST FOR SLIGHT
TENSION

PROTECTIVE CAP
SECURED TO STAKE

¢
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SPECIFICATIONS Iy,
I||||||” DECIDUOUS _|[EVERGREEN
PLANTPIT — SHRUB  SHRUB
TWO TIMES U
LARGER | /Z BACKFILL
THAN BALL
Al 'I||\H| i FINISH GRADE WITH
DIAMETER | H 50D OR MULCH
ROOTBALLTOBE  N\_|lz2= L SEE PLAN |
o" ABOVE | == = _;&@%&t & H“HHHH
FINISHED n i e/ N
GRADE - - > :
BALL | - PLANT PIT
TWO TIMES
LARGER
THAN BALL
DIAMETER.
ROOT BALL
TOBE 1"
BACKFILL UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE ﬁﬁ%ﬁED
REMOVE ALL FOREIGN MATERIALS FROM TRUNK AND BALL GRADE
FOLD BACK TOP HALF OF UNTREATED BURLAP
DRAWN BY: JSH ‘SsuEp: JULY 2, 1998

CHECKED BY: SRW

APPROVED BY:
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO

rRevisep: OCT. 17, 2000

DRAWING NO.

3.02

/ONE 3
Root Protection

VARIES PER TREE SIZE

=iElEEEEEEEETE S

TREE AND SHRUBS PLANTING DETAIL

EXTENDS FROM DRIPLINE TO DRIPLINE

TREE PROTECTION

TREE PROTECTION AREA

1.5 X's THE DISTANCE BETWEEN TRUNK AND
DRIPLINE, OR 1 FOOT FOR EVERY DIAMETER INCH
OF TRUNK, WHICHEVER IS GREATER

ZONE 1
Branch Protection

PROTECT LOWER BRANCHES OF
TREE CANOPY. CONTACT CITY
FORESTER IF ANY PRUNING IS
NEEDED

ZONE 2
Trunk Protection

REQUIRED IF WHEELED
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
INVOLVED WITHIN 10" OR LESS

PROVIDE SNOW FENCING OR
EQUAL AT DRIPLINE (MIN.)

ATTACH SIGNS TO FENCING EVERY AT EACH TREE:

KEEP OUT
TREE PROTECTION
AREA

NO MATERIALS SHALL BE STORED WITHIN THE TREE
PROTECTION AREA
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. REFER TO GENERAL NOTES FOR UTILITY
LOCATION AND PROTECTION.

2. CONTRACTOR TO POTHOLE EXISTING UTILITIES AT PROPOSED UTILITY
CROSSINGS IN ROW PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

3. REFER TO HORIZONTAL CONTROL PLAN FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
PERTAINING TO CURB & GUTTER, CHASES, AND DRAINAGE PANS.

4. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR RESTORING ALL DISTURBED AREAS TO
THEIR ORIGINAL CONDITIONS.

5. ALL SPOT ELEVATIONS ARE TO FINISHED GRADE OR FLOWLINE UNLESS
OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

6. IF WALL IS SHOWN, TG DENOTES THE FINISHED GRADE ADJACENT TO THE
HIGH SIDE OF THE WALL. BG DENOTES THE FINISHED GRADE ADJACENT TO
THE LOW SIDE OF THE WALL. REFER TO ARCH PLANS/DETAILS FOR WALL
ELEVATIONS BEYOND THE ADJACENT FINISHED GRADES (EXPOSED WALL,
CAP/FOOTER, ETC))
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UTILITY NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. REFER TO GENERAL NOTES FOR UTILITY
LOCATION AND PROTECTION.

2. CONTRACTOR TO POTHOLE EXISTING UTILITIES AT PROPOSED UTILITY
CROSSINGS IN ROW PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

3. ALL DRY UTILITY AND ELECTRIC DESIGNS ARE PROVIDED BY OTHERS AND
SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY. SEE MEP PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND

COORDINATE WITH ALL UTILITY OWNERS AS NEEDED.
4. CONTRACTOR TO MARK ALL UTILITY STUBS WITH MARKERS.
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HORIZONTAL CONTROL NOTES:

1. ALL DIMENSIONS AND RADII ARE TO FACE OF CURB, FACE OF BUILDING AND
EDGE OF WALK UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

2. CONTRACTOR TO REPAIR/REPLACE ALL DAMAGE TO EXISTING FLATWORK
OR SITE FEATURES NOT INTENDED FOR DEMOLITION.

3. REFER TO GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
PERTAINING TO CURB & GUTTER, CHASES, AND DRAINAGE PANS.
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Written Statement — 2717 Glenwood Drive
December 30, 2025

The proposed Development Plan for 2717 Glenwood Drive—provisionally named “Abode”™—
advances a thoughtful, partial redevelopment of an existing two-acre site currently occupied by a
37-unit, two-story walk-up apartment building and a large surface parking lot. Less than a quarter-
mile west of 28th Street, the property enjoys exceptional proximity to grocery stores, restaurants,
established bike routes, and multiple transit options. Rather than demolishing and rebuilding
wholesale, the plan preserves the existing housing while sensitively adding new homes that
respond to Boulder’'s urgent housing needs.

At the center of the proposal is a three-story, 22-unit multifamily building sited on a portion of the
existing lot. Equally important is the quality of the space between buildings: artfully landscaped,
pedestrian-focused areas create an active, social “paseo” that links residents to each other and to
the neighborhood. With a Walk Score® of 89 and a Bike Score® of 100, the location is ideal for a
multi-modal lifestyle and the design capitalizes on this, promoting safe, convenient movement on
foot and by bike while reducing reliance on single-occupant vehicle trips.

Consistent with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP), the project aligns with the High
Density Residential land use designation and supports the plan’s objectives for infill, safety, an
enhanced public realm, and appropriate parking. By preserving existing units and adding a mix of
efficient, contemporary homes—including efficiency living units (ELUs),one-bedroom, and two-
bedroom layouts—the plan strengthens the diversity and resilience of Boulder’'s housing stock.
While the site is not within a subcommunity plan boundary, the new construction will fully comply
with the 2024 City of Boulder Energy Conservation Code and applicable HERS standards, with
formal compliance documentation to be submitted at building permit. The project is located in
Area | (not on a major street) and is designed to present a clear, welcoming frontage to Glenwood
Drive. There are no known historic or cultural resources on the site.

Housing diversity is a core emphasis. The new 22-unit building balances ELUs, one-bedroom, and
two-bedroom homes, with a deliberate emphasis on smaller formats to broaden affordability and
choice. Combined with the retained 37 units, the overall community will include 59 units that
accommodate a range of households.

Environmental stewardship guides site planning. Healthy trees will be preserved where feasible,
and new planting, grading, and drainage will integrate water-quality features. Adjacent wetland
areas will be respected and enhanced with supplemental landscaping that both protects habitat
and thoughtfully activates edges for low-impact public enjoyment. The site is generally flat,
avoiding steep-slope disturbance.

Mobility and access improvements are integral to the design. The property sits near Elmer’s Two
Mile Park and is served by bus routes on both Folsom and 28th Streets. Existing sidewalks on
Glenwood, Folsom, and 28th provide immediate pedestrian connectivity, while nearby retail and
services (including Safeway) reduce the need for car trips. The plan delivers two secure long-term
bicycle parking areas—amenities currently absent on site—and supports a transportation demand
management (TDM) program aimed at meaningful mode shift. A widened front sidewalk
enhances connectivity and safety, while vehicular access remains consolidated at the existing
south entry to separate living areas from noise and exhaust. Parking fields are organized
efficiently—double-loaded to the side and rear—minimizing pavement and preserving more land
for open space, planting, and people.
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Written Statement — 2717 Glenwood Drive

Open space is intentionally placed at the heart of the community. A central gathering area with
grill, seating, and flexible social zones is easily reached from both the existing and new buildings.
Additional community space along the eastern edge engages the multi-use path and Two Mile
Creek with soft-surface trails, rain gardens, and new tree planting. Every new unit includes a private
balcony, and the project exceeds the 30% open-space requirement, balancing private and shared
areas with good solar access. Columbine Park, just one-third of a mile away, extends recreational
options within an easy walk.

Landscaping exceeds minimum standards by at least fifteen percent in plant quantities and is
designed for year-round interest using native and climate-adapted species. The “paseo” serves as
both a connective pedestrian spine and a biofiltration corridor, marrying stormwater function with
everyday beauty. Streetscape improvements along Glenwood include an eight-foot planting strip
with large canopy street trees at regular intervals and irrigated understory planting to achieve full
coverage within five years. Parking lot edges are screened from the right-of-way with shrubs and,
where needed, building elements, while the western edge incorporates a six-foot landscape strip
with regularly spaced trees and understory planting. Utilities and operations—trash/recycling
enclosures and transformers—are discreetly screened with a combination of walls and layered
planting.

Xeriscape principles, efficient irrigation (including drip and moisture sensors), and careful soil
preparation promote long-term plant health with responsible water use.

Architecturally, the new three-story building (within the RH-4 35-foot height limit) is oriented to
Glenwood and features a prominent, south-facing entry. Since concept review, massing has been
refined to improve fire access and open space. The design emphasizes human scale with
articulated facades, generous transparency along the street, and balconies integrated into the
building volume. Durable, high-quality materials—such as cementitious siding, stone, and metal
accents—ensure longevity and a cohesive presence alongside the existing building.

Parking totals are contextually appropriate. A total of 41 spaces supported by strong transit, bike,
and pedestrian access and the project's TDM commitments. The amount of parking provided is
within zoning allowances, and given the recent omission of parking minimum requirements, is in
accordance with City of Boulder codes and standards. Parking also meets all EV parking and
accessibility requirements per 2024 CoBECC C405.13 and C405.13.6.

Additional project notes include the absence of site covenants, compliance with inclusionary
housing via cash-in-lieu, noise attenuation through unit stacking and construction methods, and
conformance with Solar Access Area |l standards.

In sum, Abode at 2717 Glenwood Drive demonstrates a careful, context-sensitive approach:
preserve viable homes, add a modest number of efficient new units, elevate the spaces between
buildings for people, and deliver a greener, safer, more connected place to live—all in a location
already rich with amenities and mobility choices.

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review Page 72 of 97



Written Statement — 2717 Glenwood Drive

2717 Glenwood Drive —Written Statement Summary Compliance with B.R.C. §9-2-14

Consistency with BVCP (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(A))

The project is consistent with the BVCP High Density Residential designation and supports BVCP
goals for infill, safety, an enhanced public realm, and parking management. The partial
redevelopment balances preservation of existing housing stock with the addition of efficient,
diverse new units, furthering comprehensive plan objectives.

Subcommunity and Area Plans (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(B))

The site is not located within a subcommunity plan boundary, and thus no adopted subcommunity
or area plan applies. The project remains consistent with the intent of the code and broader
planning goals.

Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(C))

All new construction will comply with the 2024 City of Boulder Energy Conservation Code
(CoBECC) and HERS standards. Compliance will be demonstrated at the time of building permit,
ensuring energy efficiency and emissions reductions.

Urban Edge Design (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(D))
Although located in Area | and not on a major street, the project creates a well-defined edge along
Glenwood Drive through prominent entry features, landscaping, and pedestrian-oriented frontages.

Historic or Cultural Resources (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(E))
No significant historic or cultural resources are present on the site, and thus no impact mitigation is
required.

Housing Diversity and Unit Types (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(F))

The new building includes a mix of efficiency living units (ELUs), one-bedroom, and two-bedroom
units. In combination with the preserved 37 units, the project provides 59 total homes, with
diversity that meets code requirements for qualifying housing and bedroom types.

Environmental Preservation (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(1)(G))

Healthy long-lived trees are preserved where feasible, and new landscaping is designed with water-
conserving native species. Adjacent wetland areas will be enhanced, ensuring protection of
sensitive environmental features while activating edges for responsible public use.

Site Design (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(2))
The project creates safe, convenient, and efficient connections for all travel modes while
minimizing motor vehicle reliance.

Access, Transportation, and Mobility (§9-2-14(h)(2)(A)): Provides pedestrian and bike
connectivity, long-term bicycle parking, widened sidewalks, and proximity to multiple bus routes.
Vehicular access remains consolidated at the south entrance to minimize conflicts.

- Open Space (§9-2-14(h)(2)(B)): Exceeds the 30% minimum with a central community space,
private balconies, shaded gathering areas, and connectivity to Columbine Park.

- Landscaping & Screening (§9-2-14(h)(2)(C)): Exceeds Section 9-9-12 standards by at least 15%,
with extensive street trees, understory planting, and biofiltration integrated into the paseo.

Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review Page 73 of 97



Written Statement — 2717 Glenwood Drive

- Energy Conservation (§9-2-14(h)(2)(D)): Incorporates CoBECC compliance and efficiency
measures.

- Streetscape (§9-2-14(h)(2)(E)): Includes an 8-foot planting strip along Glenwood Drive with
canopy street trees at regular intervals.

- Parking (§9-2-14(h)(2)(F)): 41 parking spaces provided, supported by strong transit, bike, and
pedestrian access, consistent with zoning allowances, and given the recent omission of
parking minimum requirements, is in accordance with City of Boulder codes and standards.

- EV Parking (C405.13, 2024 CoBECC)

The civil and architectural site (SR-A6.0) plans have been updated to indicate the associated EV
parking requirements. All tabular information has been updated as well.

- EV Parking - Accessibility (C405.13.6)

The ADA van accessible stall (partially covered) has been revised to be EVR. The
2 required EVSE configured to meet ‘Universal’ standards per the Colorado Access Board
and CoBECC requirements.

Building Siting and Design (B.R.C. §9-2-14(h)(3))

The three-story building is oriented to Glenwood Drive with a south-facing entry. Facades are
articulated with balconies and high-quality, durable materials such as stone, metal, and
cementitious siding. The building remains within the 35-foot RH-4 height limit and emphasizes
human scale and pedestrian comfort.

Other Provisions

The project complies with inclusionary housing requirements via cash-in-lieu, meets solar access
standards, incorporates noise attenuation strategies, and provides for efficient site operations with
screened utilities and waste enclosures.
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Introduction

This Travel Demand Management (TDM) Plan has been prepared for the 2717 Glenwood
residential development in Boulder, Colorado. The site is located north of Glenwood Drive
and east of Folsom Street. The site is proposed to include an additional 22 multi-family
apartment dwelling units. Full movement access exists to Glenwood Drive and serves 37

existing multi-family apartment dwelling units.

The location of the site with respect to the surrounding land uses and roadway system

is shown in Figure 1. The conceptual site plan is shown in Figure 2.

This TDM Plan supports a 20 percent alternative travel mode reduction supported by the
various TDM alternatives available in the City of Boulder and the TDM measures propo-

sed by the applicant.

Existing Alternate Travel Modes Description
The following existing conditions contribute to the transportation demand management
goals of the City of Boulder. The site is well-positioned to make good use of these existing

opportunities.

Existing Transit Service

The Regional Transportation District (RTD) is the governing body responsible for fixed-
route transit (public transportation) service throughout the Denver metropolitan area,
including Boulder. Figure 3 shows the existing bus stops and transit routes within the

vicinity of the site, including the following routes:

. 204
. 205
. 208
. BOLT

Demand-responsive services are available to both seniors and persons with disabilities
through Via (formerly Special Transit). Established in 1979, this non-profit provides safe
and affordable rides in accessible buses to people with limited mobility. Rides are sche-

duled in advance and have a 30-minute pick-up window.

2717 Glenwood TDM Plan (LSC #240030) February 11, 2026

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. Page 1
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Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Network

The City of Boulder maintains an extensive bicycle and pedestrian network throughout
the City. Figure 4a shows bicycle and pedestrian routes within the vicinity of the site.
Figure 4b shows the property has a high walk score. In addition, many of the streets in

the project vicinity have attached or detached sidewalks.

The site is located just west of an existing multi-use path that provides major north-

south connectivity.

The applicant plans to construct an 8-foot wide sidewalk along Glenwood Drive to replace

the existing narrow sidewalk.
The applicant is providing ground-level units that face both Glenwood Drive and an en-
hanced circulation zone (Paseo) between the new and existing buildings. Also provided

are amenities on the southeast side of the property as requested by Planning Board.

The site is located on a designated bike route along Glenwood Drive per the 2019 Trans-

portation Master Plan (TMP).

The site is planned to be overparked for bicycles and is providing an on-site repair

station.
2717 Glenwood TDM Plan (LSC #240030) February 11, 2026
LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. Page 2
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Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies for Multi-Family Residential Units

Table 1 shows the actions the applicant intends to take to increase the percentage of

alternative travel modes utilized by the site.

An alternative travel mode reduction of 20 percent supported by the TDM measures pro-
posed by the applicant combined with the proposed use and location consistent with the

Boulder Revised Code.

2717 Glenwood TDM Plan (LSC #240030) February 11, 2026
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Table 1
2717 Glenwood

TDM Measures

TDM Measures Details

Orientation Packets

An orientation packet will be provided to each new resident which includes brochures,
maps, and other resources to inform residents of their transportation options. This packet
will include RTD bus information, the City of Boulder bicycle and pedestrian map (or
similar), and information on special events. This packet will be provided initially by the
developer at the time of sale or by a lessor thereafter.

Evaluation

Through sales or lease agreement, the site's residents will agree to participate in annual
on-line or paper surveys regarding their use and satisfaction with transportation demand
management programs. The evaluation is expected to be administered by the property
management - the City of Boulder will provide the survey questions using Survey Monkey
or similar on-line tools.The developer will secure agreement to participate, with the
expectation that 10-20% of residents will actually participate based on typical survey return
rates. The City of Boulder will be responsible for data analysis and summarization.

Pedestrian
Enhancements

Improvements will be made to the existing sidewalks around the site. The site is located
just west of an existing multi-use path that provides major north-south connectivity. The
applicant plans to construct an 8-foot wide sidewalk along Glenwood Drive to replace the
existing narrow sidewalk.

Bike Enhancements

The site is located on a designated bike route along Glenwood Drive per the 2019
Transportation Master Plan (TMP). The site is planned to be overparked for bicycles and is
providing an on-site bike repair station.

Transit
Enhancements

Information about transit service will be provided in the orientation packets, also described
above. The building manager will have an on-site employee serve as the transportation
coordinator to assure residents are fully aware of the various TDM measures that are
available.

Additional Measures
To Consider

The applicant proposes a minimum 4' x 10" Lime Green scooter parking (Lime Grove) on
the site. This is based on coordination with Lime Scooter..

NECO Pass Program
Participation

The applicant proposes to participate in the NECO Bus Pass program. The applicant will
pay the cost of providing ECO passes to residents for a period of three years upon request
if they don't already receive a pass from their employer or other arrangement (such as
being a student at CU). The applicant will work with residents at the end of the three-year
ECO pass program period to determine utilization rates and if there is community interest
in continuing the program. If there is good utilization or community interest, the applicant
will assist residents to establish a community-based program or work to assist with
financial support to purchase passes.

Meet Short-Term
Bicycle Parking
Requirement

The site is proposing 30 short-term bicycle parking spaces which exceeds the requirement
of 29.5 short-term bicycle parking spaces.

Meet Long-Term
Bicycle Parking
Requirement

The site is proposing 90 long-term secure and covered bicycle parking spaces which
exceeds the requirement of 88.5 long-term bicycle parking spaces. This area will be
designed to accommodate a variety of bike styles and the charging of e-bikes.

Vehicle Parking

The applicant is proposing 41 vehicle parking spaces for residents and plans to follow the
City's SUMP priniciples.

2717 Glenwood TDM Plan (LSC #240030)

February 11, 2026

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
Item 4A - 2717 Glenwood Drive Site Review
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.

1889 York Street

-ﬁ_ Denver, CO 80206
(303) 333-1105

FAX (303) 333-1107

TRANSPORTATION E-mail: Iscdenver@]lsctrans.com
CONSULTAMNTS, IMNC.

g e,
.-l"'ﬂ:d—--- x_r'_,':!l—_

October 1, 2025

Mr. Michael Bosma

2717 Glenwood LLC

1035 Pearl Street, Suite 205
Boulder, CO 80302

Re: 2717 Glenwood
Boulder, CO
LSC #240030

Dear Mr. Bosma:

In response to your request, LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. has prepared this Trip Gene-
ration and Assignment Report to satisfy the Concept Review requirements for the proposed
2717 Glenwood residential development in Boulder, Colorado.

IMPACT AREA

Figure 1 shows the vicinity map.

Area Roadways

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

J Folsom Street is a north-south, two-lane minor arterial roadway west of the site. The
intersection with Glenwood Drive is stop-sign controlled. The posted speed limit in the
vicinity of the site is 25 mph. There are on-street parking, bike lanes, and attached side-
walks on both sides.

. Glenwood Drive is an east-west, two-lane local roadway south the site. The intersection
with Folsom Street is stop-sign controlled. The posted speed limit in the vicinity of the site
is 20 mph. There are on-street parking and attached sidewalks on both sides.

PROPOSED LAND USE AND ACCESS

The site is proposed to include an additional 22 multi-family apartment dwelling units. Full
movement access exists to Glenwood Drive and serves 37 existing multi-family apartment
dwelling units. The conceptual site plan is shown in Figure 2.
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Mr. Michael Bosma Page 2 October 1, 2025
2717 Glenwood

ALTERNATIVE TRAVEL MODES

An alternate travel mode share of 20 percent is supported by a separate Travel Demand Mana-
gement (TDM) Plan.

TRIP GENERATION

Table 1 shows the current weekday, morning and afternoon peak-hour trip generation potential
for the proposed land uses on the site based on the rates from Trip Generation, 11™ Edition,
2021, by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

The currently proposed land use is projected to generate about 148 one-way vehicle-trips on
the average weekday, with about half entering and half exiting the site during a 24-hour
period. During the morning peak-hour, which generally occurs for one hour between 6:30 and
8:30 a.m., about 2 vehicles would enter and about 7 vehicles would exit the site. During the
afternoon peak-hour, which generally occurs for one hour between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m., about
7 vehicles would enter and about 4 vehicles would exit the site. These volumes were reduced
due to alternative travel modes. This is supported by a separate Travel Demand Management
(TDM) Plan.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION
Figure 3 shows the estimated distribution of site-generated traffic.
TRIP ASSIGNMENT

Figure 4 shows the assignment of the new site-generated traffic to the surrounding roadway
network with no alternative travel mode reduction applied.

* % % % %

We trust this information will assist you in planning for the proposed 2717 Glenwood residen-
tial development.

By:

CSM/wc

Enclosure: Table 1
Figures 1 - 4

G:\Shared drives\Denver Projects 2021-2030\2024\240030-2717-Glenwood-TG&A \Report\Oct-2025\2717-Glenwood-TG&A-100125.wpd
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Table 1

ESTIMATED TRAFFIC GENERATION

2717 Glenwood
Boulder, CO
LSC #240030; October, 2025

Trip Generation Rates (1)

Vehicle-Trips Generated

Average AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour Average AM Peak-Hour PM Peak-Hour
Trip Generating Category Quantity Weekday In Out In Out Weekday In Out In Out
EXISTING LAND USE TO REMAIN
Multi-Family Housing @ 37 DU® 6.74 0.096 0.304 0.321 0.189 249 4 11 12 7
CURRENTLY PROPOSED LAND USE
Multi-Family Housing 22 DU ® 6.74 0.096 0.304 0.321 0.189 148 2 7 7 4
20% ATM Reduction ¥ = 30 0 1 1 1
Net Trips for Currently Proposed Land Use = 118 2 6 6 3

Notes:

(1) Source: Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 11th Edition, 2021
2) ITE Land Use No. 220 - Multi-Family Housing (Low-Rise)

(
(3) DU = dwelling units
(

4) The alternative travel mode reduction is supported by a separate Travel Demand Management (TDM) plan.
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Public Comments
2717 Glenwood

LUR2025-00023

From: Marian Thier <mjthier@xtho.com>

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2025 5:06 PM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: LUR2025-00023

| believe | have commented on the proposed site before, but am taking the opportunity to comment
once again about the traffic issue facing the proposal at 2717 Glenwood Dr.. Since the traffic slowing
sticks were installed, there is constant traffic blockage. Vehicles coming from Safeway or fast food stores
block one another, to say nothing about seasonal jams from Discount Tire, make it dangerous for bike
riders, and pedestrians. | for one was rear ended by another vehicle coming from the apartment parking
lot. Often semi’s park along the road behind Discount Tire either to make deliveries or to buy food at the
fast food stores, leaving their trucks to idle while the drivers walk to the food outlets. And that jumble is
current while the apartment parking lot is nearly empty before demolition and construction. Another
dangerous spot, especially for school kids and young residents, many who are immigrants unfamiliar
with how to maneuver along the pathway that runs from Glenwood along the 4 mile creek and behind
Safeway.

The issue, as | see it from my home in Willow Brook, is how to add residences without increasing
crowded and dangerous traffic conditions.

Thank you for your consideration.

Marian Thier
mjthier@xtho.com

3180 Westwood Court

Boulder, CO 80304
303-378-9439
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From: Haley Johnson <haley.e.johnson13@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2025 8:29 PM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Comments on 2717 Glenwood Dr

Hello,

| wanted to comment on the proposal for the project proposed on 2717 Glenwood Dr, Project Name
Abode.

| live in a neighboring area (Willow Brook) where several rentals remain vacant. | know that there has
been a housing shortage in the past, but given the number of places nearby that remain empty, | find it
hard to believe that this additional housing will actually be utilized. Additionally, there's several large
complexes going up two blocks away on 28th. I've heard that rental rates are actually falling in Boulder,
I'm guessing due to demand.

It seems unnecessary from a housing perspective to have two buildings (current L-shaped complex + the
new building) crammed so close to each other unless this building is actually filling a need for housing.

Unclear if it actually is according to the proposal.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Haley
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From: David McGregor <david.michael.mcgregor@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2025 9:06 AM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: LUR2025-00023 2717 Glenwood Dr

I'm writing to object to the proposed redevelopment at 2717 Glenwood Dr

| am an owner at The Grapewood Complex. My property is on the South side of the complex,
adjacent to the proposed addition.

The height of the addition would adversely impact the view from my unit. | do not approve of this
change to the neighborhood.

David McGregor

801.502.7544
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From: M.E. Rauch <merauch@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2025 12:59 PM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Project ABODE - Review Number LUR2025-00023

Hi Shannon,

| hope you're doing well. My husband and | would like to be on the list for commenting on Project
ABODE at 2717 Glenwood Drive. This project would be directly behind our home (3210 Arnett
Street) and we don't like the proposal--especially the same lack of enough parking as required by
the City of Boulder as their previous proposal--so if you could please keep us in the loop, that would
be much appreciated.

Thank you,
M.E. Rauch
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From: Richard Flower <richflower@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2025 9:39 PM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: LUR2025-00023

| received the planning notice for 2717 Glenwood in the mail and | want to express my strong
opposition to the massive increase in size and height. Parking around here is already bad enough.
Boulder is being destroyed enough by incessant growth, exemptions, variances and projects that go
against the will of the voters. The height limit iniative was passed by citizens for a good reason.
Projects like this just further alienate citizens from the government, and further decrease the quality
of life in Boulder.
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From: Joseph Zamadics <joseph.zamadics@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 2:41 PM

To: Moeller, Shannon <moellers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Project ABODE - Review Number LUR2025-00023

Hello Shannon,

| am a resident of Boulder at 3210 Arnett St. | am writing to express my concern over the proposed
development behind our house. | have no issues with their intent to develop the land that they own.
However, their current plan does not follow city code and is unfair to their neighbors.

- The current amount of parking in the plan is not sufficient for the number of units they are going to
build. The overflow will come to our street. | recognize the city is experimenting with relaxing parking
requirements like they did for the Moxy Hotel on The Hill. However, our neighborhood has virtually
zero public transportation options. The only bus available takes someone to Longmont, and that is
over a quarter mile walk, across 28th street, to get to it.

- Their plan is to build a multi-story building that is a few feet from our property line. We would not
have purchased our house if we knew this was their plan. There must be some reasonable

compromise on the distance they will build from our property.

Thank you for coordinating with residents on this proposed plan.

Joe Zamadics
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CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE: March 24, 2026

AGENDA TITLE

Public hearing and recommendation to City Council regarding proposed Ordinance
8745, amending Title 9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10, “Structures,” B.R.C. 1981, to
fix errors, clarify existing code, and amend certain height, use, form and general land
use code standards, and setting forth related details.

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT / PRESENTERS
Planning & Development Services

Brad Mueller, Director of Planning & Development Services
Charles Ferro, Development Review Planning Senior Manager
Karl Guiler, Development Code Amendment Manager

Lisa Houde, Principal Planner

OBJECTIVE
Define the steps for Planning Board consideration of this request:
1. Hear staff presentation.
2. Hold public hearing.
3. Planning Board discussion.
4. Planning Board recommendation to City Council.

KEY ISSUES
Staff has identified the following key issues to help guide the board’s discussion:

1. Does Planning Board find that the proposed ordinance implements the
adopted policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan?

2. Does Planning Board recommend any modifications to the draft
ordinance?
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Staff has identified a bundle of proposed changes to address miscellaneous topics that
have emerged recently, such as fixing errors, simplifying language or code organization,
and addressing issues that have emerged after a few years of implementing previous
ordinances. The city periodically reviews the code to address such issues to ensure that
the Land Use Code is administered and enforced in a manner consistent with the intent
and goals of the city. While sometimes these projects are limited to clean up items, this
omnibus code amendment contains a limited number of substantive changes to the Land
Use Code.

Staff is requesting that the Planning Board make a recommendation to City Council on
the proposed code changes as required by the Land Use Code. If passed, changes would
go into effect 30 days after adoption by City Council. An annotated draft ordinance is
found in Attachment A.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

Suggested Motion Language:

Planning Board recommends that City Council adopt Ordinance 8745, amending Title
9, “Land Use Code,” and Title 10, “Structures’ to fix errors, clarify existing code, and
amend certain height, use, form and general land use code standards, and setting forth
related details.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK

Planning staff will send out an update in the March Planning & Development Services
newsletter informing the community of the upcoming code changes. As the changes are
primarily focused on clarification, and the substantive changes are discrete issues in
relation to implementation of previous ordinances, this code change project is
implementing an “inform” level of public engagement. Any comments received prior to
the publication of this memorandum will be attached.

BACKGROUND

The proposed changes were identified during land use review processes where
implementation of the code raised issues, where code language resulted in unintended
consequences, or where errors were found. Some are substantive changes to address
discrete issues with previous ordinances. Staff gathers a list of these issues and every few
years compiles an ordinance to update the code accordingly.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES IN ORDINANCE 8745

The annotated ordinance can be found in Attachment A. Footnotes are provided in the
ordinance to describe the purpose of each change. The updates generally consist of:
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e Corrections. Corrects inaccuracies, such as incorrect citations.
e C(larifications. Updates that make the code language or organization clearer.

e Consistency. Updates to ensure consistency with state requirements or existing
city practices.

e Lessons learned. Addresses issues that have emerged through implementation of
previous ordinances to several development projects and proposals.

City Council has passed 25 ordinances in the last five years that have modified the Land
Use Code. While several issues have already been addressed through clean-up ordinances
in 2025 and 2024, this omnibus amendment incorporates a few additional changes that
have emerged through administration of the code.

The changes proposed in this omnibus amendment address issues relate to:

Use Table and Standards

9-6-1 and 9-6-5(i): Remove combined floor area limits for office uses
9-6-1, 9-6-5(aa), and 9-16-1: Relocate standard for service of vehicles uses
9-6-3(n): Clarify requirement for accessory dwelling unit utilities

9-6-5(d): Reorganize mobile food vehicle standards and clarify park use

Site Review
e 0-2-13: Clarify concept plan exception
e 9-2-14(b): Clarify footnote in site review threshold table
e 9-2-14(b): Allow height modification requests for three-story buildings

Small Cell Wireless Updates
o 9-6-4(f): Align process with 2025 state bill

AMPS Parking
e 9-9-5and 9-9-6: Allow parking in existing driveways after garage conversion
e 9-9-6(c): Correct reference for accessible spaces

Clarifications or Miscellaneous

e 9-2-15(i): Add fencing to list of site changes allowed with Minor Use Review
9-7-2(c): Remove unique nonresidential side yard upper story setbacks
9-9-12(b): Update scope to align with state landscaping requirements
9-12-12(a): Reorganize standards for underground utilities
9-15-3 and 10-5-2: Update enforcement fees to align with similar case types
9-16-1: Clarify definition of accessory structure to reflect existing practice.
Update building coverage definition to align with building permit threshold.
e Throughout: Correct various errors

ANALYSIS
Staff has identified the following key issues for Planning Board’s consideration:

1. Does Planning Board find that the proposed ordinance implements the
adopted policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan?
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2. Does Planning Board recommend any modifications to the draft
ordinance?

Staff finds that the proposed ordinance implements the adopted policies of the
comprehensive plan. The following analysis is provided to demonstrate how the project
objective is met through the proposed ordinance. Attachment A contains the proposed
ordinance and includes footnotes that describe the rationale of each proposed change.

What is the reason for the ordinance and what public purpose will be served?

This ordinance fixes errors in the code, clarifies common recent issues, and improves
communication of code requirements. The changes will improve the accuracy of the code
by correcting typographical errors and by providing clarity where existing provisions
have caused confusion. In addition, some discrete substantive issues, such as changes to
nonresidential side yard upper story setbacks, allowing height modifications for three
story buildings in Site Review, and allowing parking in existing driveways after garage
conversions, have also been included in this ordinance.

How is the ordinance consistent with the purpose of the zoning districts or code
chapters being amended?

The ordinance would affect several different code sections. The changes will improve the
comprehension of the code overall, both for customers and code administrators, and may
ease review of development applications. It is consistent with the purpose of the zoning
districts and code sections being amended.

Are there consequences in not passing this ordinance?

If this ordinance is not passed, clerical errors in the code would not be corrected and
improvements in code clarity would not be adopted. The following substantive changes
would also not be implemented:

e The side yard upper story setbacks is an outdated regulation based on old building
code requirements that would remain in place.

e There would be limited options for certain buildings with high floor-to-ceiling
heights, but the same overall height as other buildings, to request height
modifications.

e Homeowners who convert garage parking space to living space would be required
to remove driveways that may have existed for decades and allowed parking in
most districts. These driveways, if allowed to remain, could provide off-street
parking for vehicles and facilitate on-site electric vehicle charging, among other
benefits.

e Cumbersome combined floor area limitations would remain in most business
districts, significantly complicating and lengthening the approval time of business
licenses for small office uses trying to locate in existing office buildings or
shopping centers.

e The small cell wireless changes and landscaping scope changes would not be fully
aligned with recent state legislation.
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What adverse effects may result with the adoption of this ordinance?

Adverse effects are not anticipated as a result of this amendment. Staff has intentionally
focused primarily on changes that fix errors, clarify existing language, ensure consistency
with state requirements, or address areas of improvement related to past ordinances.

For the proposed change allowing parking in existing driveways in a landscaped setback,
it should be noted that an exception has existed for decades to allow up to two cars to
park in the landscaped setback if a property meets its minimum parking requirement.
When minimum parking requirements were eliminated in 2025, that language changed to
allow the exception if the driveway led to a properly sized parking space outside of the
landscaped setback. In many cases, vehicles have historically been permitted to park in
these driveways for decades and this code change would not result in a net increase in
cars crossing the sidewalk to reach a garage or parking space beyond that existing
condition. The consequence of not passing this ordinance and requiring removal of these
existing driveways upon garage conversion would be a likely increase in cars parking on
the street.

What factors are influencing the timing of the proposed ordinance? Why?

While many of the proposed code corrections are relatively minor fixes, the ordinance
does include corrections that should be completed as soon as practical to avoid confusion
among code users. Some of the changes involve issues that have arisen upon
administration of recently adopted ordinances. Staff aims to ensure these corrections are
adopted prior to other code change projects this year that may be more comprehensive
and substantive.

How does the ordinance compare to practices in other cities?

For the changes that are primarily minor clarifications and corrections or alignment with
state requirements, comparisons to other communities are not instructive. All
communities have an interest in keeping their code updated, clear, and accurate. For the
more substantive issues, the changes are in line with regulatory approaches in other cities.
Combined floor area limits, as well as stringent limits on office uses, are very uncommon
in other cities. Many cities do restrict parking in front yard setbacks, but some do not
require removal of driveways upon conversion. It is very uncommon to have different
upper story setbacks for nonresidential uses that have no setback for the ground floor.

How will this ordinance implement the comprehensive plan?

The ordinance will implement the following applicable policies from the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan.

Built Environment Policy 2.10: Preservation & Support for Residential Neighborhoods
The city will work with neighborhoods to protect and enhance neighborhood character and
livability and preserve the relative affordability of existing housing stock. The city will also
work with neighborhoods to identify areas for additional housing, libraries, recreation centers,
parks, open space or small retail uses that could be integrated into and supportive of
neighborhoods. The city will seek appropriate building scale and compatible character in new
development or redevelopment, appropriately sized and sensitively designed streets and desired
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public facilities and mixed commercial uses. The city will also encourage neighborhood
schools and safe routes to school.

Economy Policy 5.03: Diverse Mix of Uses & Business Types

The city and county will support a diversified employment base within the Boulder Valley,
reflecting labor force capabilities and recognizing the community’s quality of life and strengths
in a number of industries. The city values its industrial, service and office uses and will
continue to identify and protect them. The city will evaluate areas with non-residential zoning
to ensure the existing and future economic vitality of Boulder while responding to the needs of
regional trends and a changing global economy.

Economy Policy 5.05: Support for Local Business & Business Retention

The city and county value the diverse mix of existing businesses, including primary and
secondary employers of different sizes, in the local economy. Nurturing, supporting and
maintaining a positive climate for the retention of existing businesses and jobs is a priority. The
city recognizes the vital role of small, local and independent businesses and non-profits that
serve the community and will balance needs of redevelopment in certain areas with strategies
that minimize displacement of existing businesses and create opportunities for startups and
growing businesses. The city will continue to proactively analyze trends in market forces to
shape its activities, plans and policies regarding local business and business retention. The city
and county will consider the projected needs of businesses and their respective employees, such
as commercial and office space, when planning for transportation infrastructure, programs and
housing.

Economy Policy 5.06: Affordable Business Space & Diverse Employment Base

The city and county will further explore and identify methods to better support businesses and
non-profits that provide direct services to residents and local businesses by addressing rising
costs of doing business in the city, including the cost of commercial space. The city will
consider strategies, regulations, policies or new programs to maintain a range of options to
support a diverse workforce and employment base and take into account innovations and the
changing nature of the workplace.

Economy Policy 5.14: Responsive to Changes in the Marketplace

The city recognizes that development regulations and processes have an impact on the ability of
businesses to respond to changes in the marketplace. The city will work with the local business
community and residents to make sure the city’s regulations and development review processes
provide a level of flexibility to allow for creative solutions while meeting broader community
goals. This could involve modifying regulations to address specific issues and make them more
responsive to emerging technologies and evolving industry sectors.

Local Governance & Community Engagement Policy 10.01: High-Performing
Government

The city and county strive for continuous improvement in stewardship and sustainability of
financial, human, information and physical assets. In all business, the city and county seek to
enhance and facilitate transparency, accuracy, efficiency, effectiveness and quality customer
service. The city and county support strategic decision-making with timely, reliable and
accurate data and analysis.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Ordinance 8745 — Annotated
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Attachment A - Ordinance 8745

Attachment A: Ordinance 8745

NOTE: This version of the draft ordinance includes footnotes that help to describe all of the
proposed changes as well as the redlined tracked changes to existing code language.

9-2-13: Concept Plan Review and Comment.

(b) Projects Required to Complete Concept Review and Comment: Any applicant for a development that
exceeds the "Site Review Required" thresholds set forth in Paragraph 9-2-14(b)(1), B.R.C. 1981, shall
complete the concept review process prior to submitting an application for site review. Projects that do
not require site review pursuant to Paragraph 9-2-14(b)(3), “Exceptions,” B.R.C. 1981, are not required
to complete a concept plan review.'

9-2-14: Site Review.

(b) Scope: The following development review thresholds apply to any development that is eligible or that
otherwise may be required to complete the site review process:

(1) Development Review Thresholds:

(A)  Minimum Thresholds for Voluntary Site Review: No person may apply for a site review
application unless the project exceeds the thresholds for the "minimum size for site review'
category set forth in Table 2-2 of this section or a height modification pursuant to
Subparagraph (E) below on any lot is requested.

(B) Minimum Thresholds for Required Site Review: No person may apply for a subdivision or a
building permit for a project that exceeds the thresholds for the "concept plan and site
review required" category set forth in table 2-2 of this section until a site review has been
completed.

(C) Common Ownership: All contiguous lots or parcels under common ownership or control,
not subject to a planned development, planned residential development, planned unit
development, or site review approval, shall be considered as one property for the purposes
of determining whether the maximum site review thresholds below apply. If such lots or
parcels cross zoning district boundaries, the lesser threshold of the zoning districts shall
apply to all of the lots or parcels.

(D) Previously Approved Developments: Previously approved valid planned unit developments
that do not otherwise meet the minimum site review thresholds may be modified or
amended consistent with the provisions of this title pursuant to Subsections (k) and (l) of
this section.

(E) Height Modifications: A development which exceeds the permitted height requirements of
Section 9-7-5, "Building Height," or 9-7-6, "Building Height, Conditional," B.R.C. 1981, or of
Paragraph 9-10-3(b)(2), "Maximum Height," B.R.C. 1981, to the extent permitted by that
paragraph for existing buildings on nonstandard lots, is required to complete a site review
and is not subject to the minimum threshold requirements. No standard other than height
may be modified under the site review unless the project is also eligible for site review. A

T Some new exceptions to Site Review were added in previous ordinances. This change is intended to clarify
that those projects are also not required to do a Concept Plan Review, even if they would meet the threshold
in the table.
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development that exceeds the permitted height requirements of Section 9-7-5 or 9-7-6,
B.R.C. 1981, must meet any one of the following circumstances in addition to the site review
criteria:

(i)  The height modification is to allow a roof that has a pitch of 2:12 or greater in a building
with three or fewer stories and the proposed height does not exceed the maximum
height permitted in the zoning district by more than ten feet.

(ii)  The buildingis in the industrial general, industrial service, or industrial manufacturing
zoning district and has two or fewer stories and the building's height is necessary for a
manufacturing, testing, or other industrial process or equipment.

(iii) The height modification is to allow up to the greater of two stories or the maximum
number of stories permitted in Section 9-7-1, B.R.C. 1981, in a building and the height
modification is necessary because of the topography of the site.

(iv) The height modification is to allow up to the greater of two stories or the maximum
number of stories permitted but no more than five feet above the maximum building
height under Section 9-7-5(a) or 9-7-6, B.R.C. 1981, in a building where the height
modification is necessary because the building has to be elevated to meet the required
flood protection elevation.

(v) Atleastforty percent of the dwelling units in the building meet the requirements for
permanently affordable units in Chapter 9-13, "Inclusionary Housing," B.R.C. 1981; at
least forty percent of the floor area of the building is used for dwelling units that meet
the requirements for permanently affordable units in Chapter 9-13, B.R.C. 1981; all
floor area above the first floor of the building is used for dwelling units; and the
permanently affordable units in the building are not used to satisfy inclusionary
housing requirements under Chapter 9-13, B.R.C. 1981, for dwelling units located in
any other building.

(vi) The height modification is to allow an emergency operations antenna or a pole.

(vii) The height modification is to allow an expansion of an existing building that exceeds
the permitted height requirements of Section 9-7-5 or 9-7-6, B.R.C. 1981, if the existing
height was approved as part of a planned unit development, site review, or height
review and the expansion is not within a fourth or fifth story.

(viii) The building or use meets the requirements of Subparagraph 9-2-14(h)(6)(C), B.R.C.
1981, for a height bonus, and is not in the RR, RE, RL, RMX-1, MH, or A zoning district.

(ix) The buildingis in the public zoning district and is exclusively used for hospital or
medical office uses or is a parking structure serving those uses.

(x)  The height modification is to allow a building with up to three stories and the building
height accommodates a use in the community, cultural, and educational use category
or the recreation or entertainment use category and the use is established within three
years of the date of final approval. 2

2 Allows for uses within these categories to request a height modification up to three stories as many of these
uses, like a theater or museum, can have high floor to ceiling heights and therefore meet the height limit in
feet but not stories. These height modifications would still be subject to the same standards as other height
modifications.
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TABLE 2-2: SITE REVIEW THRESHOLD TABLE

Zoning Concept Plan and Site Review Minimum Size for Site Review
District Required (a)
RL-1 3 acres or 18 dwelling units Projects with nonresidential use(s): no
RL-2 minimum size.
Projects with only residential uses: 3 acres with
at least 5 dwelling units proposed or at least 5
dwelling units permitted per Chapter 9-8.°
S i I .
RH-3 2 acres or 30,000 square feet of floor 7,500 square feet of floor area
RH-4 area
RH-5
RH-7
RH-6 3 acres or 30,000 square feet of floor
area
MU-1 1 acre or 30,000 square feet of floor Projects with nonresidential use(s): no
area minimum size.
MU-3 1 acre or 30,000 square feet of Projects with only residential uses: 3 acres with
residential floor area or 20,000 square at least 5 dwelling units proposed or at least 5
feet of nonresidential floor area dwelling units permitted per Chapter 9-8.
DT-1 1 acre or 50,000 square feet of floor Standard-infootnote(bjappties
DT-2 area
DT-3
DT-4
DT-5
BC-2 2 acres or 30,000 square feet of floor
BT-1 area
BT-2
RH-1
RH-2
RM-1
RM-2
RM-3
RMX-1
RMX-2
BC-1 3 acres or 50,000 square feet of floor
BMS area
BR-1
BR-2
IMS
MU-2
MU-4
MH Not required
P 5 acres or 100,000 square feet of floor
area
F All projects 1 acre
BCS 3 acres or 50,000 square feet of floor
area

¥ Moving language in footnote into actual table for clarity.
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G 5 acres or 100,000 square feet of floor

IM area

1S-1 2 acres
IS-2

A Not required

RE Not required Not eligible
RR-1

RR-2

Footnotes to Table 2-2, Site Review Threshold Table:
(a) See Section 9-2-14(b)(3), B.R.C. 1981, for development projects that are exempt from the Concept Plan
and Site Review Required threshold.

(c)

Modifications to Development Standards: The following development standards of B.R.C. 1981 may be
modified under the site review process set forth in this section:

(22) The height standards in Paragraph 9-10-3(b)(2), "Maximum Height," to the extent permitted for
existing buildings or structures exceeding the height limitation of that paragraph and the number
of permanently affordable units requirement in Paragraph 9-10-3(c)(43)(B), "No Reduction in
Affordable Units," pursuant to the standards of that paragraph.*

Criteria: No site review application shall be approved unless the approving agency finds that the project
is consistent with the following criteria:

(4) Additional Criteria for Buildings Requiring Height Modification or Exceeding the Maximum Floor
Area Ratio: Any building exceeding the by-right or conditional zoning district height as permitted by
Section 9-2-14(b)(1)(E), B.R.C. 1981, and any building exceeding the by-right floor area limits as
permitted by Section 9-2-14(h)(6)(B), B.R.C. 1981, shall meet the following requirements:

(B) Building and Site Design Requirements for Height Modifications:
(i) Buildings requiring a height modification shall meet the following requirements:

a. Height Modification Other than Height Bonus: For buildings no taller than
three stories and subject to a height modification pursuant to
Subparagraph 9-2-14(b)(1)(E)(i) through (vii) and (ix), the building's height,
mass, and scale is compatible with the character of the surrounding area.®

4 Correcting citation.

5 Updated to include new height modification option (x).
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9-2-15: Use Review.

(f)  Additional Criteria for Expansion of a Nonconforming Use: No application for an expansion of a
nonconforming use shall be granted unless all of the following criteria are met in addition to the criteria
set forth above:

(4) Cannot Reasonably Be Made Conforming: The existing building or lot cannot reasonably be
utilized or made to conform to the requirements of Chapter 9-6, "Use Standards," 9-7, "Form and
Bulk Standards," 9-8, "Intensity Standards," or 9-9, "Development Standards," B.R.C. 1981. This
paragraph (4) shall not apply to reconstruction or restoration permitted pursuant to Paragraph 9-
10-3(c)(34),° B.R.C. 1981, with respect to density and other pre-existing nonconformities of the
use or nonstandard features of the building.

(i) Minor Use Review Process: A use review for a nonresidential use that is proposed to occupy an existing
nonresidential space without any site changes may be reviewed pursuant to a minor use review
process. For the purposes of this subsection, site changes do not include changes to landscape
plantings, pedestrian pathways, fencing, installation of bicycle parking, ordinary site maintenance or
repair, signs, or site lighting.”

9-2-19: Rezoning.

(f)  Additional Criteria for the MU-4, RH-3, RH-6 and RH-7 zoning districts. In the MU-4, RH-3, RH-6 and RH-
7 zoning districts, for an application not incidental to a general revision of the zoning map, the city
council shall also find that the rezoning meets the following criteria, in addition to Subsection (e) above:

9-6-1: Schedule of Uses.

TABLE 6-1: USE TABLE

8 Fixing incorrect citation.

”The new minor use review process, implemented in July 2024, has been very successful at reducing
application processing times. Staff recommends including fencing in this list, as there have since been
several use review applications with fencing involved that have similar limited impacts to these other listed
site changes. This would allow more use review applications to be processed as minor use reviews and
further streamline application processing times.

8 This language is duplicative in the code and can be removed. It is also in 9-9-22.
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A=Allowed | C=ConditionalUse | U=Use Review | []=Specific Use Standards Apply | - = Prohibited

8 (a2 qw | n o o o
g7 E % _  EEE 5| (8] |&
TEl ST (X (X SY| 9| I S PR )
zoningDistrict T4 2 2 X EE|2 2 F 2|22 2 & &8/ |58
Use Module| R2 | R3 R6 B1 B2 | B3| B4 |B5 | D1 D2 D3

COMMERCIAL USES

Office Uses®

Administrative office

Medical office -JuUujujuUu|- Uy - - | [A] | [A] | [A] | [A] | fAT | fAT | [A] | AT | [AT | [AT | A
Office -uUujuUujuUju|u| Al - - | [A] | [A] | [A] | [A] | fAT | fAT | [A] | AT | [AT | [AT | A
Research and development -l - - - - - [IA] - | - |[A]|[A]| [A] | [A] | fAT | fAT | [A] | A | A}

Vehicle-Related

Service of vehicles'® ‘- ‘- ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘- ‘ ‘- ‘- ‘ ‘- ‘ ‘[U] ‘- ’[U] ‘[U] ‘[A] ’[U] ‘- | | 9-6-5(aa)

9-6-3: Specific Use Standards - Residential Uses.

(n) Accessory Dwelling Unit:

(1) The following standards apply to an accessory dwelling unit:

(A) General Standards: An accessory dwelling unit shall meet the following standards:

(vi) Utilities: Accessory dwelling units shall share utility hookups and meters with the
principal dwelling unit, except for detached accessory dwelling units where a separate
utility hookup may be approved pursuant to the City of Boulder Design and
Construction Standards due to topography or other physical circumstances that make
utility connections to the principal structure impractical.!

[renumber following subparagraphs accordingly]

(0) Home Occupation:

(1)  Ahome occupation is allowed by right if the accessory use meets the following standards:

® Combined floor area standards for office uses category have been removed from 9-6-5(i), so the “[ ]”
reference has been removed. 9-6-5(i) still remains in the right-hand column as there are still standards
relevant to the MU-4 district for this use.

19 Adding brackets to several of the use modules to reflect the relocation of a standard from the definition into
a general use standard that applies in all districts.

" Throughout Boulder’s 40+ year history of allowing ADUs, they have been required to share utilities. This is
beneficial as it does not require separate tap fees that other cities require and ensures that ADUs remain
accessory uses. A standard stating this was removed in the ADU update in 2018, causing some confusion as
the Design and Construction Standards still require the sharing of utilities. This change provides clarity by
includingitin the Land Use Code as well.
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(D) Prohibitions: No person shall engage in a home occupation except in conformance with all
of the requirements of Paragraph (ro)(1)(A) of this section, except as provided in Paragraph
(om)(1)(B) of this section."?

9-6-4: Specific Use Standards - Public and Institutional Uses.

(f)  Wireless Communications Facility:"®

(5) Review Processes: Wireless communications facilities subject to this section shall be reviewed as
follows:

(B) Eligible facilities and small cell requests: Eligible facilities requests, including small cell
facilities and equipment changes with no substantial change, new small cell facilities, and
collocation for non-eligible facility request small cell facilities shall be reviewed pursuant to
the following procedures and standards:

(iv) Compliance with Other Laws: Consistent with C.R.S. § 29-27-405(2), all work on

ereless communlcatlons facilities,= |nclud|n2 eligible facilities requests,=

applrcaﬁeﬂ—must be completed in accordance with all generally appllcable laws,
regulations or other rules reasonably related to public health and safety, including but
not limited to, building and safety codes. Additionally, the city specifically finds that:-

a. All work on wireless communications facilities that occurs within or
otherwise impacts any city right-of-way by its very nature impacts public
safety, including without limitation the need to ensure the structural
stability of facilities and associated infrastructure, the need to ensure
adequate sightlines for both pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and the need
to control and re-route traffic. The city requires that prior to any such work
is performed, all generally applicable permits related to that work must be
obtained; and

b. If the city manager determines that any work to be conducted on a wireless
communications facility located on private property impacts public safety,
including without limitation the need to ensure the structural stability of
facilities and associated infrastructure, the city manager may require
generally applicable permits in accordance with this subsection.

(v) Remedies: The applicants and the city may bring a claim related to § 6409 of the
Spectrum Act (codified at 47 U.S.C. 1455) to any court of competent jurisdiction.

(C) Timeframes for Review: Table 6-6 summarizes the review timeframes from the date of
submittal for wireless communications facilities. Any of the timeframes identified in Table 6-
6 may be extended by mutual agreement of the applicant and the city.

2 Fixing incorrect citations.
3 This additional language ensures that Boulder’s code is consistent with state law passed in 2025.
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TABLE 6-6: TIMEFRAME FOR REVIEW

Type of Wireless Communications Facility Timeframe for review
from date of submittal
New, non small cell, wireless communications facilities. 150 Days

Small cell facilities installed on an existing tower of base station€ottocationr | 60 days

Small cell facilities installed on a new tower or base stationNew-stand- 90 days
I aeitities.
Eligible facility requests. 60 days

Collocation or modification of an existing wireless communications facility 960 days

thatis not an eligible facility request Cottocation-of non-etigibte-facitity
" acilities.

(i) The sixty-dayreview timeframes above fornon-etigibte-facitity requestecottocationsfor

applications other than those for eligible facilities requests may be tolled if it is
determined by the city manager, based on available resources, that it cannot
reasonably and adequately review the cottocation-application er-siting-apptication-due
to another pending application for affordable housing, renewable energy, project of a
government entity, or any other project for which law establishes a timeline to review
permits. The city shall advise the applicant in writing of the duration of the tolling and
the reason for its determination.

(i) The timeframes for review under this section shall apply only to applications for
wireless communications facilities under this subsection, and any other application
specific to a specific wireless site, and shall not apply to any building, right-of-way, or
any other non-wireless site-specific permit issued by the city pursuant to the
provisions of the Boulder Revised Code. Unless otherwise agreed to by applicant and
the city manager, if a decision on the application is not issued according to the
timeframe provided above, the application shall be deemed approved, and the permit
shall be issued. If the approvalis for a concealed wireless communications facility, the
written decision shall specifically identify that the wireless communications facility is
a concealed facility.

9-6-5: Specific Use Standards - Commercial Uses.

(d) Mobile Food Vehicle:

(1) General Standards: The following applies to any mobile food vehicle use:

(A) Location: Mobile food vehicles may operate in any of the following locations: Standards:

4 The mobile food vehicle standards were adopted in 2011 and are a common source of confusion for staff
and applicants alike. These changes reorganize the standards but do not substantively alter them. A future
work effort is planned to tackle substantive changes.
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(i) Private Property: On a lot or parcel in the Mixed Use, Business, Downtown, or Industrial
zoning districts.

(ii)  Right-of-Way: Mobile food vehicles within the public right-of-way shall only operate in
the RR-1, RR-2, RE, RL-1, 1S-1, 1S-2, IG, IM, IMS, and P zoning districts.

(iii) _ City Park: In any zoning district in parking lots or other areas within a city park
designated by the city manager or in public right-of-way abutting a city park designated
by the city manager.

(iv) Organized Event: In any zoning district on public property or in the public right-of-way
as part of an organized event or street closure permit that is granted pursuant to the
authority in Section 4-18-2, “Public Property Use Permit,” B.R.C. 1981, or other
relevant code section.

(v)  Public Zoning District: In the P zoning district at the Boulder Municipal Airport in such
areas and manner within Lot 2, Airport South Subdivision, as approved by the city
manager pursuant to Section 11-4-4, “Special Airport Activity Permits,” B.R.C. 1981.

(Bit) Distancing Requirements: The tise-mobile food vehicle shall be located at least:

(i)a-One-hundred-fifty 150 feet from any reS|dent|al zonlng dlstrlcts unless the use is allowed
by (A)(iv) or (A)(v) aboveexces s

b(ii)-Onehundred-fifty 150 feet from any existing restaurant. The city manager may waive this
requirement in the BC-1 zoning district if the applicant, at the time of permit issuance,
and each renewal of a permit, submits to the city manager signed statements
supporting the issuance of the permit from every restaurant within 150 feet of the

proposed food truck location;exceptasprovidedin-Stubsection{eh{H{AHvii betow;

e=(iii)If within the public right-of-way, at least wFwo hundred feet from any other mobile food

vehlcle wnﬂﬁ—regafdfcm the publlc rlght -of- waysaJces_ﬁo-ﬁ‘refe-t-haﬁ—fetn“mo’cﬂe-feed

(iv)e: Distances shall be measured by the city on official maps as the radius from the closest
points on the perimeter of the applicant's mobile food vehicle to the closest point of
the designated residential zone or property of the restaurant. For purposes of this
subsection, the term restaurant shall include "eating places" and "retail bakeries" as
defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Manual;the-edition-of-which-shattbe
determinedby thecity manager. With regard to measurement between two or more
mobile food vehicles in the public right-of-way, measurement shall be in the form of
standard measuring devices, including and not limited to, a tape measure.

(Giit) Limit Per Property: Within the MU, BT, BMX, BC, BCS, BR, and DT zoning dlstrlcts no property
shallhave more than four moblle food vehlcles N i

(Div) Organized Event: Mobile food vehicles that are allowed pursuant to an organized event or street
closure permit under Subparagraph (d)(1)(A)(i)d, “Organized Event,” B.R.C. 1981, are not subject
to the setback and number limitations of Subparagraphs (d)(1)(A)(ii) and (iii), above, but are
subject to any conditions imposed in connection with the event. Nopersonshattoperatea
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(2) Mobile Food Vehicle License

(vA)

No person shall operate a mobile food vehicle-satestuse without a permitlicense orin
violation of the conditions of a permitlicense. The permitlicense will be valid for twelve
consecutive months or such time up-totwo-years;or-as the city manager may by rule
designate. SuchrappticationThe license applicant shall meet the following requirements
in the application and, as applicable, during the license term:

a(i)- Provide proof of, and maintain, a valid driver's license, motor vehicle registration,
and current motor vehicle insurance;

b=(ii) Orinthe case of a bicycle mobile food vehicle; provide proof of, and maintain, a
valid driver's license or state issued picture identification card and evidence of
insurance coverage required by Section 4-1-8, "Insurance Required," B.R.C. 1981;

€-(iii) Provide proof of, and maintain, a Colorado retail food license for a mobile unit;
(iv)e: Provide proof of, and maintain, a valid sales use tax license;

(v)e- Provide payment of the fee prescribed by Section 4-20-66, "Mobile Food Vehicle
Sales," B.R.C. 1981.

(B) Licensing Requirement: The general licensing provisions of Chapter 4-1, “Licenses and

Permits,” B.R.C. 1981, apply to mobile food vehicle licenses.

(vi) As acondition of accepting the permitlicense, the applicant shall sign an
agreement, in a form acceptable to the city manager, in which the applicant
agrees to meet all requirements under this section and Chapter 4-1, "General
Licensing Provisions," B.R.C. 1981, and assume responsibility for the actions and
omissions of its agents and employees in the performance of or failure to
perform its obligation under the permit.

(i) The city manager may;fromtime-to-time; prohibit the issuance of additional
licenses in specified areas of the city in the interest of avoiding traffic
congestion or preserving the public health, safety, and welfare.
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(C) Operating Requirements: No person who operates any mobile food vehicle onpubtic
property-orprivateproperty-shall:

(i) Obstruct the pedestrian or bicycle access or the visibility of motorists, nor
obstruct parking lot circulation or block access to a public street, alley, path, or
sidewalk;

(ii) Locate any vehicle, structure, or device upon a public sidewalk within the
extended boundaries of a crosswalk, or within ten feet of the extension of any
building entranceway, doorway, or driveway;

(iii)  Fail to maintain, and provide proof when requested, of written consent from the
private property owner authorizing the property to be used for the proposed use
with regard to mobile food vehicle sales on private property;

(iv) Failto park legally or fail to park in a manner consistent with city manager
approval of parking within any city owned parking lot;

(v) Operate before 7 a.m. or after 9 p.m. and for more than a maximum of four hours
at any one approved location;

(vi) Setup any structures, canopies, tables, or chairs;
(vii) Sell anything other than food and nonalcoholic beverages;
(viii) Provide amplified music;

(ix) Place signs/banners in or alongside the public right-of-way or across roadways.
Signs must be permanently affixed to or painted on the mobile food vehicle;

(x)  Failto have the vehicle attended at all times;

(xi) Fail to permanently display to the public in the food handling area of the mobile
food vehicle the permit authorizing such use;

(xii) Fail to provide at least three separate and clearly marked receptacles for trash,
recycling, and compost and properly separate and dispose of all trash, refuse,
compost, recycling, and garbage that is generated by the use;

(xiii) Cause any liquid wastes used in the operation to be discharged from the mobile
food vehicle;

(xiv) Sellin transit. "In transit" as used in this subsection shall mean traveling from
one destination to another either by roadway, sidewalk, or path and in the case
of a human powered mobile food vehicle shall also include any stops along the
way;

(xv) Failto abide by all other ordinances of the city.

(D) The general licensing provisions of Chapter 4-1, "Licenses and Permits," B.R.C. 1981,
shall apply.

OFFICE USES
(i) Office Uses:

(1) This subsection (i) sets forth standards for uses in the office uses category that are subject to
specific use standards pursuant to Table 6-1, Use Table.

(2) Office Uses in the MU-4 Zoning District:

Item 5A - Omnibus Code Amendment Page 17 of 26



Attachment A - Ordinance 8745

(A) Review Process: In the MU-4 zoning district, the following review process applies to office
uses:

(i)  Allowed Use: Office uses are allowed by right if the individual office use does not
exceed 20,000 square feet in floor area of the building.

(i)  Use Review: Office uses that may not be approved by right may be approved pursuant
to a use review if the approving authority finds that the use:

a. Meets the use review criteria in Paragraphs 9-2-15(e)(2), (3), and (4), "Use
Review," B.R.C. 1981; and

b.  The proposed use will contribute to a diversity of uses in the area and to
making the area a lively and engaging place.

'S There are a few use standards in 9-6 that determine review process type by combined floor area. After
administering these standards for nearly 7 years, staff recommends removal in these districts. These
standards have proven immensely time consuming and confusing for both applicant and staff, and place a
significant burden on applicants, tenants, and commercial property owners. No conditional uses or use
reviews have ever been required as a result of these regulations, so this change is unlikely to have much
impact, other than greatly improving efficiency for small businesses to obtain business license approval.
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(1) __General Standard: Any outdoor storage may not exceed five consecutive days. "’

(#2) Inthe MU-4 and; BMS;-and+M Zoning Districts:'®

(A)

(23) Inthe BCS Zoning District:

(A)

In the MU-4; and BMS;andHM zoning districts, outdoor storage is prohibited between the
hours of 9 p.m. and 7 a.m. of the following day.

In the BCS zoning district, service of vehicles is allowed by right if the use does not include
outdoor storage. Service of vehicles that is not allowed by right may be approved only
pursuant to a use review.

9-7-1: Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards.

TABLE 7-1: FORM AND BULK STANDARDS

Zoning A RR- RH- RL-1 BT-2 BT-1 RL-2 RH- MU-1 RM-3 RMX-2 RH- BCS MU-3 BMS DT-1 DT-4 MU-2 MH
District RR- 2 2 RM-2 BC RM-1 4 RH-1 3 MU-4 DT-2 IMS
1 RE RH- RMX-1 BR RH-6 RH- DT-3
5 1S-1 7 DT-5
P 1S-2
IG
IM
S

Form module

g

h

i

k

PRINCIPAL AND ACCESSORY BUILDING HEIGHT™

Maximum
wall height for
detached
dwelling units
atzero lot line
setback (9-7-
2(be)(3))"™

12'

12'

n/a

Footnotes to Table 7-1, Form and Bulk Standards:?

In addition to the foregoing, the following miscellaneous form and bulk requirements apply to all development in the city:

¢ Same change as other related to combined floor area.

7 This incorporates language from the definition.

'8 IM has been removed from this as outdoor storage is already explicitly permitted per the use table.

9 Cleanup —incorrect citation.

20 Cleaning up incorrect citations.
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On corner lots, side yard must meet principal building front yard setback where adjacent lot fronts upon the street, unless the
subject yard was platted as a side yard at a time when the adjacent lot did not front upon the street.

For zero lot line development, including side yard setbacks from interior lot lines for townhouses, see Subsection 9-7-2(bc),
B.R.C. 1981.

The permitted height limit may be modified only in certain areas and only under the standards and procedures provided in
Sections 9-2-14, "Site Review," and 9-7-6, "Building Height, Conditional," B.R.C. 1981.

For buildings over 25 feet in height, see Subsection 9-9-11(c), B.R.C. 1981.
For other setback standards regarding garages, open parking areas, and flagpoles, see Paragraph 9-7-2(de), B.R.C. 1981.
Where a rear yard backs on a street, see Paragraph 9-7-2(de), B.R.C. 1981.

This maximum height limit applies to poles that are light poles at government-owned recreation facilities but not to other poles.
Other poles have a maximum height of 55 feet in all zones. For additional criteria regarding poles, see Section 9-2-14, "Site
Review," B.R.C. 1981.

For front yard setback reductions, see Subsection 9-7-2(ba), B.R.C. 1981.

For side yard setback requirements based on building height, see Seetien-Subparagraph 9-7-2(cb)(8), "Setback Relative to
Building Height," B.R.C. 1981.

The maximum percentage of the third story floor area that can be in any story above the third story standard may not be modified
as part of a site review.

For properties located in the DT-5 and P zoning districts and shown in Appendix |, the minimum setback shall be as required by
Section 9-7-1, "Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," B.R.C. 1981, Table 7-1, Form and Bulk Standards or sixty-five feet
measured from the centerline of Canyon Boulevard right-of-way.

For buildings on nonstandard lots within the RMX-1, RL-1, RE, RR-1, and RR-2 zoning districts, refer to Table 10-1, Maximum
Height Formulas, within Section 9-10-3, "Changes to Nonstandard Buildings, Structures and Lots and Nonconforming Uses."

For setback requirements on corner lots in the DT-5 zoning district, refer to Subsection 9-7-6(c), B.R.C 1981.

For principal and accessory buildings or structures located on a lot or parcel designated in Appendix L, "Form-Based Code
Areas," and subject to the standards of Appendix M, "Form-Based Code," refer to Appendix M, "Form-Based Code," for design
standards applicable to such lot or parcel. With the exception of Charter Section 84, "Height limit," and Sections 9-7-3, "Setback
Encroachments," and 9-7-5, "Building Heights," 9-7-7, "Building Height, Appurtenances," B.R.C. 1981, the form and bulk
standards of this chapter are superseded by the requirements of Appendix M, "Form-Based Code." Building heights in areas
designated in Appendix L are not subject to the height limits of Table 9-7, Form and Bulk Standards.

9-7-2: Setback Standards.

(c)

Side Yard Setback Standards:

(21) Maintenance Easements Required in Residential Zoning Districts: In residential zoning districts
that allow a zero side yard or rear yard setback, the applicant shall be required to secure a
recorded maintenance easement from the adjoining property owner if the zero setback side is not
attached to another structure. The easement shall be effective for the life of the building. The
easement shall not be less than three feet in width measured parallel to that portion of the
building at zero setback.

2" This complex standard has been in the code since 2000. Based on building code at that time and

maintenance concerns — building code now allows 0 ft setbacks with proper fire rating, so it is recommended

for removal.
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(32) Wall Height for Residential Zero Lot Line: The maximum wall height for detached dwelling units at
the zero setback property line shall be twelve feet. Townhouses, consistent with Subparagraph
(7), below, are not subject to this restriction.

(43) Calculating Residential Zero Lot Line Side Yard Setbacks: For detached dwelling units, the side
yard setback opposite the zero setback property line shall be the sum of both side yards for the
district.

(54) Combined Side Yard Setbacks: When combined side yard setbacks are required by Section 9-7-1,
"Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards," B.R.C. 1981, the resulting structure, including the
existing structure and any addition, must meet the combined side yard setback requirements.
(See Figure 7-2 of this section for compliant and noncompliant examples.)

[renumber following subparagraphs accordingly]

9-12-12: Standards for Lots and Public Improvements.

(a) Conditions Required: Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, subdivision plats shall
comply with Section 9-9-17, "Solar Access," B.R.C. 1981, and meet the following conditions:

(3) Standards for Waterand-WastewatertmprovementsUtilities: Waterand-wastewaterUltilities are

provided in conformity with the-constructionand-designstandardsin-the City of Boulder Design
and Construction Standards; and meet the following-conditions:??

(A) Water and sanitary sewer mains are provided as necessary to serve the subdivision.

(B) Easements are provided for city utilities as prescribed by the City of Boulder Design and
Construction Standards.

(C) Easements for utilities other than city utilities are provided as required by the applicable
private utility.

(D) Newly installed telephone, electric, and cable television lines and other similar utility
service are placed underground.

(E)  Existing utilities are also placed underground unless the subdivider demonstrates to the
manager that the cost substantially outweighs the visuatbenefit from doing so.?* But
transformers, switching boxes, terminal boxes, meter cabinets, pedestals, ducts, electric
transmission and distribution feeder lines, communication long distance trunk and feeder
lines, and other facilities necessarily appurtenant to such facilities and to underground
utilities may be placed above ground within dedicated easements or public rights-of-way.

9-9-5: Site Access Control.

(c) Standards and Criteria for Site Accesses and Curb Cuts: Any access or curb cut to public rights of way
shall be designed in accordance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards and the
following standards and criteria:

(8) Residential Driveways: Any newly established driveway or access for a property with a residential
use must lead to an off-street parking space meeting the requirements of this title and the City of

22 Clarifies that this section includes other types of utilities and slight reorganization for clarity.
2% In light of Boulder’s wildfire risk, the benefits of placing utilities underground are more than just visual.
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Boulder Design and Construction Standards. In the RR, RE, RL, A, or P zoning districts, if a parking
area is legally converted to other uses, any driveway located within the landscaped setback may
remain.?*

9-9-6: Parking Standards.

(c) General Parking Standards:

(1) ADBA-Accessibility Requirements: Where off-street parking spaces are provided, accessible
parking spaces shall be provided, meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act, as amended, and of Title 10, “Structures,” B.R.C. 1981.%°

(d) Motor Vehicle Parking Design Standards:?®

(1) Location of Open or Enclosed Parking: Open or enclosed parking areas are subject to the
following requirements:

(A) No parking areas shall be located in any required landscaped setback abutting a street.
However, in the RR, RE, RL, A, or P zoning districts, ifa-driveway-servesas-accesstoatteast

ottsideof thetandseaped-setback,up to two vehicles may be parked in the-a driveway
within the landscaped setback. The requirements of this subsection may be varied to allow
off-street parking to be located within the front yard setback pursuant to the standards and
procedures in Section 9-2-3, B.R.C. 1981.

(B) No parking areas shall be located closer than ten feet from a side yard adjacent to a public
street in the BMS and MU-2 zoning districts.

TABLE 9-3: SMALL CAR STALLS

Total Spaces RequiredProvided?” | Allowable Small Car Stalls
5—49 40 percent
50—100 50 percent
101 or greater 60 percent

24 This addresses an unintended consequence of this language that had been added in Ordinance 8696 which
eliminated minimum parking requirements. It allows existing driveways in certain districts to remain even if
they no longer lead to a parking space within a garage, for example.

25 This reference has been added because the building permit review process also determines compliance
with accessibility requirements in the building code.

26 This change, to align with the proposed change in 9-9-5, allows for two vehicles to park in driveways in
landscaped setbacks. This would allow for parking, ease of EV charging, and similar uses, even if a former
garage, for example, is converted to living space. This exception for two parked cars has been in the code for
decades, but used to only apply when a property met its full parking requirement, but minimum parking
requirements were eliminated in 2025.

2’ Correction based on Ordinance 8650 which eliminated minimum parking requirements.
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9-9-12: Landscaping and Screening Standards.

(b) Scope: This section and Section 9-9-14, “Parking Lot Landscaping Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, apply to
all nonresidential and residential developments unless expressly stated otherwise.

(1) The standards in this Section, Chapter 8.5, “Wildland Code,” of Title 10, “Structures,”
Sections 9-9-13, “Streetscape Design Standards,” 9-9-14, “Parking Lot Landscaping
Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, the Boulder Approved Tree and Plant List, and the City of Boulder
Landscape Manual, shall be met prior to a final inspection for any building permit for one of
the following:

(A) New development: Development on a vacant lot or parcel, a new principal structure
on a lot or parcel, or the addition of a dwelling unit on a lot or parcel;

(B) Redevelopment: Any project that:

(i) involves floor area expansion for any use on a lot or parcel where the
additions are valued at twenty-five percent or more of the value of the
existing structure or structures on the lot or parcel and if a residential lot or
parcel has more than three dwelling units;

(ii) involves floor area expansion for a residential lot with fewer than three
dwelling units where the additions are valued at seventy-five percent or
more of the value of the existing structure or structures on a lot or parcel; or

(iii) involves no floor area expansion and site improvements exceed one
hundred percent of the value of the existing structure or structures on the
lot or parcel.

buitdings-and-stractures—Site Improvements: Site improvements on a lot or parcel
with any nonresidential use or with more than three dwelling units that results in at
least one of the following:

(i) land disturbance of more than fifty percent of the existing aggregate
landscape area; or

(ii) land disturbance of more than 5,000 square feet of landscape area.

For the purposes of this subsection a land disturbance includes site grading, new
landscaping, surfacing, and resurfacing but excludes footings and foundations for
buildings and structures.?®

(D) For purposes of this paragraph (1), the applicant shall demonstrate the value of the
existing structure by submitting, at the discretion of the applicant, either the actual

28 Correcting error in recent waterwise landscaping ordinance 8721. This amendment is to include
nonresidential uses to comply with state law.
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value assessed by the Boulder County Assessor’s Office or the fair market value
determined by a real estate appraiser licensed in Colorado.

9-15-3: Administrative Procedures and Remedies.

(a) Ifthe city manager finds that a violation of any provision of this title or any approval granted under this
title exists, the manager, after notice and an opportunity for hearing under the procedures prescribed
by chapter 1-3, "Quasi-Judicial Hearings," B.R.C. 1981, may take any one or more of the following
actions to remedy the violation:

(1) Impose a civil penalty according to the following schedule:
(A) For the first violation of the provision or approval, $150466.00;
(B) Forthe second violation of the same provision or approval, $300.00; and
(C) For the third violation of the same provision or approval, $1,000.00;

(2) Foraviolation concerning the use of a residential building under a rental license, revoke such
license;

(3) Require the filing of a declaration of use as provided in section 9-15-6, "Declaration of Use,"
B.R.C. 1981; or

(4) Issue an order reasonably calculated to ensure compliance with the provisions of this title or any
approval granted under this title.

(5) Assess a $250 fee if the city manager performed an investigative inspection to ascertain
compliance with or violations of this title that is directly related to the finding of the violation.?®

9-16-1: Definitions.

Accessory building or structure means a detached building or structure located upon the same lot as the
principal building or structure to which it is related and that:

(1) Issubordinate to and customarily found with the principal building, structure, or use of the land;

(2) Forresidential uses, the building coverage is no greater than the building coverage for the existing
or proposed principal building;

(3) Isoperated and maintained for the benefit or convenience of the occupants, employees, and
customers of or visitors to the premises with the principal use; and

(4) Unless approved as an accessory dwelling unit pursuant to Subsection 9-6-3(n), the accessory
building or structure:

(A) Is used only by the occupant of the principal building or structure;

(B6) For residential uses, the building or structure does not have any bathtub or shower fixtures
and no more than one of any of the following combinations of plumbing fixtures:

2° Updating penalties and investigative inspection costs to align these code sections with other code sections
with similar enforcement costs, nuisance type and nuisance level.

30 Especially since the COVID pandemic, accessory structures are used for many different “living” purposes
that are not necessarily a bedroom or living room — workout rooms, offices, etc. Removing this would make it
more clear that those types of uses are indeed accessory uses.
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1.tA)One sink, one clothes washer connection, and one hose bib; or

2.{B}One sink and one toilet.

Building coverage means the maximum horizontal area within the outer perimeter of the building walls,
dividers, or columns at ground level or above, whichever is the greater area, including, without limitation,
breezeways, courts, and exterior stairways, but excluding:

(1) Uncovered decks, stoops, patios, terraces, and stairways, all less than thirty inches high;

(2) The outer four feet of completely open, uncovered, cantilevered balconies that have a minimum
of eight feet vertical clearance below;

(3) Uptothree hundred square feet of a detached dwelling unit front porch that is adjacentto a
street;

(4) Uptoone hundred fifty square feet of additional porch area not located in the front yard for a
detached dwelling unit;

(5) One accessory building, no larger than eighty-120 square feet in size and no taller than ten feet in
height, associated with a detached dwelling unit; and®'

(6) Uptothirtyinches of a roof or a breezeway overhang.

Service of vehicles means the repair, servicing, maintenance, or installation of accessories for vehicles
including motorcycles, motorbikes, automobiles, trucks, snowmobiles, trailers, campers recreational
vehicles, sailboats, and powerboats. wh i

days.?

10-1-1. Definitions.

10-1-1. Definitions.

(a) The following terms used in this title have the following meanings unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise:

Accessory dwelling unit means an accessory dwellmg unlt permltted under Section 9- 6 3( ),
"Accessory Dwelling Unit," B.R.C. 1981.

ptincipatdwetting=>®

31 This aligns with the size of a structure that is required to obtain a building permit.

32 This standard is moved out of the definition and into the 9-6-5(aa) use standards instead, which is the more
appropriate location.

33 This language is now incorporated in 9-6-3(n) instead.
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10-5-2. Adoption of International Building Code With

Modifications.

10-5-2. Adoption of International Building Code With Modifications.

(r)  Section 114, "Violations," is repealed and reenacted to read:

114 Violations.

(b) Administrative Procedures and Remedies.

(1) Ifthe city manager finds that a violation of any provision of this code or any approval
granted under this code exists, the manager, after notice and an opportunity for
hearing under the procedures prescribed by Chapter 1-3, "Quasi-Judicial Hearings,"
B.R.C. 1981, may take any one or more of the following actions to remedy the violation:

(A) Impose a civil penalty according to the following schedule:

(i) For the first violation of the provision or approval, $166150;

(i)  For the second violation of the same provision or approval, $300; and;
(iii)  Forthe third violation of the same provision or approval, $1,000;

(B) Foraviolation concerning the use of a residential building under a rental
license, revoke such license;

(C) Require the filing of a declaration of use as provided in subsection (e) of this
section; or

(D) Issue an order reasonably calculated to ensure compliance with the
provisions of this code or any approval granted under this code.

E) Assess a $250 fee if the city manager performed an investigative inspection
to ascertain compliance with or violations of this title that is directly related
to the finding of the violation. 3

34 Updating penalties and investigative inspection costs to align these code sections with other code sections
with similar enforcement costs, nuisance type and nuisance level.
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City of Boulder
Planning Board Agenda Item

Meeting Date: March 24, 2026

Agenda Title

Consideration of a motion to rescind or amend the motion previously adopted by the
Planning Board on January 20, 2026, relating to a finding of whether the 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
for the Area llI-Planning Reserve and potential consideration of new or different action
on the matter.

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 the following motions:
e Motion to rescind the board’s January 20, 2026, motion that found 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.

AND
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e Motion to find that the identified community needs are of sufficient priority per the
factors described in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan to warrant further
consideration of a Service Area Expansion Plan.

OR

e Motion to maintain original January 20, 2026, vote 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.

Executive Summary

This memo provides Planning Board with information to help inform the board’s
reconsideration of Step 2 of the Service Area Expansion Process as requested by City
Council — the determination of whether there is sufficient community need to warrant
continued consideration of an Area lll-Planning Reserve Service Area Expansion Plan.

Planning Board Action Options

Option Outcome

Prior action is cancelled and Planning
Board will again consider a motion to
find whether the identified community
needs are of sufficient priority to warrant

Approve motion to rescind January 20, further consideration of a Service Area

2026, action. Expansion Plan. If a motion is passed
that finds sufficient community need,
staff will schedule follow-up meetings
regarding timing to consider initiation of
a Service Area Expansion Plan.

The January 20, 2026, action remains in

Take no action, either by not making a effect and the Area llI-Planning Reserve
motion to rescind or failing to pass a process pauses until the next mid-term
motion to rescind. or major update of the Boulder Valley

Comprehensive Plan.
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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

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

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

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

SER Framework Goal Area
See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

Citywide Strategic Plan

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

Staff Notes

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

Alignment with Additional City Plans

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo.

Planning Board & City Council History

See January 20, 2026, Planning Board memo for all details related to the history of this
project prior to 2026. Visit the links below to review Planning Board and City Council
history to date related to Step 2 of the Service Area Expansion process.

e January 20, 2026, Planning Board Public Hearing Item 5B: 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

o January 20, 2026 Meeting Minutes

e Feb 12,2026, City Council Public Hearing Item A: 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
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e March 5, 2026, City Council Consent Agenda ltem E: Consideration of a motion
to adopt Resolution 1374 establishing a framework to guide planning of a future
Service Area Expansion Plan for the Area llI-Planning Reserve; and setting forth
related details

Analysis

At the February 12, 2026, meeting, City Council determined, by a vote of 7-2, that 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 IlI-Planning
Reserve. Council also requested staff return to Planning Board to request
reconsideration of their determination, by a vote of 4-3, that there was not sufficient
need to warrant further consideration at this time. Council additionally directed staff to
prepare a Resolution to establish guidelines for a future process based on feedback
from the meeting and follow-up responses from Councilmembers sent via HOTLINE
over the following week.

Staff scheduled a reconsideration hearing with Planning Board on the April 7, 2026,
agenda to manage board and staff capacity during the review of the draft Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan. At Planning Board’s request, and in response to discussion of the
timing of reconsideration during the March 3, 2026 board meeting, staff rescheduled the
reconsideration hearing for March 24, 2026, to provide the opportunity for the same
board membership to reconsider their vote as a new board member will join in April.

Staff prepared a draft of Resolution 1374, and it was included on the consent agenda at
the March 5, 2026 meeting (see link above to read the staff memo and draft
Resolution). At the meeting, City Council referred draft Resolution 1374 back to staff for
revisions and requested that it be returned for consideration on April 2, 2026.

Council asked staff to clarify Council’s interest and purpose in exploring expansion into
the Area lll-Planning Reserve. They also requested to broaden the language that
describes housing types to ensure a future plan could include a wider variety of housing
options difficult to create within the existing Service Area.

Key ideas shared during the discussion included:

e The intent and purpose of potential expansion is to create more housing that is
desired and not easily delivered in the current Service Area and expressed
concern that this purpose was not clearly reflected in the resolution.

e Suggestion to modify the language regarding housing types to be less
prescriptive, allowing future annexations to address housing needs that cannot
be met quickly or at sufficient scale within the current Service Area. Examples of

Item 5B - Area III Planning Reserve Page 4 of 6
Community Needs Reconsideration


https://bouldercolorado.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?meetingTemplateId=864
https://bouldercolorado.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?meetingTemplateId=864
https://bouldercolorado.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?meetingTemplateId=864
https://bouldercolorado.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?meetingTemplateId=864

potential housing types mentioned included middle-income ownership, affordable
senior housing, and housing with supportive services, but members
recommended listing these only as examples rather than exclusive requirements.

¢ Include language to signal that certain housing types are more desirable in the
Area lll-Planning Reserve than others (e.g., concern about proliferation of multi-
story apartment rentals that are already being produced in current Service Area)

e Move language in resolution away from an overly prescriptive focus on middle-
income homeownership.

Arevised Resolution 1374 reflecting these concerns will be brought back to Council for
consideration at their next business meeting on April 2, 2026.

Additional information that may be useful to assist Planning Board with reconsideration
is a preliminary understanding of future steps for a Service Area Expansion process. If
sufficient community need is identified at the close of Step 2, then Step 3 of the process
is the preparation of a Service Area Expansion Plan. Staff anticipate there will be
several interim steps prior to, during preparation of, and as part of implementation of an
Expansion Plan where policymakers would have the opportunity to advise on current
and subsequent actions. The list below highlights these opportunities. It is a draft and
subject to future discussions with City Council and Planning Board around the timing,
scoping and creation of a future Expansion Plan and implementation procedures.

1. Priority setting and pre-planning — determine priority goals and concept feasibility
of desired outcomes of the Expansion Plan to inform future scoping

2. Initiation of Expansion Plan — city-only decision to formally begin the process

3. Scoping of Expansion Plan — determine if detailed planning will be performed for
the entire Planning Reserve, only a small portion or something in between

4. Preparation of Expansion Plan —includes preparation of procedures to manage
implementation like phasing, interim check-ins to confirm outcomes, etc.

5. Adoption of Expansion Plan — city and county decision to approve the plan and
determine where Area Il will be applied (i.e., areas eligible to be annexed)

6. Implementation — manage annexations and phasing according to procedures
developed under the Expansion Plan

Equity Analysis
See January 20, 2026 Planning Board memo.

Fiscal Note
See January 20, 2026 Planning Board memo.
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Climate, Resilience, and Sustainability Considerations
See January 20, 2026 Planning Board memo.

Community Engagement

See January 20, 2026 Planning Board memo.

Workplan Considerations

See January 20, 2026 Planning Board memo.

Next Steps for Planning Board

If Planning Board rescinds its prior action and determines 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 interest
in and timing of initiating 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 Planning Board maintains their original action and does not find that there is sufficient
community need to move forward, the Service Area Expansion process will pause and
can be restarted during the next mid-term or major Comprehensive Plan update.

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

None
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City of Boulder
City Council Agenda Iltem

Meeting Date: April 2, 2026

Agenda Title

Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order published by title only,
Ordinance 8747 vacating and authorizing the City Manager to execute a deed of
vacation for a portion of a pedestrian and bicycle path easement generally located at
2717 Glenwood Dr. (LUR2025-00080).

Staff Contact

e Julie DeFoe, City Planner/Revocable Lease Administrator
e Brad Mueller, Planning & Development Services (P&DS) Director

Draft Motion Language

Motion to introduce on first reading and order published by title only Ordinance 8747
vacating and authorizing the City Manager to execute a Deed of Vacation for a portion of a
pedestrian and bicycle path easement generally located at 2717 Glenwood Dr.

Executive Summary

The purpose of this item is for City Council to consider the vacation of 4,064 square feet
of pedestrian and bicycle easement (public access easement) located at 2717
Glenwood Dr. The public purpose for which the pedestrian and bicycle easement was
originally dedicated has been met, and there is no remaining need for this portion of
easement. The proposed vacation will allow for additional development of the property
consistent with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and the City’s land use
regulations.
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A public access easement can only be vacated by ordinance with City Council approval.
Refer to Attachment A for the draft ordinance and Attachment B for the draft deed of
vacation.

Council Action Options

Option Outcome

Approve the application If the vacation is approved by City Council motion, the
pedestrian and bicycle easement will be vacated, and
the property will be transferred per the executed Deed
of Vacation.

Approve the application with  Council would need to draft any modifications to the
additional conditions draft motion language and approval, based on the
criteria for review.

Deny the application If the vacation is denied by City Council motion, the
portion of pedestrian and bicycle easement will remain
in ownership of the city, and the proposed
development project may require changes to site
design.

Background
Property Description & Site Context

The portion of pedestrian and bicycle easement to be vacated is located at 2717
Glenwood Dr. Refer to Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map
The portion of pedestrian and bicycle easement in Figure 2, dedicated in 2001, remains
unused after the development of the Elmer’s Two Mile Path. The proposed vacation will
allow for the location of stormwater quality, drainage and site amenity improvements on
the unused land. The vacation of a portion of the easement will facilitate the partial
redevelopment of the site and provide an additional 22 units to Boulder’s housing stock.
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Figure 2: Subject area of Pedestrian and Bicycle Easement Vacation

Application Description

Application LUR2025-00080 is a request for the vacation of 4,064 square feet of

pedestrian and bicycle easement (public access easement) located at 2717 Glenwood
Dr.

Application History

Notification will be sent to the Planning Board on March 24, 2026, in conformance with
Section 79 of the Boulder City Charter.

Public Comment

All notice requirements of Section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981,
have been met. Public notice of this proposed vacation was sent to property owners
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within 600 feet of the project on October 29, 2025. Staff did not receive any written or
verbal comments opposed to the vacation.

Criteria for Review

Applicable Boulder Revised Code Sections

Section 8-6-9, “Vacation of Public Rights-of-Way and Public Access Easement,” B.R.C.
1981.

Section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981.

Analysis

This easement was conveyed to the City of Boulder by the grant recorded in the records
of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Reception No. 2166559 on June 27, 2001.
As such, the subject public access easement must be vacated by an ordinance
approved by City Council. In order for the subject public access easement to be
vacated, council must conclude that the criteria under Subsection 8-6-9(c), B.R.C. 1981,
are met. Staff has reviewed this vacation request and concluded that the criteria have
been met as follows:

(1) The applicant must demonstrate that the public purpose for which an
easement or right-of-way was originally acquired or dedicated is no longer
valid or necessary for public use:

The 4,064 square foot portion of public access easement currently has no city
improvements, and the construction of ElImer’s Two Mile Path meets the original intent
of the easement. Therefore, this portion of the easement is no longer necessary for
public use.

(2) All agencies and departments having a conceivable interest in the
easement or right-of-way must indicate that no need exists, either at
present or conceivable in the future, to retain the property as an easement
or right-of-way, either for its original purpose or for some other public
purpose unless the vacation ordinance retains the needed utility or right-
of-way easement:
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The proposed 4,064 square foot public access easement vacation at 2717 Glenwood
Dr. has been evaluated by the Planning, Fire and Transportation departments, and it
has been collectively concluded that the public entities would have no conceivable
future interest in this portion of easement. CenturyLink/Lumen, Comcast and Xcel have
also approved the vacation request.

(3) The applicant must demonstrate, consistent with Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan and the City’s land use regulations, either:

(A) That failure to vacate an existing right-of-way or easement on the
property would cause a substantial hardship to the use of the property
consistent with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and the City’s land
use regulations; or

Failure to vacate the portion of unused easement would restrict reasonable
development of the property consistent with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
and the City’s land use regulations. The vacation would allow for the location of
stormwater quality, drainage and site amenities in this area of unused land.

(B) That vacation of the easement or right-of-way would actually provide a
greater public benefit than retaining the property in its present status.

Not Applicable
Fiscal Note

Review of this project is part of the P&DS team’s standard workplan, and its impacts are
incorporated into the annual revenue forecasting as part of the Budget office’s annual
budget development. Therefore, review of the project will not have a meaningful fiscal
impact outside what has already been included in the approved budget.

Current Year Estimated Fiscal Impact

Fund(s): 2120FD
Department(s): Planning & Development Services
Program(s): All P&DS programs

FY 2026
FY 2026 Estimated FY 2026
Item Budget Impact Net Change

Item 6A - 2717 Glenwood Dr. Vacation Page 6 of 15



Beginning Fund $18,200,885 $0 $0
Balance
Total Forecasted $15,179,491 $0 $0
Revenue
Total Estimated $17,735,173 $0 $0
Expenses
Ending Fund $12,646,701 $0 $0
Balance(s) After
Reserves
FTE 122.65 0 0
Three-Year Estimated Fiscal Impact
Item FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028
Total Forecasted $0 $0 $0
Revenue
Total Estimated $0 $0 $0
Expenses
Net Estimated $0 $0 $0

Impact

Findings

Staff finds that the criteria of Section 8-6-9, “Vacation of Public Rights-of-Way and
Public Access Easement,” B.R.C. 1981, are met and recommends that City Council

approve the vacation with the suggested motion language.

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.
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Attachments
Attachment A: Proposed Ordinance 8747

Attachment B: Proposed Deed of Vacation
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ORDINANCE 8747
AN ORDINANCE VACATING AND AUTHORIZING THE
CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A DEED OF VACATION FOR
A PORTION OF A PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PATH
EASEMENT GENERALLY LOCATED AT 2717 GLENWOOD
DRIVE, AND SETTING FORTH RELATED DETAILS.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER FINDS AND RECITES THAT:

A. 2717 Glenwood LLC, a Colorado limited liability company, the owner of the
property located at 2717 Glenwood Drive, Boulder, CO, has requested that the city vacate a
portion of a pedestrian and bicycle path easement located generally at 2717 Glenwood Drive;
and

B. The City Council is of the opinion that the requested vacation is in the public interest
and that said pedestrian and bicycle path easement is not necessary for the public use.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER,
COLORADO:

Section 1. The City Council vacates and authorizes the city manager to execute a deed of
vacation for a portion of the pedestrian and bicycle path easement dedicated to the City of
Boulder and recorded in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Reception No.
02166559 on the 27th day of June, 2001 and more particularly described in Exhibit A attached.

Section 2. This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of
the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern.

Section 3. The City Council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title

only and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for

public inspection and acquisition.

https://cityofboulder-my.sharepoint.com/personal/defoej bouldercolorado gov/Documents/Desktop/Vacations/2717 Glenwood Ord. authorizing
CM to execute DOV with ord num.docx
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INTRODUCED, READ ON FIRST READING, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY

TITLE ONLY this 2nd day of April, 2026.

Attest:

Aaron Brockett, Mayor

Elesha Johnson, City Clerk

READ ON SECOND READING, PASSED, ADOPTED, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED

BY TITLE ONLY this 16th day of April, 2026.

Attest:

Aaron Brockett, Mayor

Elesha Johnson, City Clerk

https://cityofboulder-my.sharepoint.com/personal/defoej bouldercolorado gov/Documents/Desktop/Vacations/2717 Glenwood Ord. authorizing

CM to execute DOV with ord num.docx
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH,
RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2

A PARCEL OF LAND TO BE VACATED, LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1
NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF
COLORADO, SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE SAME PARCEL DESCRIBED IN GRANT OF EASEMENT
RECORDED 6/27/2001 AT RECEPTION NO. 2166559 IN THE RECORDS OF THE BOULDER COUNTY CLERK
AND RECORDER AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

CONSIDERING THE NORTH LINE OF OUTLOT "A”, THE THIRD ADDITION TO HIGH MEADOWS RECORDED
DECEMBER 17, 1959 IN PLAT BOOK NO. 7 AT PAGE 56 OF THE RECORDS OF THE BOULDER COUNTY
CLERK AND RECORDER TO BEAR NORTH 88°59'19” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 130.55 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND
NO. 5 REBAR AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF OUTLOT "A” AND A FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH 1 1/2”
ALUMINUM CAP, "FLATIRONS SURV 16406” AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF OUTLOT "A”, WITH ALL
BEARINGS CONTAINED HEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

BEGINNING AT THE NORWEST CORNER OF SAID OUTLOT "A”;

THENCE NORTH 88°59'19” EAST, ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID OUTLOT "A", A DISTANCE OF 130.55
FEET;

THENCE NORTH 00°23'40” WEST, A DISTANCE OF 6.08 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE
S1/2 SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4 OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.;
THENCE NORTH 89°43'41" EAST, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 111.87 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 11°21’30” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 20.38 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 89°43°41" WEST, ALONG A LINE PARALLEL WITH AND 20’ SOUTH OF SAID NORTH LINE, A
DISTANCE OF 134.37 FEET,

THENCE SOUTH 88°59°19” WEST, ALONG A LINE PARALLEL WITH AND 13.68 FEET SOUTH OF SAID NORTH
LINE OF OUTLOT "A”, A DISTANCE OF 111.89 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID OUTLOT "A”;
THENCE NORTH 00°31'22" WEST, ALONG SAID WEST LINE, A DISTANCE OF 13.68 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 4,064 SQUARE FEET OR 0.09 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

|, JESS J. KUNTZ, A LAND SURVEYOR LICENSED IN THE STATE OF
COLORADO, DO HEREBY STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF
FLATIRONS, INC., THAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND ATTACHED
EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THEREOF, WERE PREPARED BY ME
OR UNDER MY RESPONSIBLE CHARGE, ARE ACCURATE TO THE
BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION AND BELIEF, ARE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF PRACTICE AND
ARE NOT A GUARANTY OR WARRANTY, EITHER EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED. SAID PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND EXHIBIT WERE PREPARED

AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO oW B R A 2®
REPRESENT A MONUMENTED LAND SURVEY OR SUBDIVIDE LAND IN DaTe ONE 16,2005
VIOLATION OF STATE STATUTE.

Flatirons, Inc.

Land Surveying Services
p: 655 FOURTH AVE

A LONGMONT, CO 80501
(303) 776-1733

JESS J. KUNTZ
COLORADO P.L.S. #38409
VICE PRESIDENT, FLATIRONS, INC.

THIS IS NOT A "LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR "IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT" AND THIS EXHIBIT IS
NOT INTENDED FOR PURPOSES OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBDIVISIONS OF LAND. RECORD
INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY CLIENT.

www. FlatironsInc.com
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH,
RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 2 OF 2 NORTHEAST CORNER

S1/2 SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4
SEC. 20, TIN, R70W

FOUND NO. 5 REBAR o REMAINING PORTION
POINT OF BEGINNING NOO2340 W & BICYOLE EASEMENT
NORTHWEST CORNER 6.08 (REC. NO. 2166559)
OUTLOT "A"
THE THIRD ADDITION BASIS OF BEARINGS N89°43'41"E 111.87'
TO HIGH MEADOWS N88'59'19"E 130.55']
S'I1°21'30"E
NOO°31°22"W 20.38
13.68' S88°59'19"W 111.89’ / |\ SB89°43'41"W 134.37’ |
VACATED PORTION FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH
LOT 4 OF PEDESTRIAN 1.1/2" ALUMINUM CAP,
& BICYCLE EASEMENT "FLATIRONS SURV 16406”
(REC. NO. 2166559)
CONTAINING 4,064 SQ. FT. g
OR 0.09 ACRES MORE OR LESS PEDESTRIAN
& BICYCLE EASEMENT
(REC. NO. 2166559) \
LOT 3 k
OUTLOT "A" EAST 140° OF THE \
THE THIRD ADDITION TO S1/2 swi/4
HIGH MEADOWS NW1/4 SW1/4
(PLATBOOK 7, SEC. 20, TIN, R70W
PAGE 56) (PARCEL B,
REC. NO. 3699181)
LOT 2
OUTLOT 1
ASPINWALL—EDGAR
ADDITION
PLANFILE P-4
F—1, 418
LOT 1
QLENWOOD AVENUE
0 30 60 -
Flatirons, Inc.
JOB NUMBER: 25-82,029 Land Surveying Services
DRAWN BY: R. SLAGLE .
DATE: JUNE 16, 2025 1inch = 60 ft. - 655 FOURTH AVE
R LONGMONT, CO 80501

THIS IS NOT A "LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR "IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT" AND THIS EXHIBIT IS
NOT INTENDED FOR PURPOSES OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBDIVISIONS OF LAND. RECORD
INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY CLIENT.

www. FlatironsInc.com

(303) 776—1733
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For Administrative Purposes Only
Address: 2717 Glenwood Drive

Case No. LUR2025-00080

DEED OF VACATION

The City of Boulder, Colorado, does hereby vacate and release to the present owner of the
subservient land, in the manner prescribed by Section 43-2-302, C.R.S., and Section 8-6-9, B.R.C.
1981, the following portion of a pedestrian and bicycle path easement previously dedicated to the
City of Boulder and recorded in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder at Reception
No. 02166559 on the 27th day of June, 2001 located at 2717 Glenwood Drive and more particularly
described as follows:

See Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

The above easement vacation and release of said easement at 2717 Glenwood Drive shall extend
only to the portion and the type of easement specifically vacated. The within vacation is not to be
construed as vacating any rights-of-way, easements or cross-easements lying within the
description of the vacated portion of the easement.

Executed this day of , 2026, by the City Manager after having
received authorization from the City Council of the City of Boulder, Colorado, pursuant to
Ordinance 8747, adopted by the City Council of the City of Boulder, Colorado.

CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO

By:
Nuria Rivera-Vandermyde, City Manager

Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to form:

City Attorney’s Office

Date
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH,
RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 1 OF 2

A PARCEL OF LAND TO BE VACATED, LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1
NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF
COLORADO, SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE SAME PARCEL DESCRIBED IN GRANT OF EASEMENT
RECORDED 6/27/2001 AT RECEPTION NO. 2166559 IN THE RECORDS OF THE BOULDER COUNTY CLERK
AND RECORDER AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

CONSIDERING THE NORTH LINE OF OUTLOT "A”, THE THIRD ADDITION TO HIGH MEADOWS RECORDED
DECEMBER 17, 1959 IN PLAT BOOK NO. 7 AT PAGE 56 OF THE RECORDS OF THE BOULDER COUNTY
CLERK AND RECORDER TO BEAR NORTH 88°59'19” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 130.55 FEET BETWEEN A FOUND
NO. 5 REBAR AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF OUTLOT "A” AND A FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH 1 1/2”
ALUMINUM CAP, "FLATIRONS SURV 16406” AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF OUTLOT "A”, WITH ALL
BEARINGS CONTAINED HEREIN RELATIVE THERETO.

BEGINNING AT THE NORWEST CORNER OF SAID OUTLOT "A”;

THENCE NORTH 88°59'19” EAST, ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID OUTLOT "A", A DISTANCE OF 130.55
FEET;

THENCE NORTH 00°23'40” WEST, A DISTANCE OF 6.08 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE
S1/2 SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4 OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M.;
THENCE NORTH 89°43'41" EAST, ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 111.87 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 11°21’30” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 20.38 FEET;

THENCE SOUTH 89°43°41" WEST, ALONG A LINE PARALLEL WITH AND 20’ SOUTH OF SAID NORTH LINE, A
DISTANCE OF 134.37 FEET,

THENCE SOUTH 88°59°19” WEST, ALONG A LINE PARALLEL WITH AND 13.68 FEET SOUTH OF SAID NORTH
LINE OF OUTLOT "A”, A DISTANCE OF 111.89 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID OUTLOT "A”;
THENCE NORTH 00°31'22" WEST, ALONG SAID WEST LINE, A DISTANCE OF 13.68 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 4,064 SQUARE FEET OR 0.09 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

|, JESS J. KUNTZ, A LAND SURVEYOR LICENSED IN THE STATE OF
COLORADO, DO HEREBY STATE FOR AND ON BEHALF OF
FLATIRONS, INC., THAT THIS PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND ATTACHED
EXHIBIT, BEING MADE A PART THEREOF, WERE PREPARED BY ME
OR UNDER MY RESPONSIBLE CHARGE, ARE ACCURATE TO THE
BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION AND BELIEF, ARE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF PRACTICE AND
ARE NOT A GUARANTY OR WARRANTY, EITHER EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED. SAID PARCEL DESCRIPTION AND EXHIBIT WERE PREPARED

AT THE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO oW B R A 2®
REPRESENT A MONUMENTED LAND SURVEY OR SUBDIVIDE LAND IN DaTe ONE 16,2005
VIOLATION OF STATE STATUTE.

Flatirons, Inc.

Land Surveying Services
p: 655 FOURTH AVE

A LONGMONT, CO 80501
(303) 776-1733

JESS J. KUNTZ
COLORADO P.L.S. #38409
VICE PRESIDENT, FLATIRONS, INC.

THIS IS NOT A "LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR "IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT" AND THIS EXHIBIT IS
NOT INTENDED FOR PURPOSES OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBDIVISIONS OF LAND. RECORD
INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY CLIENT.

www. FlatironsInc.com
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EXHIBIT "A”

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH,
RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN,
CITY OF BOULDER, COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO

SHEET 2 OF 2 NORTHEAST CORNER

S1/2 SW1/4 NW1/4 SW1/4
SEC. 20, TIN, R70W

FOUND NO. 5 REBAR o REMAINING PORTION
POINT OF BEGINNING NOO2340 W & BICYOLE EASEMENT
NORTHWEST CORNER 6.08 (REC. NO. 2166559)
OUTLOT "A"
THE THIRD ADDITION BASIS OF BEARINGS N89°43'41"E 111.87'
TO HIGH MEADOWS N88'59'19"E 130.55']
S'I1°21'30"E
NOO°31°22"W 20.38
13.68' S88°59'19"W 111.89’ / |\ SB89°43'41"W 134.37’ |
VACATED PORTION FOUND NO. 5 REBAR WITH
LOT 4 OF PEDESTRIAN 1.1/2" ALUMINUM CAP,
& BICYCLE EASEMENT "FLATIRONS SURV 16406”
(REC. NO. 2166559)
CONTAINING 4,064 SQ. FT. g
OR 0.09 ACRES MORE OR LESS PEDESTRIAN
& BICYCLE EASEMENT
(REC. NO. 2166559) \
LOT 3 k
OUTLOT "A" EAST 140° OF THE \
THE THIRD ADDITION TO S1/2 swi/4
HIGH MEADOWS NW1/4 SW1/4
(PLATBOOK 7, SEC. 20, TIN, R70W
PAGE 56) (PARCEL B,
REC. NO. 3699181)
LOT 2
OUTLOT 1
ASPINWALL—EDGAR
ADDITION
PLANFILE P-4
F—1, 418
LOT 1
QLENWOOD AVENUE
0 30 60 -
Flatirons, Inc.
JOB NUMBER: 25-82,029 Land Surveying Services
DRAWN BY: R. SLAGLE .
DATE: JUNE 16, 2025 1inch = 60 ft. - 655 FOURTH AVE
R LONGMONT, CO 80501

THIS IS NOT A "LAND SURVEY PLAT" OR "IMPROVEMENT SURVEY PLAT" AND THIS EXHIBIT IS
NOT INTENDED FOR PURPOSES OF TRANSFER OF TITLE OR SUBDIVISIONS OF LAND. RECORD
INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS BASED ON INFORMATION PROVIDED BY CLIENT.

www. FlatironsInc.com

(303) 776—1733
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